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Changes in the Annual Survey occur over time,
and these changes need to be considered when
comparing results in this report to those in prior
years. Information about changes that occurred in
1997 or later can be found in the First Report for
the 2000 Annual Survey in the February 2001 issue
of the " .

In this First Report’s tables referring to new doc-
toral recipients, “Fall” refers to results based on
information about new doctoral recipients received
from departments granting their degrees. This
information is gathered in the first fall following
the academic year in which the degrees were
granted. “Final” refers to results based on supple-
mental information received from the new doctoral
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recipients themselves as well as additional new doc- The 1,017 new doctoral recipients is a prelimi-
toral recipients not reported by departments in time nary count. A final count will appear in the Second
for publication in the First Report. Theseresultsare ~ Report in the August 2004 issue of the
published each August in the Second Report. P Efforts are under way to obtain data
from as many of the nonresponding departments
- as possible. A careful look at the past history of
L% &M(& ) * ; : :
the nonresponding departments makes it unlikely
Table 2 shows th.e number of new doctoral degrees that the final count of new doctoral recipients will
granted by the different doctoral groups surveyed  jn rease by more than 35.
in the Annual Survey for the past seven years. The From Table 2 we see that while the number of
1,017 new doctorates granted by these depart-  doctoral recipients from Group I (public) is up this
ments in 2002-03 is an increase of 69 from the  vear, it is still 48 below its high of 1997-98. The
fall count for 2001-02. Figure 1 presents the trends number of doctoral recipients from Group I (private)
in doctorates granted for Groups I (Pu), I (Pr), II, I1I, continues a decline evident in all but two years in
and Va combined and Groups I (Pu), I (Pr), and II the table. The number of doctoral recipients from
combined. Group II is up this year, but still 94 below its high
Group 1 (Pu) ShOWS the largest increase (40), in 1997-98. The number Of dOCtOI‘al I‘ecipients
while Groups I, IV, and Va also had an increase. ~ from Group Il is still declining slowly, down 15
Groups I (Pr) and Il showed only slight decreases fg‘gg;g;g%ﬁ;; ngr?)i;?R/ ;hfpngﬁ??zﬁf&ﬁtfﬁ
of 1 and 3 respectively. The response rates were 4 "0 "o g high in 1999-2000. The number
above 90% for every group except Group IV, which A .
. . . of doctoral recipients from Group Va is at the
historically has had slightly lower response rates high .
ghest level in Table 2.
than the other groups. Two fewer departments Table 3 gives historical information about var-
responded in time for the First Report this year than 5 types of full-time graduate students in Groups
responded by this time last year. I, II, III, and Va combined. These data,
2% . %% 6% gathered in the 2002 Departmental Profile
N (‘)() 070 survey, are reprinted from Table 6B of the
% % 7 Third Report of the 2002 Annual Survey
( " , September 2003). It
>l sheds some light on the downward trend
) x oy sl in number of new doctorates as shown in
yor oy | o )! Table 2 and Figure 1. The total number of
e full-time graduate students fell from 10,525
) ) ) )! in 1993 to 8,791 in 1998 and has increased
yEEE ) ) t0 9,972 in fall 2002. The number of first-
Yerp x> K 9 )! year full-time graduate students fell from
Y% >Ip b o 2,762 in 1993 to 2,386 in 1997 and has
oo | h increased to 2,996 in fall 2002. Full-time
T ' oI first-year U.S. citizen graduate students fell
yreee S ' from 1,700 in 1993 to 1,316 in 1997 and
)il > B | was 1,630 in fall 2002. The increase in
) +s| new doctoral recipients reported for
y o | e b oo o . 2002-03 may be the first indication of a
: ’ moderate trend upward over the next few
] I ! years, most likely a result of the rebound
J ! in first-year full-time graduates starting in
4 K=y B A S the fall of 1998.
5 BI EREE ¥ ¥ g— "-é\ -3 g f o~



1"#"$% %
1% % 17 6::() % %
% "H#"$% % &% " %
/80-& 38/
#. W 1% 1 4 0 - #
A 1] I 4 I #A
4 3 5 | 01 | 2 & 1l - % ! & |
F=8 & 8%=0&F8 1= D : % ! 8% 8 ! , -
5 /= ; ' , ) + + > ) ) 20
5 /= ) ' * ) ) ) 12
5 , * * * 8
5 1 ) ) ) ) ) ) 8
5 /B ) > /
5 B ) /
% E ? * > > 10
D E ) )>> ? ) ' > ' ) + 0
o ) ) )
& - s + +> )+ ) > 2
/A ) ) 2
& 4
5 > ) )
D / * + ? * ) + ) 2
411 ' ) ? ) > ) )+ ) /.
4114 ) ) )
4 9 8 ) ) + )
9 8 ? ) ? , > 1
9 1 )| ) * ? ) ? ) > /
9 "1l ) ? * > + y* ) > 01
- 2 / 0 / 2 2 2 /0 2 2
*$ % )2 >, + ) ) * + )? ; > * 2
> ) + )>> ? ) ), > 1
J @9 G @ 9 G!
19 17 6::() % %
% "#"$% % "4 %' $
F=8& -& & 0-8588'5 4/45-8= %84
5 / 5 1 )
= = 5 1/ 5 5 /B 5 B
F=8 & 8%=0&F8 % ! % ! % ! % ! % ! - %
5 /= N )* * 20 4 Y
5 /= ; ? ) 12 ? *
5 1/ ), + 8 * y
5 ) + ) 8 ) >
5 /B ) ) + / )*
5 B ) ) . / >
% E ? ) )>* ) > 10 +
D E ) + )* , > 0 , +
. )
& - ! ) ? ) ) + ) 2 >> )
/A > * 2 ? *
& 4
5 + ? ? , )* )
D / )* ) + ? + , 2 B
4" ) ) ) + 1. + )
4 "4 ) )
4 9 8 ,
9 8 ? ? ) ' 1 .
9 1 ? * ) ) ) / ?) ?
9 "l J * * )' ) 01 >|
, 80 0 2 / / 2 1
3 % ) ) ) >, ) : 2
+, > + + *2 )* 1
J @9 G @ 9 G!




I"#"$% %

8% "% ! 7 () % %
' 4 %t $
/80-& 38/
F=8& -& & 0 #. W 19% 1l 4 0 R #
-8588"5 4/45 4 3 !#As I 01 ! 2 1l I- N %/! #A& |
-8= %84 o= D % ! 8% g1 9
5 /= ) ) ) )> + ? ) ) 80
5 /= ? ) + > . ) ), 0
S * ) ) + > ) )? , ) ) 2
5 ) ) ) ) ) > ) ) )
5 /B /
5 B ) ) * ? ) ? /
*$ 2 / 0 / 2 2 2 10 2 2
8 6:::% 70 % % from the departments giving the degrees and not
L4 % $ from the degree recipients themselves. These ta-
bles will be revised using information from the
1'18%=0&F8 [=; I=; # Il /B B doctoral recipients themselves and will appear in
5 mI#NEBE B 2 |+ * )+ " ) the 2003 Second Report in the August 2004 issue
of the P .
% ..FE 1_# D E# 2 |y > ) > 8/ The last column (Total) in Table 4A can be used
to find the overall unemployment rate. In this and
& / ) Yy )y 3 ) 1 other unemployment calculations in this report,
the individuals whose employment status is not
5 + ? ? known (Unknown (U.S.) and Unknown (non-U.S.)) are
D / ¥ ) + ? '+ , 12 first removed, and the unemployment fraction
1 2 2 g1 is the number still seeking employment divided

The 2002-03 numbers in Table 2 will be broken
down in various ways, such as by sex, in later sec-
tions of this report. The names of the 1,017 new
doctoral recipients are found on pages 246-263 of
this issue of the
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Tables 4A, 4B, and 4C each provide a different
cross-tabulation of the 1,017 new doctoral recipi-
ents in the mathematical sciences. These tables
contain a wealth of information about these new
doctoral recipients, some of which will be dis-
cussed in this report. Note that these tables give
a breakdown by sex for type of employer, type of
degree-granting department, and field of thesis.
Keep in mind that the results in this report come
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by the total number of individuals left after the
“Unknowns” are removed. The overall unemploy-
ment rate for these data is 5.1%. This figure will
be updated later with information gathered from
the individual new doctoral recipients. The figure
for fall 2002 was 4.3%. Figure 2 shows how this
unemployment rate compares with other years
over the past decade. The unemployment rates, cal-
culated using Table 4B, vary from group to group,
with a high of 11.1% for Group III and lows of 2.1%
and 3.7% for Groups IV and I (Public) respectively.

There are 663 new doctoral recipients employed
in the U.S. Table 5A gives a breakdown of type of
employer by type of degree-granting department
for these 663 new doctoral recipients. Of these, 534
(81%) hold academic positions, 32 (5%) are em-
ployed by government, and 97 (15%) hold posi-
tions in business and industry.
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In the First Report for 2001-02, there were 664
new doctoral recipients employed in the U.S., of which
503 (76%) held academic positions, 38 (6%) were in
government, and 123 (19%) were in business and
industry. The number of new doctoral recipients
employed inacademic positionsin the U.S.increased

mid-1990s and oscillating in the late 1990s, has now
had drops three consecutive years of 38 in fall
2001, 45 in fall 2002, and 26 in fall 2003. Among
the 663 new doctoral recipients known to have
employment in the U.S. in fall 2003, Group II has
the smallest percentage taking jobs in business
and industry at 4% and Group IV the highest at 26%.

Table 5C shows the number of new doctoral
recipients who took academic positions in the U.S.
by type of department granting their degree for fall
1999 to fall 2003. It also shows a moderate rebound
in the total number of new doctoral recipients tak-
ing academic employment in fall 2003, compared
with the previous two years. Among the 663 new
doctoral recipients employed in the U.S. in fall
2003, 81% have academic positions. This per-
centage is highest for Group II at 90% and lowest
for Groups IV at 69% and Va at 74%.

8, &% 7 Table 5D shows how many positions were filled
@) % % with new doctoral recipients for each type of aca-
3% 4 %' demic employer. All of the increase in positions
c = 1= m & B filled by new doctoral recipients was accounted for
ML by Groups M, B, and “Other Academic and Research
= ) ) Institutes”.
3 o > 0
8 7 ()
in the two categories “Master’s, Bachelor’s, and Two- % % '.3 %' ;$*o$o 0_/° 0 6::
Year Colleges” and “Other Academic and Research s % %= "%
Institutes”, while the number employed in the cate- /L84 3/=
gory “Groups I, I, III, IV, and Va” decreased. |1 8%=0&F8 THRIT
Table 5B shows the number of new doctoral
recipients who took positions in business and #5 /B ) )P
industry by the type of department granting their #& ), )) 0
degree for fall 1999 to fall 2003. The number of 4 -~
new doctoral recipients taking jobs in business > 02
and industry, which had been rising steadily in the
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Infall 2003, 60 new doctoral recipients held posi-
tions in the institution that granted their degree,
although not necessarily in the same department.
This represents 8% of new doctoral recipients who
are currently employed and 11% of the U.S. academic
positions held by new doctoral recipients. Infall 2002
there were 61 such individuals making up 8% of the
new doctoral recipients who were employed at the
time of the First Report. Ten new doctoral recipients
have taken part-time positionsin fall 2003 compared
with 9in fall 2002.
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Tables 4A and 4B give male and female breakdowns
of the new doctoral recipients in 2002-03 by Field of
Thesis, by Type of Degree-Granting Department, and
by Type of Employer.

Overall, 304 (30%) of the 1,017 new doctoral
recipients in 2002-03 are female. In 2001-02, 290
(31%) of the new doctoral recipients were female.
This percentage varies over the different groups,
and these percentages are given in the first row of
Table 5E. This year the percentage of females
produced is highest for Group III at 45%, while last
year it was highest in Group IV. While the lowest
percentage last year was for Group Va at 20%, this
year it is for Group I (Pr) at 19%.

The second row of Table 5E gives the percent-
age of the new doctoral recipients hired who are
female for each of the Groups I, I, III, IV, and Va.
In addition, 48% of the new doctoral recipients
hired in Group M, master’s departments, are
female; 32% of the new doctoral recipients hired
in Group B, bachelor’s departments, are female;
and 24% of new doctoral recipients hired in
business and industry are female.

The unemployment rate for female new doc-
toral recipients is 6% compared to 5% for males and
5.1% overall.

The percentage of female new doctoral recipi-
ents within fields of thesis ranged from 14% in
optimization/control to 41% in statistics and 70%
in mathematics education.

Later sections in this First Report give more in-
formation about the female new doctoral recipients
by citizenship and the female new doctoral recip-
ients in Group IV.
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Table 5F shows the pattern of employment within
employer categories broken down by citizenship
status of the new doctoral recipients.

The unemployment rate for the 489 U.S. citizens
is 5.3% compared to 4.8% in fall 2002. The unem-
ployment rate for non-U.S. citizens is 4.9%. This
varies by type of visa. The unemployment rate for
non-U.S. citizens with a permanent visa is 16.2%,
while that for non-U.S. citizens with a temporary
visa is 4.1%. Last year the unemployment rate for
non-U.S. citizens with a permanent visa was only
5.1%, but since this category has a relatively small
number of people, this percentage can show much
variability.

Among U.S. citizens whose employment status
is known, 90% are employed in the U.S. Among
non-U.S. citizens with a permanent visa whose
employment status is known, 81% have jobs in the
U.S., while the percentage for non-U.S. citizens with
a temporary visa is 68%.

Table 5G is a cross-tabulation of the 663 new
doctoral recipients who have employment in the
U.S. by citizenship and broad employment cate-
gories, using numbers from Table 5F. Of the 663
new doctoral recipients having jobs in the U.S.,
57% are U.S. citizens. Of the 251 new doctoral
recipients who took jobs in U.S. doctoral-granting
departments, 52% are U.S. citizens. Of the 283 who
took other academic positions, 61% are U.S.
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citizens. Of the 129 who took nonacademic posi-
tions, 57% are U.S. citizens. Of the 376 U.S. citizens
employed in the U.S., 35% have jobs in a doctoral-
granting department, 46% are in other academic
positions, and 19% are in nonacademic positions.
For the 287 non-U.S. citizens employed in the U.S.,
the analogous percentages are 42%, 38%, and 20%
respectively.

"4 "5 3&((- & ((2'&$3(, .$
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Table 6 presents a breakdown of new doctoral
recipients according to sex, racial/ethnic group, and
citizenship status. The information reported in
this table was obtained in summary form from the
departments granting the degrees.

There were 489 (48%) U.S. citizens among the 1,017
new doctoral recipients in 2002-03. Among U.S. cit-
izens, 1 is American Indian or Alaska Native (male),
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24 are Asian (13 males and 11 females), 16 are Black
or African American (8 males and 8 females), 12 are
Hispanic or Latino (7 males and 5 females), 405 are
White (277 males and 128 females), and 31 are other.
Amongnon-U.S. citizens, there are 4 American Indi-
ans or Alaska Natives, 240 Asians, 14 Blacks or African
Americans, 47 Hispanics or Latinos, 214 Whites, and
9 other.

Table 7 and Figure 3 give the number of new U.S.
doctoral recipients and the number of U.S. citizens
back to 1980-81. The 489 U.S. citizen new doctoral
recipients is down by 97 (20%) since 1997-98. The
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percentage of U.S. citizens, which dropped last )* "0 P"(("'&$0(3

year to 44% after remaining steady at 48%-49% (3" (&S (& (B($5(% (s

during 1997-2001, has increased to 48% this year. &7 11((-

Females make up 32% of the 489 U.S. citizens GroupIV contains U.S. departments (or programs)
receiving doctoral degrees in the mathematical of statistics, biostatistics, and biometrics reporting
sciences in 2002-03. Last year this percentage was a doctoral program. In the Annual Survey Reports,
30%, and in 1998-99 it was 34%, the highest per- Group IV is referred to as the Statistics Group. In
centage of females among U.S. citizen new addition, other groups in the Annual Survey produce
doctoral recipients ever reported by the Annual new doctoral recipients with dissertations in statis-
Survey. Among the 528 non-U.S. citizen new doc- tics/biostatistics and probability. The other groups
toral recipients, 147 (28%) are female, down from produced 68 new doctoral recipients with disserta-
last year’s 31%. tions in statistics/biostatistics and probability in

Table 8 and Figure 4 give the historical record 2002-03 and have averaged 79 per year over the past
of U.S. citizen new doctoral recipients, broken seven years. Information about these 68 new doc-
down by male and female for past years, going toral recipients and the 239 new doctoral recipients
back to 1980-81. The number of male U.S. citizen in Group IVis found in this section of the report.
new doctoral recipients increased by 41 from For eight years substantial effort has gone into
2001-02 but is down by 91 (21%) from 1997-98. making Group IV an appropriate set of depart-
The number of female U.S. citizen new doctoral ments for the Annual Survey and increasing the
recipients is down 30 (16%) from an all-time high number of Group IV departments that respond to
of 187 in 1998-99. the Annual Survey. Table 10 contains information

Table 9 gives a sex and citizenship breakdown about new doctoral recipients in Group IV as well
of the new doctorates within each of the six types as those with dissertations in statistics/biostatis-
of doctoral-granting departments. Among all 1,017 tics and probability in other groups for the past
new doctoral recipients, 46% of the males and 52% seven years. The last two rows of Table 10 give
of the females are U.S. citizens. Within the groups a split of the 2002-03 results between the 55
the percentage of the new doctoral recipients who statistics departments and the 31 biostatistics and
are U.S. citizens is lowest in Group I (Pr) at 44% and biometrics departments in Group IV. Quite a bit of
highest in Group Va at 59%. Groups II and Va are the variation in numbers from year to year in this
the only groups to have more U.S. citizen than table is due to the changes made in the departments
non-U.S. citizen new doctoral recipients in 2002-03. in Group IV over the seven years and to the rela-

tively low response rate for this group. At the time
1$% () %% )%" % %
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of the Second Report last year, 77 of 86 (90%) of
Group IV departments had responded, which is
the largest percentage ever.

Group IV has 86 departments for 2002-03, 13
more than the next largest doctoral group. It con-
tains 30% of all doctoral departments surveyed, and
the 74 Group IV departments responding to the An-
nual Survey reported 239 new doctoral recipients, 24%
of all new doctoral recipients in 2002-03. The num-
ber of new doctoral recipients in Group IVisup 17
from the number reported at this time last year, the
number of departments responding is also up two
from the number responding by this time last year.

Because of its size, the data from Group IV have
alarge effect on the results when all doctoral groups
are combined. Furthermore, Group IV results are of-
ten quite different from those for Groups I (Pu), I
(Pr), II, 111, and Va. Group IV results can mask im-
portant changes in the other doctoral groups. In the
following paragraphs some of these differences
are presented.

Table 9 shows that for the Group IV new doctoral
recipients, 98 of 239 (41%) are female, while 206 of
778 (26%) are female in the other doctoral groups.
Among U.S. citizens, females accounted for 50 of
the 109 (46%) Group IV new doctoral recipients,
while for the other groups 107 of 380 (28%) were
female. Overall, 157 of 489 (32%) U.S. citizen new
doctoral recipients were female.

In Group IV, 109 of 239 (46%) new doctoral recip-
ients are U.S. citizens, while in other groups 380 of
778 (49%) are U.S. citizens.

Of the 171 new doctoral recipients from Group IV
who found employment in the U.S., 45 (26%) took
jobsin business orindustry. From the other groups,
492 new doctoral recipients found employment in
the U.S., of which 52 (11%) took jobs in business or
industry.

The employment status for 194 Group IV new
doctoral recipients is known, and 4 (2.1%) are unem-
ployed. For the other groups, the employment
status of 630is known, and 38 (6.0%) are unemployed.
Nineteen of 39 (49%) new doctoral recipients hired
by Group IV departments were female, up from last
year’s 33% but comparable to the 48% reported in
1999-2000. The other doctoral groups reported that
51 of 212 (24%) new doctoral recipients hired were
female, down from last year’s 27% but significantly
more than the 16%reported in 1999-2000.

Group IV had 234 new doctoral recipients with
fields of thesis in statistics/biostatistics (230) and
probability (4), and the other doctoral departments
had 68 with field of thesis in statistics/biostatis-
tics (43) and probability (25). The distribution of
these 68 degrees among the various groups can be
found in Table 4C. The number of new doctoral re-
cipients with theses in statistics/biostatistics and
probability (302) is substantially larger than any

other field, with algebra and number theory next
with 160.

Faculty Salary Survey

The charts on the following pages display faculty
salary data for Groups I (Pu), I (Pr), II, III, IV (Statistics),
IV (Biostatistics), Va, M, and B: faculty salary dis-
tribution by rank, mean salaries by rank, informa-
tion on quartiles by rank, and the number of returns
for the group. Results reported here are summaries
based on the departments who responded to this
portion of the Annual Survey. This is the second year
that salary information has been reported sepa-
rately for statistics departments and biostatistics
and biometrics departments in Group IV.

Table 11 provides the departmental response
rates for the 2003 Faculty Salary Survey. Depart-
ments were asked to report for each rank the
number of tenured and tenure-track faculty whose
2003-04 academic-year salaries fell within given
salary intervals. Reporting salary data in this
fashion eliminates some of the concerns about
confidentiality but does not permit determination
of actual quartiles. Although the actual quartiles can-
not be determined from the data gathered,
these quartiles have been estimated assuming that
the density over each interval is uniform.
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Since departments in Groups I, II, and III were
changed in 1995-96 (see definitions of the groups
on page 233), comparisons are possible only to the
last six years’ data. In addition, prior to the 1998
survey Groups Va and Vb were reported
together as Group V.
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The 2002 First, Second, and Third Annual Survey American Association of University Professors, + ! *

Reports were published in the e W *

in the February, August, and September 2003 issues R , Academe: Bull. AAUP (March/April 2002),

respectively. These reports and earlier reports, as
well as a wealth of other information from these
surveys, are available on the AMS website at
www.ams.org/employment/surveyreports.html.
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The Annual Survey attempts to provide an accurate
appraisal and analysis of various aspects of the aca-
demic mathematical sciences scene for the use and
benefit of the community and for filling the infor-
mation needs of the professional organizations.
Every year, college and university departments
in the United States are invited to respond. The
Annual Survey relies heavily on the conscientious
efforts of the dedicated staff members of these
departments for the quality of its information. On
behalf of the Annual Survey Data Committee
and the Annual Survey Staff, we thank the many
secretarial and administrative staff members in
the mathematical sciences departments for their
cooperation and assistance in responding to the
survey questionnaires.
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