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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

 

 

Motivation 

 

The changing nature of the academic labor force, and the changing nature of teaching, have 

brought the once peripheral, and often temporary, role of Instructors into the center of higher 

education.  Instructor-rank faculty now make career-long contributions to the College of Arts and 

Sciences (A&S) and to the campus, and together with tenure-stream faculty, constitute our “core 

faculty.”  And yet, for decades, the ranks of Instructors have grown without sufficient or 

intentional planning, and without a rational understanding of their role in the academic 

landscape.  Moreover, current strategic planning and visioning initiatives in the College and on 

the Boulder campus make the recommendations of this Task Force timely and highly relevant. 
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Chaotic and Inconsistent Communication of Policy 

 

The second area of concern, voiced in equal measure by discouraged Instructors and perplexed 

and frustrated chairs and directors, is the chaotic and inconsistent communication of policy. 

Faculty Affairs guidelines for Instructor reappointment and promotion are often ignored or 

misinterpreted.  There is broad confusion among chairs and directors on how to update by-laws 

and policies pertaining to Instructors, and they spoke at length about the need for “work arounds” 

to make A&S policies serve the needs and interests of their units.  We recommend that the 

College:  

¶ Develop policies regarding Instructor-rank faculty that strike a balance between 

consistency and a full recognition of the distinctive needs/roles of individual units. (Rec. 

2a). 

¶ Improve the clarity, implementation, and effective communication of campus-level 

policy (Office of Faculty Affairs) regarding Instructor-rank faculty at the College level 

(e.g. alternating full/expedited review for Senior Instructors; new Teaching Professor 
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career in service of CU should be honored.  For many Instructors, that is hardly the case.  We 

recommend that the College: 

¶ Ensure the existence of clear policies in every unit for standards for reappointment as 

well as promotion of Instructors through ranks (Instructor to Senior Instructor, and to 

Teaching Professor).  Instructors should not be disadvantaged in their careers by the 

absence of such unit policies, or an unwillingness to create them.  (Rec. 4a)   

¶ Create additional Instructor lines.  An undue reliance on Lecturer positions does not serve 

students or the College well, and is corrosive to the spirit of the university.  (Rec. 4j)  

¶ Develop clear policies for Instructor searches that would facilitate a path to Instructor 

positions for highly qualified, long-time Lecturers by (1) recognizing their CU-Boulder 

contributions even as rigorous searches are conducted, and (2) implementing a 

transitional cost-sharing plan so that financial considerations do not stand in the way of 

deserved transitions from Lecturer to Instructor status. (Rec. 4k) 

 

Not at the Table: An Unwelcoming Climate 

 

It is easy to dismiss references to “climate” as unduly vague or difficult to remedy, but climate is 

the bedrock on which all of our findings and recommendations rest.  In some units, Instructors 

are not allowed to vote; in others, they are not even allowed to attend faculty meetings; in still 

others, multiple Instructors share one vote.  On top of all of this, 





/asmagazine/2018/06/22/task-force-examine-role-workload-instructors
/bfa/sites/default/files/attached-files/Instructor%20Bill%20of%20Rights.pdf
/bfa/sites/default/files/attached-files/bfainstr_finalreport_040210.pdf


/bfa/committees/instructor-track-faculty-affairs-committee-itfac
mailto:Jennifer.Knight@colorado.edu?subject=Instructor%20Task%20Force
mailto:rolf.norgaard@Colorado.EDU?subject=Instructor%20Task%20Force
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¶ Focused Town Halls, with areas of concern/provisional recommendations 

identified: November 

¶ Clarifying/developing recommendations: November-January 

¶ Drafting report: January-February 

¶ Informal Comment – circulation of draft report: Early March 

¶ Final Report Delivered: Mid-March 

¶ Formal ASC / Dean Consideration (also, circulation to BFA, Council of Deans, Office of 

Faculty Affairs, et al.): Mid-March-May 

In addition, the Task Force sought data from Rob Stubbs (Office of Institutional Research), 

William Kaempfer (then Senior Vice P



/facultyaffairs/sites/default/files/attached-files/lecturer_instructor_appointment_evaluation_promotion_guidelines_2017_revisions_remediated_091917.pdf
/facultyaffairs/sites/default/files/attached-files/lecturer_instructor_appointment_evaluation_promotion_guidelines_2017_revisions_remediated_091917.pdf
/facultyaffairs/sites/default/files/attached-files/lecturer_instructor_appointment_evaluation_promotion_guidelines_2017_revisions_remediated_091917.pdf
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proceed from these commitments.  We urge readers of this report to consider and embrace these 
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Links to Other Ongoing Strategic Initiatives 

 The work of the Task Force did not proceed in isolation.  We have been very mindful of 

several key initiatives on campus, and how our recommendations might further and support those 

initiatives.  Likewise, the broad engagement of the campus in such initiatives, and the 

considerable consensus that has formed around their outcomes, give us confidence that our report 

and recommendations will be viewed as an integral part of, and indeed necessary for, these 

initiatives.   

¶ Arts and Sciences Strategic Plan.  The A&S Strategic Plan focuses on “teaching to 

inspire,” a role especially suited to Instructor-rank faculty.  The plan likewise asks that 

the College to prioritize research to define “the frontiers of knowledge,” a goal which 

Instructors, by shouldering a good deal of instructional work, can help tenure-stream 

faculty accomplish.  The third key strategic imperative is creating a “welcoming culture.”  

Here the College has much to accomplish to integrate Instructor-rank faculty into the 

intellectual life and governance structures of units and the College as a whole.  These are 

important goals, and Instructor-rank faculty are essential to achieving them. 
 

¶ Academic Futures.  Key features of this campus-wide discussion include (1) developing 

a common student-centered approach to learning, (2) fostering an inclusive culture, and 

(3) renewing our commitment to teaching excellence.  Addressing the concerns of 

Instructor-rank faculty is essential to achieving each of these three goals.  We note in 

particular (4) the desire to embrace the “public” in our public university, and call 

attention to the considerable role that Instructor-rank faculty play in outreach and service 

learning.  If we fail to fully integrate Instructors as “core faculty,” we will likewise fail to 

make good on this Academic Futures vision. 

 

¶ Foundations of Excellence.   Given its focus on improving the first-year experience in 

all of its dimensions, the Foundations of Excellence initiative clearly places Instructor-

rank faculty as a key requisite for success.  The ability of Instructors to engage and retain 

students is essential to this first-year initiative, and more generally to the success of our 

campus.  If enacted, the recommendations in this Instructor Task Force report will help 

ensure that we achieve the goals of Foundations of Excellence. 
 

¶ IDEA Plan.  The second “Action Area of Focus” in the IDEA Plan speaks to the need to 

attract and retain diverse faculty.  This is especially important for teaching faculty, as 

they most actively engage with students, and can embody change and diversity for 

students to see.  Yet given the low salaries for Instructors, and problems regarding 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

 The Task Force went to considerable lengths to engage the College and Campus 

community in our work.  We held numerous listening sessions early in Fall 2018, attended by 

Instructor-rank faculty from a variety of A&S units.  We learned much about the lived 

experience of Instructors—some of it new, and much confirming what we ourselves have 

experienced and understood over many years at CU-Boulder.  These listening sessions were 

critical, and helped ensure that our recommendations reflect the needs and desires of Instructors.   

In early-to mid-October we met with unit chairs and directors at divisional meetings, and 
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practices upon which to guide our work.  These best practices are likewise reflected in many of 

our recommendations.  
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1. TEACHING LOADS THAT FAIL STUDENTS AND DENIGRATE SERVICE 

 

 

https://www.aacu.org/leap/hips
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.2202/1949-6605.1474
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of the relationship between teaching and service was addressed in an Academic Futures White 

Paper, which is included in the appendix.)  

 

Contractually speaking, service stands as the primary merit category in which Instructors 

can earn credit for teaching-related service, to help oversee programmatic innovation, to run labs, 

and to otherwise contribute directly to the pedagogical health of their programs.  Service also 

stands as a traditional merit category for professional development—attending conferences, 

publishing on pedagogical topics, etc.  This point about professional development is particularly 

important given that the Instructor contract has no formal merit category through which to 

recognize Instructor research and publication related to classroom pedagogy and domain content.  

 

Still further, promotion to Senior Instructor and Teaching Professor require a profile of 

service at the campus and even national level, something increasingly difficult to achieve given 

College and campus policies regarding service.  Service goes to the heart of who instructors are 
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salary ambiguity for those who have chosen 75% contracts so as to maximize their high-impact 

work: Do they receive raises of any sort?  If so, how much?  Given that many of them make just 

above $39K (75% of $52K), why are they be penalized for a contractual choice that A&S 

administrators insisted would not impact them or their careers negatively?  Still further, there is a 

class of Instructor who seeks to shift from a 4/4 load at 100% to a 3/3 load at 75% so as to offer 

more of the high-impact teaching practices outlined above.  (Indeed, several PWR faculty have 

recently made this choice and explained their rationale to members of this Task Force orally and 

in writing.)  Do these Instructors lose pay as a result of their choice to work more directly with 

students?  Those who most want to pursue high-impact teaching now seem to be paying an extra 

financial penalty for doing so. 

 

 

 

5) Instructor morale, already low, is waning. 

     Our Task Force has repeatedly heard compelling personal stories of burnout and fatigue 

related to each of the four problems above.  Indeed, the following comments from Instructors 

participating in our recent A&S Town Hall were common: 

 

--Several Instructors noted that differences with respect to workload are not clearly 

delineated, especially with respect to service between those on 100%-time contracts and 

those on 75%-time contracts. 

 

--Several Instructors noted that there is no consistency across units with regard to 

teaching big classes: in some units, teaching a 400-person lecture is counted as teaching 

two courses; in others, it isn’t. 

 

--Several Instructors noted that service seems overwhelming: one mentioned that, each 

semester, she sits on the unit’s honors committee, coordinates teaching assistants, serves 

as Instructor representative on multiple committees, and writes as many as 25 letters of 

recommendation, all while teaching four courses.  She finds this load to be unsustainable. 

 

--Several Instructors suggested that their service expectations have become less clear 

once their contracts shifted from 3/3 to 4/4.  

 

--Several Instructors suggested that they would like to see a specific merit category in 

their contracts for professional development.  Another expressed interest in the ability to 

occasionally apply for a one-course release to do research as part of her overall 

professional development as a teacher: such a release would afford her a clearer sense of 

balance and further currency in the field. 

 

We do not ground our recommendations, however, on these personal factors alone, or 

even in the main.  More compelling for us is the inevitable effect this workload has on student 

engagement, success, and retention.  Those effects are muted by the desire of Instructors to 

continue to go the extra mile, to extend themselves, again and again, to students.  What is 

unsustainable on a personal level becomes, however, a structural limitation at the institutional 

level.  We fear that the College and the campus will eventually pay a steep price as student 
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retention fails to meet institutional goals, and overworked, demoralized instructors reduce 

assignments, respond in the most perfunctory fashion to student work, shorten office hours to a 

minimum, shirk co-curricular teaching opportunities, fail to maintain currency in their fields, and 

in general cut corners—all in an effort to save their sanity.  Instructors are productive and 

engaged when their work is respected.  Right now, with I
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the Office of Faculty Affairs to ensure the accuracy of information and the effectiveness 

of its communication. 

 

Priority/Impact:  Medium Implementation: Near-Term  Resources:  Moderate 

 

 

 

d. Develop a clearinghouse or more transparent database for best practices and model 

documents regarding Instructor policy (e.g. by-laws, reappointment and promotion 

guidelines, merit systems) to assist units in the College as they develop or update 

policies. 

 

Priority/Impact:  High  Implementation:  Near-Term  Resources:  Low 

 

 

 

e. Improve orientation on Instructor issues for new chairs/directors and new associate 
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3. FALLING BEHIND: LOW PAY AND SALARY COMPRESSION 

 

 

     Research has shown that respect for the work that Instructor-rank faculty do goes a long way 

toward fostering job satisfaction (see for example Adrianna Kezar’s 2013 article in Research in Higher 

Education).  However, respect alone is not adequate compensation for work.  Low base wages and 

considerable salary compression, especially for long-serving Instructors, emerged as very high priority 

issues in our discussions with I

/asfacultystaff/personnel-administration/policies-procedures/faculty-regular-non-tenure-track/reappointments-1
/asfacultystaff/personnel-administration/policies-procedures/faculty-regular-non-tenure-track/reappointments-1
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75% positions for a variety of reasons: what happens to their salaries—especially in light of these new 

floors—seems very much unclear.     

   

 If the recent pay raise for starting Instructors is proving inadequate given A&S teaching 

loads, matters do not appear better as the Task Force sought to consider the Boulder context.  

The median earning level in Boulder County for full-time work in 2017 was $66,400 

(https://www-static.bouldercolorado.gov/docs/2016_AMI_Chart-1-201612221304.pdf)  

Instructor salaries do not look good in this context, especially considering that nearly all A&S 

Instructors have Ph.D.s or other terminal degrees.  The Task Force also considered long-term 

metrics.  Such metrics are indeed vexed and may be of limited utility (e.g. the growing gap 

between Instructor starting salaries over time vs. average assistant professor starting salaries over 

time, or modest increases in Instructor starting salaries vs. larger tuition increases over the last 

20-30 years).  Whatever their flaws, such long-term comparisons nevertheless offer a compelling 

picture of how Instructors are being left behind. 

https://www-static.bouldercolorado.gov/docs/2016_AMI_Chart-1-201612221304.pdf
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e. (Re)Design merit systems in units so that merit criteria match contracts and actual 

work, and to ensure that Instructor-rank faculty can qualify for the full-range of 

possible merit designations.  Units should have mechanisms in place to reward 

Instructor scholarly or creative work (work essential to currency in the field), even 

when such activity is not contractually required. 

 

Priority/Impact: 
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5. NOT AT THE TABLE: AN UNWELCOMING CLIMATE  
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All too rarely are Instructors welcomed, acknowledged, or thanked.  Moments when 

congratulations are in order are not taken up, much less actively embraced.  In one A&S unit, the first 

word of a successful reappointment is an email message that one must submit to an official background 

check.  Yes, strange as it may seem, such a message is greeted by Instructors as good news.  In the last 

several years, five long-serving Senior I
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d. Mandate revisions to unit by-laws to include Instructor-rank faculty in unit 

governance processes and in the participation/operation of appropriate committees.  

Ensure that Instructor-rank faculty have access to service opportunities. 

 

Priority/Impact:  High  Implementation:  Near-Term  Resources:  Low  

 

 

e. Revise the Instructor contract for employment, which in its current form fails to 

extend to Instructors the full rights normally extended to faculty members.  

(Instructors are currently forced to sign a contract with the Regents that waives all 

grievance rights, and includes provisions for dismissal for cause that depart from 

faculty norms.) 

 

Priority/Impact:  Highest Implementation:  Immediate  Resources:  Low 

 

 

f. Provide material conditions for work that reflect the faculty member’s duties, and 

not necessarily just the faculty member’s rank (e.g. Instructors require sufficient 

privacy for meetings with students, access to computer resources, access to budgets 

for supplies and materials needed for teaching, and office space with appropriate 

ventilation, heating, and cooling). 

 

Priority/Impact:  Moderate Implementation:  Near-Term  Resources:  Low 

 

 

g. Ensure that Instructor-rank faculty have broad access at unit, College, and campus 



 

 36 

 

i. Require chairs/directors to report on the status of Instructors in their unit as part of 

an annual report or meeting with the Dean. 

 

Priority/Impact:  High  Implementation:  Immediate  Resources:  Low 

 

 

j. Work with the Office of Faculty Affairs to include an explicit and required section 

in the ARPAC Self Study report on the status of both Instructors and lecturers in 

the unit. 

 

Priority/Impact:  Medium Implementation:  Near-Term  Resources:  Low 
 

 

k. 



 

 37 

APPENDICES 

 

 

Task Force on Instructors 
 

Formed jointly by 

James White, Interim Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences 

Stephen Mojzsis, Chair of the Arts and Sciences Council 

 

April 10, 2018 

 

Background 
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 We charge the Task Force to investigate and develop recommendations on a set of 

interrelated issues that include but are not limited to the following: 

 
¶ Appropriate distinctions among non-tenure-stream faculty positions and roles 

¶ Teaching responsibilities, workloads, and course assignments 

¶ Service, including instructionally-related service activities 

¶ Professional development, access to funding opportunities, and pedagogical research accounts 

¶ Polices regarding inclusive recruitment, hiring, contracts, reappoi
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The report shall be shared with relevant bodies/persons who have an ongoing interest and 

stake in instructor issues, for example the Boulder Faculty Assembly, the Office of Faculty 

Affairs, the Council of Deans, and the Provost. 
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Why Instructor Service is Central to the Campus’s Academic Future 

 

 In its core logic, the primary service performed by instructors is curricular in nature, 

and consists of instructionally-related activities.  Such service is central to the value, role, and 

identity of instructor-track faculty, and maintains and fosters their professional currency in a 

field.  Service is likewise central to student success.  More generally, such instructionally-

related service provides a place for instructors to imagine a future—for themselves and for the 

campus.  

 

The service performed by instructors adds enormous value to the unit, school/college, 

and the campus.  Broad in its range and impact, instructor service is most especially salient in its 

relation to curriculum, instructionally-related activities, and student success and retention.  

Whether service is related to developing new curricula, innovative pedagogical perspectives, and 

meaningful assessment tools; or to overseeing multi-section courses and the training of lecturers 

and graduate students; or to mentoring students and fostering relationships that help ensure 

retention and success, instructors and the service they perform are central to the undergraduate 

mission—and to the future the campus now wishes to imagine. 

 

Service is a defining feature that distinguishes faculty roles.  Service is one of the main 

responsibilities that instructors share with tenure-stream faculty, and it is what connects both 

tenure-stream faculty and instructors to the campus community and its ongoing welfare.  The 

service roles of instructors and TT faculty sometimes differ, but these roles are both necessary 

and complementary.  Instructors are eager to perform service when that service is recognized and 

appreciated, and they perform this service well. 

 

Service differentiates instructors from lecturers.  Although lecturers and instructors 

both engage in a good deal of teaching, it is instructor service that builds an identification with 

the campus and helps sustain its educational mission over time.   L0 612 792 re
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service remains a key vehicle for ensuring that classroom teaching reflects best practices.  

Professional development activities such as instructionally-related committees, workshops, 

seminars, and conferences have considerable value for maintaining currency.  Because currency 
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how needs differ among units.  Course equivalences for curricular and instructionally-

related activities are both needed and legitimate, but the approval process must be 

streamlined. 

 

 

If we are to realize a better academic future, and thereby improve undergraduate 

education, the campus needs to recognize and facilitate instructor service.  Failing to do so, we 

risk disengaging a large proportion of our faculty, the very faculty most often in the position to 

give close attention to student success and retention, and to revitalized pedagogy.  Failing to do 

so, we ignore a reservoir of talent, energy, and good will without which our dreams will not 

come true. 

 

Instructors are willing and eager partners in our Academic Future.  Let us craft policies 

that unleash their potential.  

 

 

Rolf Norgaard, Teaching Professor, PWR (Chair) 

Janet Casagrand, Senior Instructor, IPHY 

Cathy Comstock, Senior Instructor, Farrand 

Janet Donavan, Senior Instructor, Political Science 

Jenny Knight, Associate Professor, MCDB 

Steve Lamos, Associate Professor, English/PWR 

Adam Norris, Senior Instructor, Applied Math 

Eric Stade, Professor, Mathematics 
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SUMMARY LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

 

 

1. Recommendations on Teaching, Service, and Professional Development 

 

 

 

1a. Reframe the relationship between teaching and service to address the significant 

role of instructionally-related service. 

 

Priority/Impact: Highest Implementation: Immediate  Resources: High 

 

 

1b. Change the merit weighting for full-time appointments to 70% teaching, 20% 

service, and 10% professional development. 

 

Priority/Impact: High  Implementation: Immediate  Resources: Low  

 

 

1c. Develop a set of examples of pre-approved options for course equivalencies and 

service-intensive work to better recognize the distinctive service rendered by many 

instructors, and to reduce the burden of individually negotiated MOUs.   

 

Priority/Impact:  High  Implementation:  Immediate  Resources:  Low 

 

 

1d. Establish a 3/3 teaching load that includes a new category of professional 

development in addition to service, for a 70/20/10 teaching/service/professional 

development merit ratio, with no reduction in pay for current instructors and the new base 

salaries for new hires.  This would be the standard benchmark for full-time Instructor 

positions. 

 

Priority/Impact: Highest Implementation: Near-term  Resources: High 

   

 

1e. Establish, beyond current funding options, an annual pedagogical research and 

professional development fund for Instructors (in an amount equal to that provided to 

tenure-
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2. Clarity and Effective Communication of Policy 

 

 

2a. Develop policies regarding Instructor-rank faculty that strike a balance between 

consistency and a recognition of the distinctive needs/roles of individual units. 

 

Priority/Impact:  Highest
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3. Compensation: Base Salary and Compression 

 

  

3a. Continue to address the base starting salary for new instructors to offer a living 

wage in Boulder, to permit competitive searches, and to reward instructors appropriately 

for their valuable work at the university. 

 

Priority/Impact:  Highest Implementation:  Near-Term  Resources: High 

 

 

3b. Ensure that Senior Instructors earn 110-115% of Instructor salaries, as per the 

recent raise to the new minimum starting salary and per current Office of Faculty Affairs 

Guidelines, and in light of recommen0000912 0 612 792 re
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4. Career Path 

 

 

 

4a. Ensure the existence of clear policies in every unit for standards for reappointment 

as well as the promotion of Instructors through ranks (Instructor to Senior Instructor, and 

to Teaching Professor).  Instructors should not be disadvantaged in their careers by the 

absence of such unit policies, or an unwillingness to create them.   

 

Priority/Impact:  Highest Implementation:  Immediate  
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