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We also know faculty are much more likely to have a parent with a PhD
even compared to PhD recipients
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Hard to study because the data is hard to collect!
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A strong prestige hierarchy has been found among U.S. physics faculty (Grunspan et. al 2024), but no cross-field comparative study of U.S. faculty has been done
D. Z. Grunspan et. al, “Importance of undergraduate institution prestige in physics faculty hiring networks,” Physics Education Research 20, 010144 (2024).



Limited to U.S. faculty

These fields may treat

Computer Science Business History ,
, _ N undergraduate prestige
Type STEM Social Science  Humanities differently!
&  RESEARCH ARTICLE = NETWORK SCIENCES f X ¥ in o % ¢

Systematic inequality and hierarchy in faculty hiring
networks

AARON CLAUSET, SAMUEL ARBESMAN, AND DANIEL B. LARREMORE Authors Info & Affiliations

SCIENCE ADVANCES - 12Feb2015 - Vol 1, Issue1 - DOI: 10.1126/sciadv.1400005




Limited to U.S. faculty

These fields may treat

Computer Science Business History .
, , - undergraduate prestige
Type STEM Social Science  Humanities differently!
Year Collected 2011-2012 2012 2013
# institutions™ 205 112 144

f X ¥in o % ¢

3 RESEARCH ARTICLE NETWORK SCIENCES

Systematic inequality and hierarchy in faculty hiring
networks

AARON CLAUSET, SAMUEL ARBESMAN, AND DANIEL B. LARREMORE Authors Info & Affiliations

SCIENCE ADVANCES - 12Feb2015 - Vol 1, Issue1 - DOI: 10.1126/sciadv.1400005

For each of these three fields, faculty institutions in our sample were constructed from field-specific comprehensive lists of PhD-granting universities in the U.S. (U.S. News and World
Report for Business and History, and the Forsythe list, maintained by the Computing Research Association, for Computer Science).
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There is far more diversity of Undergrad origins than PhD origins.



There is far more diversity of Undergrad origins than PhD origins.
We can visualize this using Lorenz curves...
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100%

80%

60%

40%

Fraction of U.S. faculty produced

20%

0%

How do undergraduate institutions compare?

* 20% of PhD institutions produce 80% of faculty

S
\}fb

* 20% of institutions produce 20% of faculty

0%

20% 40% 60% 80%
Fraction of undergraduate institutions

100%

Inequality is not automatically bad, it could be that only a small share of institutions have the resources and/or applicant pool to produce future profs
There are ~1000 US unique undergrad institutions and ~1000 non-US unique undergrad institutions from 100+ countries



There are ~1000 US unique undergrad institutions

History
100% ~ Computer Science
oy Business
25
_zpf
L7
80% * ,,///
’
- 7,0
2 7/ 68Y%
Yet, a small share E *;/ 630
train most US profs 2 won /] 59%
. . =
_ palilt_lctularly in 3 /Z, ©
B O
istory ” 1" 2

- iy
o 40% Ul
S n
3 n
L ]

oo |l K

0
i
0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Fraction of undergraduate institutions

Inequality is not automatically bad, it could be that only a small share of institutions have the resources and/or applicant pool to produce future profs
There are ~1000 US unique undergrad institutions and ~1000 non-US unique undergrad institutions from 100+ countries



There are ~1000 US unique undergrad institutions

History
100% // Computer Science
2 Business
275
27
P
80% * ,,///
’
5 0
// %
Yet, a small share % *j/ ggo;o
train most US profs S /% 59%
— part.icularly N % /Z/ Q}\\\\
History :f; 1" o
= iy
But this is a more c 4% ,",'
diverse set than PhD B i
institutions = I’ll
20% ’, *
0
]
0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Fraction of undergraduate institutions

Inequality is not automatically bad, it could be that only a small share of institutions have the resources and/or applicant pool to produce future profs
There are ~1000 US unique undergrad institutions and ~1000 non-US unique undergrad institutions from 100+ countries



There are ~1000 US unigue undergrad institutions
and ~1000 non-US unique undergrad institutions

from 100+ countries 100% 85%

80%

Yet, a small share
train most US profs
— particularly in
History

and among non-US
trained faculty

60%

40%

Fraction of U.S. faculty produced

20%

0% =
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Fraction of undergraduate institutions

Inequality is not automatically bad, it could be that only a small share of institutions have the resources and/or applicant pool to produce future profs
There are ~1000 US unique undergrad institutions and ~1000 non-US unique undergrad institutions from 100+ countries

History
Computer Science
Business



There are ~1000 US unigue undergrad institutions
and ~1000 non-US unique undergrad institutions Histo
from 100+ countries 85% ry

100% 9% ~ Computer Science
= Business
,/

80%

Yet, a small share
train most US profs
— particularly in
History

and among non-US
trained faculty

60%

40%

What are some of these
institutions?

Fraction of U.S. faculty produced

20%

0% =
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Fraction of undergraduate institutions

Inequality is not automatically bad, it could be that only a small share of institutions have the resources and/or applicant pool to produce future profs
There are ~1000 US unique undergrad institutions and ~1000 non-US unique undergrad institutions from 100+ countries



Many professors did their undergrad
at one of 5 schools:

el HHARVARD I I I = = Massachusetts

Institute of
8 UNIVERSITY I I Tecﬁ#nlugy

Yale Berkeley

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Cornell University.

U.S.-trained U.S.
professors

...............
W W W W W W W W W W W W W W\

TYTYYYYYYYYYYYY

1in6



Large shares also did their undergrad at a
SLAC = Selective Liberal Arts College,
especially in History
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There is far more diversity of Undergrad origins than PhD origins.
Although it's still a pretty elite set of schools.

... but we want to know: even controlling for PhD, does where you do your
undergraduate degree matter?



Higher prestige

Lower prestige

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.0

In all 3 fields,
there is clearly a
relationship PhD
-> faculty

11



Higher prestige

Lower prestige

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.0

BS

PhD

But is there also
one
BS -> faculty?

11



Higher prestige

Lower prestige

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.0

If no
relationship,
faculty
placement
should vary by
PhD but not BS
prestige

11



Higher prestige

Lower prestige

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.0

BS

PhD

If relationship,
faculty
placement
should vary by
BS prestige
even when
matching on
PhD prestige

11



Higher prestige

Lower prestige

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.0

BS

PhD

Prof

Surprisingly, we
do find a
relationship!



Surprisingly, we

1.0

— do find a
. T relationship!
Higher prestige
v +30 ranks higher
A
0.4 T
Lower prestige | | !

BS PhD Prof



Higher prestige

Lower prestige

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.0

Business

Surprisingly, we
do find a
relationship!

11



Higher prestige

Lower prestige

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.0

Surprisingly, we
do find a
relationship!

+35 ranks higher

11



Computer Science

Business
70% Hist
istory

© 60% o
5 51%
F 50%
o 0
© 40% 32%
£ 30%
Q 0
© 20% 7 %o
()
O 0%

OutS|de U. S

Large shares were trained outside the U.S.!
(MUCH larger than among PhDs)

Very few trained in South America & Africa



Computer Science Large shares were trained outside the U.S.!
(MUCH larger than among PhDs)

70%
500|519
F 50%
o
o 40%
(@)
£ 30%
)

9 20%
)

O 0%

(o)

Outside U.S.

Largest share from Asia
(> 50%)

1. China

2. India



70%

T 60%

o

F 50%

o

© 40%

o)}

= 30%

2 20%
10%

0,

Business

32%

Outside U.S.

Large shares were trained outside the U.S.!
(MUCH larger than among PhDs)

Largest share from Asia
(> 50%)

1. India

2. China

12



70%
< 60%
(@)

F 50%
(@)

o 40%
&

< 30%
% 20%
O 0%

0,

Large shares were trained outside the U.S.!
(MUCH larger than among PhDs)

History
17%
Outside U.S.
Largest share from Europe
(> 50%)
1. UK.

2. Canada

12



Computer Science

150
S 100
3 US undergrads
o
50
0
0 20 40 60

Faculty career age
(Years since PhD)



Computer Science

150
Non-US undergrads

S 100
3 US undergrads
&)

50

0 \\
0 20 40 60

Faculty career age
(Years since PhD)



Computer Science

Non-US undergrads

§ US undergrads

N

0 20 40 60

Faculty career age
(Years since PhD)

Most early-career CS
faculty did their undergrad
outside the U.S.!



Computer Science

150
Non-US undergrads

€ 100
3 US undergrads
&)

50

0 \\
0 20 40 60

Faculty career age
(Years since PhD)

Most early-career CS
faculty did their undergrad
outside the U.S.!

Business

/\ Non-US undergrads
| US undergrads

0 20 40 60

Faculty career age
(Years since PhD)



Computer Science

150
Non-US undergrads

€ 100
3 US undergrads
&)

50

0 \\
0 20 40 60

Faculty career age
(Years since PhD)

Most early-career CS
faculty did their undergrad
outside the U.S.!

Count

150

100

50

Business

Non-US undergrads

A

US undergrads

0 20 40 60

Faculty career age
(Years since PhD)

History
150
Non-US undergrads

S 100
é US undergrads

50

) /\\
0 20 40 60

Faculty career age
(Years since PhD)



We showed that YES, after matching on PhD, undergraduate institution is
still associated with faculty placement
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We showed that YES, after matching on PhD, undergraduate institution is
still associated with faculty placement

What could explain these correlations?

Meritocracy? Socioeconomic Social Cultural capital?  Undergraduate
status? networks? major?

Data we have recently obtained access to from NCSES will help us untangle these hypotheses
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Fraction of U.S. faculty produced

A small share of elite Undergraduate prestige is associated
undergrad institutions train with faculty placement even among
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Many trends were strongest in , a field that could potentially rely more

heavily on undergraduate background as a form of cultural capital
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