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2008 Marketing Academia Labor Market Survey 

· Ninety out of 120 of you responded.  That is a lot better than last year and given the demands on you these days and how we are besieged by e-mail requests, thanks! The number of candidates for position ratio is back to about two candidates for each position in the top 100 North American Business Schools (see table below).  There was a period in 2000-2003 when the number of jobs surged but since then it has fallen back.  Is that because we have switched from tenure track positions to greater use of clinical professors, adjuncts and lecturers?  Possibly.   Next year could be telling.   My guess is that there will be even fewer tenure track positions.   Schools are also going after more advanced, seasoned and proven assistants which is very rational given salary inversion.

· There were 10 positions for a CB candidate, 11 for a Quant candidate, 15 for a managerial candidate and 18 (33%) were for the best athlete (no specialty).  Over the years, Schools have shifted away from hiring the best candidate (it used to be about 50% of positions) to filling dedicated skill positions. Is this because we are looking ahead more at specific needs, knowing we may not be able to replace retiring faculty?  There are 63 CB candidates, 25 Quant candidates and 26 managerial candidates.   It is interesting to note, looking back over the years that the number of CB positions has stayed about the same but the number of CB candidates has increased from around 35-40 back in 2000-2001 to 63 this year.  The number of Quant positions has stayed about the same but the number of Quant candidates has doubled.  The number of dedicated managerial positions has increased but the number of managerial candidates has declined.   

· To summarize, one of the goals of this survey over the years was to try to provide demand information that might be used by the market to adjust supply to demand.  This has not happened and is symptomatic of a systemic and very serious problem in our field, supply perpetuates itself rather than responds to demand (see more on this below). My own observation in interviewing candidates over the years is that not only has the number of CB candidates and Quant increased but their specialty has narrowed: e.g. they are trained to do qualitative research or behavioral decision theory research on students, or Bayesian statistical analysis.  They are also teaching more, generally have excellent teaching evaluations and have more papers under review/published.   They are competing harder for the top jobs and are of ever higher quality.    

· Last year's mean nine-month starting salary was $124 (cf. $116k previous year) with a modal offer of two-ninths summer support for three years.   The lowest 12-month offer was $93k, the highest was $180k.   All of the top private schools did not and have never reported salary so the upper bound may be higher!   26 of the 43 schools reported 12 month offers over $150k.    

· As this is my last survey, I thought I should look back over the reports of the previous 17 years and share with you my analysis of the most important trend.  It is the emerging rich school, poor school “two worlds” phenomenon, the fractionalization of our field and perpetuation of supply that has created its own artificial demand market for the quality that is supplied.      

· At about 40 or so schools that produce half of our PhD’s, the 12 month starting salary is over $150,000 (when they are in the market, a dozen or so were not this year) and the teaching load is about 90-120 hours (2-3 courses). There are about 60 schools that are at an intermediate tier with 12-month salaries around $150k but at the hundreds of schools that employ most marketing professors, the starting 12-month salary is $90,000 and the teaching load is 240 hours (six courses).   Sometimes young marketing professors at these schools are able to publish their way up to an elite school and job, but it seldom happens.   

· The majority of our PhD graduates are bound for a heavy teaching career and not a lot of salary increase. What discretionary time they have to devote to work, they invest in setting up little market research companies or doing consulting to supplement their University income, or becoming administrators, extra summer teaching in overseas programs etc.   

· At the elite schools, my observations are the following, enriched by the many discussions and stories I have heard from many of you over recent years.   Of the 50 or so rookies who end up with the elite salaried positions at private and top state schools each year, 10-20 do not make tenure and many end up at teaching schools.  You can imagine how they feel about the discipline and in their discussions with their new colleagues how they increase the divide between the haves and have-nots.  This winnowing is increased by top schools hiring PQ clinical professors or adjuncts who often are better prepared and confident in teaching marketing management, allowing elite Departments to concentrate their resources around hiring potential stars (thus bidding up salaries at the top of the range) and looking after them.  What signal does this send the stars?  The reinforcement schedule trains the stars to increasingly isolate themselves in their narrow research streams and joint research and reviewing of each other's work and teaching of the next generation of doctoral students.   This helps explain the following phenomenon.

· We produce highly skilled consumer psychologists/sociologists and highly skilled econometricians/statisticians, the best of whom fill the journals with their work, inculcate their doctoral students with their values and end up the heavyweights in their departments and become the intellectual leaders of our field.   They are isolated from the forces of supply and demand that the great majority of marketing professors experience.   It is not a question of whether their values are right or wrong – they are just very different from the great majority of marketing professors and the process improvement needs of practitioners.   They are concerned about the methodological integrity of the leading journals, the biases of the new Editors, the latest research stream fads, funding doctoral student research etc., being invited to the Doctoral Consortium, special conferences, or onto Review Boards.   They are not concerned about (perhaps not even aware of) issues such as the extraordinary dumbing down of the Intro to Marketing texts that every business student is exposed to and/or the declining relevance and respect for our discipline in the business world and in government (these two issues are probably connected).  They were not trained to be, they were not rewarded to be, they cannot be expected to be so concerned.   It is a glorious isolation, monastic-like problem.

· Perhaps this two worlds reality could be tolerated and sustained if it was not that a super-ordinate concern and issue has grown into the elephant in the room that no one wants to talk about and if you do, is likely to draw snickers…and you will be labeled outspoken (ah well, I guess I am stuck with that label!).   The new global competitive reality is that American managers must be world beaters at managing innovation and the diffusion of innovation, the core responsibilities of marketing (say what? who says?).  American managers must be the best global traders in the world (why? way too much chauvinism here).  If they are not then their foreign peers who are as good or better than them at such marketing and who have much more immediate access to (and understanding of) the important global growth markets and sources of cheap skilled labor are going to, not only eat American managers’ lunch but, put them out of work and all the people who depended on them…to be world beaters at marketing (oh come on).  Yes, we are responsible for training such world beaters (snicker).   Seriously, this is not Cassandra hand-wringing.  It is happening now, will happen in heaps in the very near future and will have huge structural effects on our economy, right about the time our major entitlement programs go bankrupt.  The leading economic historians have been predicting it for two decades.  Also read Tom Friedman, again, and James Fallows’ essays in The Atlantic Monthly.  They are not suggesting we need more lawyers, more Wall Street arbitragers, more Finance, Accounting and Management majors.  They say we have to get ahead on product development, design and innovation and the diffusion of these innovations and stay ahead, as our global competition ever faster catches up.  We have to be not just better at global marketing and trading, but ever better at such processes and activities.

· Don Lehmann asked 10 years ago whether we had become the discipline of Blue light specials and triple coupons (that is, really expert on trivial topics).  I think we had, at least at the elite schools and in our leading journals, but it did not matter so much then.  Now it does.  It really does.   And we just do not seem to be able to doing anything about it.  We have had two excellent articles in JM from a group of our finest scholars who came in as the new generation of marketing professors, post the Carnegie Report on Business School professor training, who rode the baby-boom growth in Business Schools, and who variously have despaired about the state of our discipline.   What was the effect of these insightful critiques?  Not much, if anything at all.  The irony it seems to me is that we are meant to be a discipline about innovation and the diffusion of innovation and yet as a discipline we seem incapable of reinventing ourselves, of changing, of adapting, of addressing the problems that we ourselves have created.  We are trapped in our provincial path dependencies.  We are trapped in annual rituals, routines, practices and processes: the recruiting season, tenure reviews, promotion reviews, AACSB reviews, journal reviews, responding to MSI calls for research, special journal issues, special conferences, preparing our PhD students for the market, attending budget crisis meetings, charming donors, etc. etc.   We are trapped in rating JCR, JMR and MS as A journals for hiring, promotion and selecting thought leaders in our field and only a small percent of academics and a fraction of a percent of practitioners can read the articles, let alone want to read them.  And these Journals are directing our research and development into marketing process improvements that can ultimately be taught to managers to make American businesses world beaters?   What will it take to break our supply perpetuation trap? Will it take AACSB sanctions on Schools that continue to rate the inflexible priorities and values of its leading scholars over the needs of students, employers and the Nation?  And we are the discipline whose mantra is understand and serve the needs of the customer?  Please!

· I am not calling for another round of conference discussions, of reviews of the state of our field.  It's time for self-help action and interventions before they are imposed on us.  As I made clear in my covering e-mail, I myself have decided to focus on one simple thing I might be able to do which is to raise the cost accounting literacy and analytic skills of our field, from intro student to professor, through education innovation and its diffusion.  Yes, it is prosaic but how can we have a discipline where our students do not understand the cost of what they are talking about and nor do most of their teachers?  Golly gosh and for goodness sake, how could we have ever got to this situation? When you think about it, it is really amazing how absurdly specialized we have become. How can we talk about creating organization cultures that focus on life-time customer value and shareholder value and not have all business graduates think easily and intuitively about discounted cash flows and present value?  How can we talk about process improvement and not be fluent in variance analysis?  How can we talk about the importance of marketing metrics and yet, as a field, ignore such marketing metrics?  How can we talk about relationships between supply and demand metrics and not teach all students to think intuitively, fluently and analytically about relationships?  I am focusing on such an initiative because I think it can be done.  But I have already discovered the forces of institutional and intellectual inertia, cynicism and complacency against even such a simple initiative are huge (not our problem - nor my interest – does not fit what we do – can’t be done – boring – what’s the hidden agenda).  I encourage others of you to take on similar initiatives and just do it and don’t give up.   I give you as an exemplar, Ajay Kohli who has given his time and energy to teaching PhD students at other institutions.  He is deeply concerned about the state of the field and he is doing something about it.  I am sure there are others of you who are undertaking similar out-of-the-box projects.   You are my inspiration and I believe the hope for our field.  There is so much that we can do bringing clever, simple inexpensive new tools to tens of thousands of American companies to enable them to analyze their customer data-bases, measure the profitability of their customers, manage their customer relationships, improve their supply-chains, improve their product development and design processes, reach new global customers through Internet marketing.   

· We can transform ourselves.  We must work with Peter Lawrence at the Corporate Design Foundation and become joined at the hip with Design Departments and Design consultancies and offer world beating product development and design courses…not in 5-10 years, in 1-2 years. We can offer online courses provided by Oracle, Microsoft and Salesforce.com that teach absolute best practice in CRM…no more bone throwing of free software from such companies.  40 Schools together can “convince” them to service the needs of our students and the needs of the Nation (Join me in such a teaching cooperative and I guarantee we can make it happen).  Do the same with Google and an online search advertising tutorial for Business School Marketing courses.  Do the same with FedEx, UPS and DHL to provide Global supply chain best practice courses.  And when I say “can” or “must” I do not mean it in a “directive” way.  I mean it in the following way: it is just so obvious and common sense a thing to do.  Go collectively to best practice leaders in critical marketing processes and twist their arms to provide state of the art teaching modules for us at no cost, and keep updating them!  It’s a must because it’s such an obvious win-win-win for all…and it’s a doable end run on the two world’s problem.   

· We can’t afford long courtships, we need a bunch of shotgun marriages between industry best practice leaders and marketing departments and our elite marketing departments need to lead in such initiatives.  Initiatives that can be replicated across 1,000 marketing programs and not 10 who can afford the quant jocks to run the analyses.  We need simplicity, usability, robustness and rigor in the new tools we invent.  Our elite Marketing departments need to think scary big and in the interests of the country, and all the other marketing departments in the country…about American managers becoming world beaters.  If they do not they will become worse than irrelevant, they will work against the interests of those whom they serve.   

Again, thanks to all of you who participated in this year’s survey. Please share this report with interested faculty and doctoral students at your school.  Remember its purpose is to provide candidates and their supervisors with information that empowers their search, choices and contract negotiations…and that leads to appropriate periodic reevaluations of how we train our elite teachers and scholars, how and what we value in the human capital of our discipline’s leadership and our discipline’s social contract with American Business and the Nation at large.        

Peter Dickson

Ryder Eminent Scholar in Global Logistics

Florida International University

June 13, 2008

2008 Labor Market Survey
Ratio of number of Ph.D. Candidates seeking tenure-track positions to positions available:

	Positions beginning in:
	# Candidates/# Positions
	Ratio

	1996-7
	161/53
	3.04

	1997-8
	127/49
	2.59

	1998-9
	113/53
	2.13

	1999-00
	149/74
	2.01

	2000-01
	121/95
	1.27

	2001-02
	95/80
	1.19

	2002-03 
	107/88
	1.22

	2003-04
	130/65
	2.00

	2004-05 
	124/48
	2.58

	2005-06
	112/69
	1.62

	

2006-2007
	106/53
	2.00

	2007-2008
	134/65
	2.06

	2008-2009

2009-2010
	97/60

114/54
	1.62

2.11


Ratio of Number of Advanced Assistant/Associates seeking positions to positions available:

	Positions beginning in:
	# Candidates/# Positions
	Ratio

	1996-7
	28/19
	1.47

	1997-8
	25/20
	1.25

	1998-9
	17/29
	0.59

	1999-00
	18/34
	0.53

	2000-01
	14/18
	0.78

	2001- 02
	18/30
	0.60

	2002-03
	18/34
	0.53

	2003-04
	23/24
	0.96

	2004-05
	27/33
	0.81

	2005-06
	20/28
	0.75

	2006-2007
	17/37
	0.45

	2007-2008
	14/45
	0.31

	2008-2009

2009-2010
	17/28

11/28
	0.61

0.39


Visiting Professor Positions

	For academic year:
	# Positions

	2001-02
	28

	2002-03
	20

	2003-04
	16

	2004-05
	9

	2005-06
	14

	2006-2007
	19

	2007-2008
	15

	2008-2009

2009-2010
	18

8


Frequency Distribution of Ph.D. Job Candidates per Ph.D. Program

	For jobs beginning in:
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6 or

more
	Average

	1999
	12%
	29%
	33%
	11%
	12%
	1%
	3%
	1.96

	2000
	28%
	22%
	26%
	18%
	5%
	--
	1%
	1.55

	2001
	24%
	30%
	31%
	13%
	--
	--
	1%
	1.42

	2002
	36%
	25%
	19%
	5%
	5%
	--
	--
	1.10

	2003
	34%
	25%
	27%
	9%
	4%
	1%
	--
	1.26

	2004
	50%
	15%
	19%
	10%
	4%
	2%
	--
	1.06

	2005
	47%
	28%
	31%
	12%
	3%
	3%
	--
	1.21

	2006
	30%
	28%
	26%
	9%
	5%
	1%
	--
	1.34

	2007
	31%
	23%
	31%
	10%
	2%
	1%
	1%
	1.35

	2008

2009
	44%

52%
	11%

19%
	27%

13%
	14%

8%
	.03%

3%
	0%

2%
	.03%

1%
	1.33

1.02


Note: Rows may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Schools Hiring Entry Level Tenure-track Assistants for 2008-09 

Q = Quant/Modeling, M = Managerial, CB = Consumer B., Open = no single specialty
	Arizona State
	1 (M)
	Univ. of Florida
	1 (CB), 1 (Q)

	Babson College
	1 (M)
	Univ. of Houston
	1 (Open)

	Boston College
	1 (M)
	Univ. of Illinois
	1 (Q), 1 (M)

	Boston University 
	1 (CB)
	Univ. of Iowa
	1 (Q)

	McGill University (Can)
	2 (Open) 
	Univ. of Maryland
	1 (Open)

	University of Alberta (Can)
	1 (M)
	Univ. of Minnesota
	1 (M)

	Case Western Reserve University
	2 (M)
	Univ. of Oregon
	2 (M)

	Colorado State
	2 (M)
	Univ. of Western Ontario
	 1 (Open)

	Columbia University 
	1 (Open)
	USC
	2 (CB), 1 (Q)

	Cornell University
	1 (Open)
	Virginia Tech
	1 (Open)

	CUNY
	2 (Open)
	Washington State
	1 (M)

	Florida State
	1 (CB)
	Washington Univ.
	1 (Q), 1 (Open)

	Georgetown University
	1 (M)
	Yale University
	1 (Q)

	Georgia State
	1 (Q)
	
	

	Harvard University
	1 (Q)
	
	

	MIT
	2 (CB)
	
	

	NYU
	1 (Open)
	
	

	Northwestern Univ.
	1 (CB), 1 (Q)
	
	

	Ohio State University
	1 (CB), 1 (Q)


	
	

	Pittsburg University
	1 (Open)
	
	

	Santa Clara
	1 (Q)
	
	

	Stanford University
	1(Open)
	
	

	Texas A & M
	1 (CB)
	
	

	Texas Tech
	1 (Open)
	
	

	UCLA
	1 (Open)
	
	

	Univ. of Chicago
	1 (Open)
	
	

	Univ. of Connecticut
	1 (Open)

	
	

	Univ. of Delaware
	1 M
	
	


Schools Hiring Advanced Assistant Professors for 2009-2010 

	Case Western Univ.
	1(M)

	Columbia University
	1(Open)

	Cornell University
	1(CB)

	Duke University
	1(Q)

	Emory University
	1 (Open)

	Georgetown University
	1 (M)

	Indiana University
	2(M)

	Michigan State
	1 (Open)

	Northwestern University
	1 (Open)

	Saint Louis University
	1 (Open)

	Southern Methodist
	1 (M)

	Stanford University
	1 (Open)

	Syracuse University
	1 (CB)

	Tennessee University
	1 (M)

	Texas Christian University
	1 (Open)

	Texas, Austin
	1 (CB), 1 (M)

	UCLA
	1 (Open)

	University of Connecticut
	1 (Open)

	University of Houston
	1 (Open)

	University of Maryland
	1 (Open)

	University of North Carolina
	1 (Q)

	University of Oklahoma
	1 (M)

	University of Virginia
	1 (Open)

	University of Western Ontario
	1 (CB), 1 (M)

	Wharton
	1 (Open)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


                                  Schools Reporting That They Will Be Seeking

To Hire Visiting Professors for 2009-2010
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