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Abstract.  Since the mid-twentieth century, higher education systems worldwide went through huge 
transformations as a consequence of massification and the recognition of knowledge as key for economic 

development. The emergence of new teaching modes, the intensity of research, and performativity and 

accountability pressures impacted directly on academic work and, as a result, on academic working 

conditions. In this article, we examine the changes that the Argentine professoriate has experienced in 

recent decades. We argue that the process of fragmentation of the academic profession presents 

particularities in regard to global trends. We analyze the current state and evolution of the academic 

workforce in public universities by focusing on different aspects related to its academic profile: gender, 

training, working conditions, employers, positions, types of contracts, academic practice, perceptions 

about the career, preferences, and job stress/satisfaction. To achieve this, we have relied on data from 

the Academic Profession in the Knowledge-Based Society (APIKS) survey. 
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Introduction 

Since the mid-twentieth century, higher education systems worldwide have experienced huge 

transformations. Universities have had to respond to the challenge of massification on all fronts, 

including changes in governance and management models (Amaral et al., 2002; Amaral et al., 2008; 

Deem, 1998; Santiago & Carvalho, 2012; Santiago et al., 2015; Teelken, 2012; Trow, 1973; Želvys et 
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al., 2021). In a context emerging since the beginning of the twenty-first century, where knowledge has 

been recognized as key for economic development and, therefore, for a labor market that demands a 

higher-skilled workforce and industry that increasingly relies on this knowledge (Etzkowitz, 1998; 

Gibbons et al., 1994; Godin, 2006; Olssen & Peters, 2005; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development [OECD], 1997), the emergence of new teaching models, the intensity of research, and 

performativity and accountability pressures impact directly on academic work and, consequently, on 

academic working conditions.  

Although universities share common roots, and most of them have evolved into modern institutions 

focused on three traditional missions—teaching, research, and third mission activities—they present 

different patterns of organization and structure. As Altbach (2007) states, while academics around the 

world teach and perform research and management tasks, working conditions vary greatly from country 

to country (pp. 159–179). Despite the professoriate having undergone a significant growth in recent 

decades, this growth rate is still far behind the number of postsecondary enrollments. This, in turn, has 

led to a deterioration of working conditions. Argentina is not the exception in this global trend. However, 

the characteristics of these transformations are quite specific. 

In this article, we examine the changes that the Argentine professoriate has experienced in the last 

decades in relation to their working conditions. We argue that the process of fragmentation of the 

academic profession in this country presents particularities in regard to global trends. The main goal is 

to analyze the current state and evolution of the fragmentation of the academic workforce in Argentina’s 

public universities by identifying and characterizing a variety of academic groups. We will focus on 

different aspects related to their profile: gender, training, working conditions, employers, positions, 

types of contracts, academic practice, perceptions about the career, preferences, and job 

stress/satisfaction. To achieve this, we have relied on data from the Academic Profession in the 

Knowledge-Based Society (APIKS) survey (Aarrevaara et al., 2021). 

Theoretical framework  

Expansion and differentiation of higher education systems worldwide and their impact on the 
academic profession 

The explosive increase in enrollment during the last five decades has transformed the higher education 

map worldwide. A key consequence of this global trend has been an increasingly diversified and 

differentiated postsecondary system. As Neave (2001) points out, we must understand diversification as 

the process the system goes through, and institutional differentiation as its result. In this respect, it is 

widely accepted that a heterogeneous student body, labor market expectations, and academic abilities 

emerged together with quantitative expansion (Clark, 1978; Trow, 1973). As Altbach (2017) states, 

these new cohorts of students have wide-ranging objectives and purposes, and their background presents 
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an enormous variation when it comes to cultural orientation and economic resources. At the same time, 

the steering and management of higher education institutions and systems have been a subject of 

political and academic debate (Meek, 2000). Lastly, quality assurance also turned into a key issue, since 

some countries have created performance indicators to monitor their institutions. In some cases, this 

resulted in the redistribution of funding resources (Triventi, 2013).  

Changes experienced in higher education institutions have prompted scholars to study academic 

career paths around the world (Carvalho, 2017; Finkelstein & Jones, 2019), recognizing a significant 

variation between countries, although it is possible to identify common trends and isomorphism in 

drivers (Bennion & Locke, 2010; Carvalho, 2017; Finkelstein, 2010; Teichler & Bracht, 2006; Teichler, 

& Höhle, 2013). The ever more diversified and differentiated higher education system evinces a process 

toward differentiation and fragmentation in the academic profession. According to Enders & Musselin 

(2008), the massification of higher education may lead to growth and internal differentiation of faculty 

profiles in a relatively uncontrolled way, with implications for quality in the profession. Carvalho & 

Diogo (2018) examine the diversity of contractual modalities that have been present in twenty-five 

countries over recent decades based on research by Karran (2007). The most evident is that of tenured 

and nontenured track positions, as well as the existence of fixed-term/part-time contracts. Yet it is 

possible to find more variation in the level of job security, which allows us to identify full-time 

permanent positions without the protections of tenured positions. Moreover, variants among tenure 

appointments can be identified through the use of figures such as “tenure by objectives” or “post tenure 

review” for countries with tenure systems, or through “merit-based” components or bonuses, focused 

on recognition of or incentives for teaching or research (Enders & Musselin, 2008). 

These studies demonstrate that, despite national and regional specificities, a trend toward changes 

in academic working conditions (types of appointments, new career paths), including the decline of 

tenure, the rise of fixed-term contracts for both teaching and research, and the recruitment of academic 

staff from external professional fields, goes hand in hand with the openness of higher education 

institutions to outside influence beyond their social and economic environment (Cavalli & Moscati, 

2010; Finkelstein, 2010). Therefore, the traditional role of the professoriate as knowledge creators 

presents a shift toward university teachers as knowledge workers in the context of mass higher education 

systems and the changing nature of work in a globalized economy, where the knowledge industry needs 

different kinds of educated workers (Gould, 2006). 

These “academic workers” (Gould, 2006; Jones, 2013; Musselin, 2005) may have the same 

academic qualifications and may be engaged in the same type of work as the “traditional” professoriate. 

Nevertheless, in addition to new approaches and requirements to teaching and learning for a more 

diverse student profile and industry (Enders & Musselin, 2008), these academic workers are subject to 

a variety of employment conditions within more regulated academic labor markets, leading to 

differentiated careers and a nontraditional academic division of labor that contrasts with the typical one 

devoted to teaching and research (Musselin, 2005; Enders & Musselin, 2008; Finkelstein, 2003). This 
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means that, with these new contractual arrangements, many academics are recruited to carry out only 

one of these two academic activities. This new profile of academics is not only limited to part-time 

contracts but also to full-time positions, which are research-only or clinical-only, or are now devoted, 

for example, to teaching-only introductory courses or even to administrative roles in program 

development and management (Finkelstein, 2003).  

In addition, while academic careers become more competitive, more training skills are required. 

Although the academic career usually begins with a doctorate degree, it is possible to find some cases 

where it is actually the postdoctoral degree that marks the initial stages of the academic profession (Ates 

& Brechelmacher, 2013). It is also increasingly common for early career academics to obtain a fixed-

term contract during their initial stages, which is unlikely to become permanent or—what is even more 

difficult—turn into a tenure-track position (Bennion & Locke, 2010; Cardoso et al., 2020; Musselin, 

2005; Shin et al., 2018; Yudkevich et al., 2020). 

As Enders (2007) claims, the academic profession experienced a loss of status, although the 

workload has increased substantially, and professional self-regulations have gradually diminished. 

Some authors have identified this process with a decline among academics, since most of them have 

been trained in elite universities and now work at other types of institutions (Altbach, 2000; Cavalli & 

Moscati, 2010; Enders & Musselin, 2008; Finkelstein, 2003; Kadushin, 1974, pp. 91–92). This is closely 

related to the number of students enrolled in nonelite universities, especially during the first academic 

years, as well as the cuts in funding for research and development (Teichler, 1994). At the same time, 

universities have had to reallocate the tenured and nontenured staff to respond to reduced government 

funding (Ates & Brechelmacher, 2013), a trend that has received criticism for the long periods of 

professional training, the lack of stability for young academics, and the low wages available (Huisman 

et al., 2002; Teichler & Bracht, 2006). 

When analyzing these processes, the literature uses the terms “segmentation” or “fragmentation” 

more or less interchangeably (Bexley, 2013; Finnegan, 1993; Strachan et al., 2017; Vohlídalová, 2021) 

or relies on terminology from specific perspectives used in labor economics, centered on understanding 

the differences between labor markets (Fernández-Huerga, 2010). Our interest is to focus on individuals 

who perform different or similar tasks under other terms of employment and working conditions, which 

is why we find the term “fragmentation” more appropriate for our analysis.  

According to Jones (2013), along with the horizontal fragmentation of the profession into 

disciplinary tribes, a vertical fragmentation of academic work has taken place in the higher education 

system in recent decades. The author continues to argue that there is a causal relationship between 

maintaining the status and the supportive working conditions of the full-time, tenure-stream 

professoriate and the increasing reliance on part-time, contractual university teachers. This 

fragmentation constitutes a challenge for governance and leadership in the context of the “global” 

university. Additionally, Finkelstein (2010) states that certain fields in the natural sciences and 

Higher Education Forum30 Vol. 21



 

 

engineering show an increased need for tenure-track positions, while most other fields are decreasing 

their recruitment of tenurable traditional faculty. 

In sum, the fragmentation of the academic profession is a consequence of the increasingly 

differentiated higher education systems, and it represents an academic workforce highly divided by 

diverse backgrounds, career trajectories, motivations, talents, and work roles that vary widely between 

academic fields. As Finkelstein (2010) points out for Europe and North America: 

This differentiation of the profession represents an irreversible structural shift in response to larger 

economic forces transforming the world of work. The notion of academics as a ‘cohesive group’ 

united by a common pre-service socialization experience will become increasingly limited in its 

application to a shrinking core. (p. 151). 

The academic profession in Argentina: A trend toward heterogeneity and fragmentation 

After the significant rise in enrollment during the second half of the twentieth century, public and private, 

university and nonuniversity educational institutions in Argentina began to multiply. Until then, the 

university system in the country had been predominantly of a professional nature, with research 

development occupying a secondary place (Buchbinder, 2012). Alongside institutional expansion, a 

large number of science and technology institutions and organizations were created during the 1950s 

(Beigel et al., 2018; Hurtado de Mendoza, 2010). At the same time, research outside of universities was 

strongly encouraged.  

One of the most noteworthy institutions, the Consejo Nacional de Investigaciones Científicas y 

Técnicas (CONICET—National Scientific and Technical Research Council), was established in 1958. 

This agency is composed of a wide range of research institutes, with over 10,000 researchers and 12,000 

fellows. After going through dark decades under two military dictatorships (1966–1973 and 1976–1983), 

the scientific system and the public universities in Argentina experienced a process of democratization. 

As an initial measure, an attempt was made to reinforce the number of tenured professors (many of them 

had been dismissed or forced to resign for ideological reasons). But, in response to the increased number 

of university students enrolled, many part-time teachers were eventually hired (Buchbinder & Marquina, 

2008; Míguez, 2018). Since then, this subgroup offers the majority of university lectures. At the same 

time, there was an attempt to bridge the gap between the CONICET’s full-time researchers and full-time 

professors at public universities (Albornoz & Gordon, 2011). 

In 2003, the country began to experience an economic recovery, which did not lead to a substantial 

increase in budget expansion, but it did significantly increase the number of PhD scholars and 

researchers at the CONICET (Albornoz & Gordon, 2011). To enter the academic career at the CONICET, 

applicants must hold a PhD and go through a public evaluation process. Once selected and appointed, 

researchers must undergo an evaluation every two years to remain in their positions or access higher 
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ones. It is worth noting that the process to enter the academic career is not the same as the one carried 

out at public universities for a teaching position, where the institution issues an open selection process 

through competitive examinations and interviews,2 and the selection is made by an evaluating committee 

composed of peers in similar or higher ranks. This competitive evaluation process carried out at 

universities grants a tenured position to a selected teacher, who afterward enjoys stability. Yet, for the 

promotion to a higher position, a new call is made for an open selection process, similar to the previous 

one; therefore, the teacher who wants to be promoted must compete with new candidates. In addition, 

job stability does not necessarily correspond to a full-time position. The open selection processes that 

lead to a tenured position are also applicable to part-time positions, regardless of hierarchy.3  

Despite institutional expansion, with new research institutions and new public universities 

established across the country, the Argentine research system still lags behind European countries 

(Beigel et al., 2018). If we observe the distribution of research employment in Argentina, we find that 

51% of academics belong to the public sector and only 8% are employed in the private sector. Most 

research activities are carried out at universities (public and private ones) and at science and technology 

institutions (mainly the CONICET). Most of these academics are employed both at universities and the 

CONICET but under very different contracts. Most university teachers have part-time jobs and a full-

time tenured-track position at the CONICET which, in turn, influences the selection of the different 

academic career paths (Marquina & Luchilo, 2021). 

According to recent statistical data, the university system is made up of more than 200,000 teachers. 

But when we break down this data, we find that only 21,861 are full-time professors, and 142,623 of 

them are part-timers (Secretaría de Políticas Universitarias [SPU], 2021). At first glance, these figures 

show a low research activity carried out at universities. However, when analyzing the science and 

technology system as a whole and considering that there is a convergence of academics at public 

universities who also carry out research activities and who belong to science and technology institutions, 

we find differentiated career paths and a strong increase in the number of part-time professors who, 

nonetheless, carry out full-time research activities subsidized by external research organizations (i.e., 

the CONICET). In addition, the majority is comprised of a large group of part-time teachers who only 

develop teaching activities at universities. Despite research policies adopted during recent decades, we 

still observe a lack of postgraduate degrees among academics in Argentina: barely 12.6 % of them hold 

a doctorate degree, and 5.6 % a master’s degree (SPU, 2021). 

It is important to note that this differentiation in career paths is not evident between types of 

institution—as is the case with other countries, where it is easy to distinguish between research 

 

2 Or, “concurso público de antecedentes y oposición”. 
3 In Argentina, university teaching positions can be classified according to the time devoted to academic tasks, 
such as full-time, semi-exclusive (50% of full-time), or single position (25% of full-time). The number of working 
hours does not correspond to the hierarchy of the position. For our analysis, we will consider a full-time or part-
time classification (regardless of the percentage of full-time dedicated hours) for time devoted to work, and a 
junior/senior classification for ranks.  
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universities and other more teaching-oriented institutions—but rather within institutions themselves, 

where all career paths converge. This is a consequence of the Higher Education Act of 1995, which 

established that all universities in Argentina must develop three main functions: teaching, research, and 

third mission activities.  

When analyzing public policies and working conditions over the last decades, it is possible to 

observe profound changes throughout the years. We argue that these public policies have highly 

impacted the academic profession in Argentina. As Marquina et al. (2021) state, changes can be seen 

across academic generations, which have adopted these new policies and regulations differently. We 

agree with Shaw (2005) and his definition of generation, in which he considers that the aspects of time 

and space affect the aggregate of subjects’ generations because of their presence in a delineated historical 

period, as well as the specific processes of socialization in terms of values, beliefs, attitudes, and 

demands toward the work of academics in higher education institutions. 

Hypotheses and methods 

There is currently a worldwide trend that shows a fragmentation of the academic profession based on 

different backgrounds, career trajectories, motivations, talents, and work roles. This structural shift, a 

reflection of the differentiation of the higher education systems, is a response to a context in which 

economic forces are transforming the world of work. It is assumed that Argentina is part of this global 

shift, but the fragmentation process of the academic profession presents particularities, because 

Argentina is both part of the periphery and, at the same time, part of an international academic 

community (Altbach, 2003; Enders & Musselin, 2008). This makes the case more complex and worthy 

of study. 

Some of the questions that prompted our research are the following: what kinds of subgroups of 

academic work exist (e.g., full-time professors, full-time researchers, part-time professors and full-time 

researchers, part-time professors)? How does academic work differ in these subgroups (with some 

dedicated to teaching and others to research)? How are these subgroups composed in terms of academic 

profile? Which are the potential effects on academic work (preferences, satisfaction, stress, institutional 

involvement, etc.)? Are there any specific working conditions (e.g., teaching-only, research-only, and 

teaching and research positions) and contracts (tenured, interim, hourly contracts)? Who is their main 

employer in each case? 

For the purpose of this study, we have made an attempt to identify these subgroups based on two 

main variables (employer and contract time) that, we believe, will allow us to gain an in-depth 

understanding of the composition of the academic career paths in Argentina. We have thus defined four 

main subgroups: 

 

1. Group 1: full-time professors who carry out their research at and are employed by public 
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universities. 

2. Group 2: full-time researchers who are employed by a research institution or organization that 

is associated with public universities (the CONICET, etc.) and who have a part-time, teaching-

only position at the university. 

3. Group 3: part-time teachers, employed by a public university, who carry out research activities 

more than five hours per week but who are far from becoming full-time professors or full-time 

researchers. 

4. Group 4: part-time teachers employed by a public university who focus their activity on 

teaching and do not carry out research or do so less than five hours per week. 

 

The fragmentation process in Argentina has produced at least four groups with different 

compositions in terms of education, genre, rank, type of contract, and generation (H1). Moreover, this 

fragmentation has an impact a) on the practices that academics engage in, and b) on their perceptions 

about some aspects of their academic careers (H2 a and b). 

We have drawn on data from the Argentine APIKS survey to support our hypotheses and answer 

the formulated questions. This survey was carried out in 2019, with a total of 1,450 responses obtained, 

which, after a detailed clean-up process, produced 1,025 valid responses. The resulting database was 

weighed in accordance with employment status, gender, and rank to ensure representativeness of the 

public university system. Consequently, the final number of valid cases was reduced to 954.4 

The analysis of the hypotheses was based on an analytical model (see Annex, Table A), which 

allowed us to relate our main explanatory variable (career path groups) to dependent variables. For H1, 

we first identified the groups detailed below. 

Career Path Groups: we identify four groups based on different career paths according to their main 

employer and employment time (full-time or part-time).  

This independent variable (which was considered as dependent in prior analyses) was compared to 

the following dependent ones: 

 

1. Generation: three generations of academics, influenced by key moments in national policy 

implementation and the year of access to their first teaching position. 

a. Novice: they have accessed their academic careers since 2008, have ten or less years of 

 

4 Our survey obtained 1,450 responses as of May 31, 2019. After debugging the database, 362 responses were 
eliminated because they were incomplete and 63 were invalid, leaving 1,025 valid responses (exceeding the 
minimum number of responses to enter the international project that was 800). Considering that the original sample 
was 7,500 cases, we had a response rate of 13.7%. Since the responses obtained were not balanced regarding three 
main variables, the database has been weighted in terms of employment status (Full-time or Part-time), gender and 
rank, so that the results are representative of all academics in the country's public universities. Thus, the final 
database has a total of 345,348 records (362 variables for 954 valid cases), and the total number of valid cases was 
reduced to 954.Variable “degree” was not part of the balance. In this sense, we warn the reader that in our sample 
the population with a postgraduate degree is slightly overrepresented. 
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experience in the profession, and entered the profession during former president Cristina 

Fernandez’s administration. 

b. Intermediate: they obtained their first positions between 1995 and 2007, have up to 

twenty-five years’ experience in the field, and entered the profession during the second 

administration of former president Carlos Menem or during Néstor Kirchner’s 

administration. 

c. Consolidated: they began their academic careers before 1995, the same year the Higher 

Education Act was passed; have worked as academics for more than twenty-five years; 

and entered the profession during the de facto military government (1976–1983) or 

during the administrations of former presidents Raúl Alfonsín or Carlos Menem (1989–

1995). 

2. Type of contract: there are three types of contracts for academics, 

a. Tenured: in general, access to these positions is decided through an “open selection 

process through competitive examinations and interviews.” 

b. Interim: these contracts are appointed without going through an open process of 

competitive examination; the duration of the contract normally lasts six to twelve months 

and has an automatic renewal; and, although the law establishes that there must be an 

open call for the position, most universities do not meet this requirement.  

c. Hourly: these contracts fulfill the need to cover teaching hours for short periods of time, 

without guaranteeing continuity. 

3. Rank: two main ranks, juniors and seniors. 

4. Gender: male, female. 

5. Training: this group is divided into three subgroups,  

a. Undergraduate, 

b. MA and specialization, 

c. PhD and postdoctoral degree.  

 

This subdivision of career path groups allowed us to characterize each of these groups, detailing 

their composition according to different academic profiles and establishing an association between each 

path chosen and the specific features of each group. To test H1, we addressed career path groups as a 

dependent variable to analyze variations by generation, type of contract, training, rank, and gender. We 

also carried out a descriptive analysis and employed chi-square to evaluate the association between these 

variables. 

After characterizing the four groups for H1, we considered them an independent and explanatory 

variable, which we named “Career Path Groups,” and used new dependent variables to work on H2—

that is, to predict some aspects of academic practice and academics’ perceptions about their careers.  
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1. Academic Practice 

a. Hours devoted to teaching/research 

2. Perceptions about Academic Career 

a. Preferences of academic work: teaching vs. research 

b. Stress/satisfaction 

c. Institutional influence 

 

To test H2, we ran a multivariate regression model for dependent variables because we assumed 

that the time devoted to teaching/research and the assessments of preferences on academic work, 

stress/satisfaction, and institutional influence might be related to additional factors beyond career path 

groups differences alone. As presented in the Annex (Table A), the regression model included gender, 

academic rank, contract time, generation, discipline, and employer as control variables, which were of 

particular relevance to test H2, either because some of them are part of the explanatory variable and we 

wanted to test them in isolation, or because they are relevant variables that better explain perceptions 

and use of time. Based on the characteristics of the variables included in the multivariate regression 

model, we created the corresponding dummy variables to ensure the applicability of the model, as shown 

in the Annex (Table A). 

Results  

Descriptive analysis: Four different groups of academics 

According to our sample, most Argentine academics began their careers after 2008 and, therefore, 

belong to the youngest generation of academics. Junior positions are held by 62% of them—i.e., 38% 

of junior positions are occupied by academics of older generations—66% of the total academics in junior 

positions hold interim contracts, and only 25% are tenured, despite the fact that the law establishes that 

university teachers and professors must complete an “open selection process through competitive 

examinations and interviews” to access the position and attain stability.  

Another characteristic that emerged from our sample is that a significant percentage of academics 

in Argentina do not have a graduate degree (35.7%), and those who do only hold a master’s or 

specialization degree (37%). Only 27% have PhDs and postdoctoral degrees. In terms of gender, it is 

possible to observe parity among Argentine academics.  

We have also found that a large majority of professors are part-timers (67.7% of our sample, which 

matches official data). Nevertheless, such numbers do not necessarily mean that they do not carry out 

research activities. Regarding full-time professors, 32.3% carry out research activities at universities or 

at another science and technology institution in addition to holding a teaching position. 
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According to the criteria used to define the four groups for the academic profession in Argentina, 

we have identified the academic profile of each of these four groups of academics as follows: 

 
Group 1 (G1): These are mostly academics belonging to the oldest generation (21 points above 

the average) and who are mostly tenured (17 points above the average) for their senior positions 

(33 points above the average). Among them, 43.2% hold a master’s or a specialization degree, 

while 20% hold only an undergraduate degree, and 37% a PhD or higher degree. When it comes to 

gender composition, women are in the majority, with 7.4 points above the average for the 

profession. 

 

Group 2 (G2): These are academics who mostly belong to the youngest generation in a proportion 

similar to that of the total. In relation to teaching positions, this group is primarily composed of 

nontenured academics (68.9% have an interim period of junior positions), whereas only 24.9% are 

tenured professors. At the same time, their degrees differ notably, since a larger group hold PhDs 

or postdoctoral degrees (67%). Lastly, this group has a balanced gender composition.  

 

Group 3 (G3): It is primarily composed of the oldest generation of academics, but unlike the first 

group, most of them are not tenured professors. In comparison with the other groups, most of them 

hold an undergraduate degree (40.7%), although there is a 22% segment that holds a PhD or a 

higher degree. The proportion related to academic positions keeps up with the average (63% for 

juniors and 37% for seniors). It also has a balanced gender composition (44.2% are women and 

55.8% are men). 

 

Group 4 (G4): Most of the academics in this group are young teachers (8.5 points above the general 

average) on fixed-term contracts (4.3 points above the average) and hold undergraduate degrees 

(11.8% above the average). Most of them hold junior positions (9.2% above average). In 

comparison with the other groups, there is an unequal gender composition, with a majority of male 

academics. 

 

Based on the analysis conducted, we argue that there is a significant decline in tenure-track 

positions when comparing the different career path groups, with a higher percentage in G1 and a sharp 

decrease as we move on to the other groups. Moreover, an increase in the number of hourly contracts 

can be observed among G3 and G4 when compared to G1 and G2. At the same time, junior positions 

increase sharply from G1 to G2 and continue increasing in G3 and G4. 

We may underscore that tenured positions are concentrated, mainly, in G1. Nevertheless, the 

highest successfully completed level of education or training is a characteristic of G2. Furthermore, 

those who hold an undergraduate degree as the highest degree attained are the majority in G4. At the  
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Table 1. Composition of career path groups 

Variables Groups G1 G2 G3 G4 Total 

  115 193 271 375 954 

  12,05% 20,23% 28,40% 39,30 100% 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

Generation 

Novice 29 25.7 83* 44.4 115* 43.7 198* 54.2 425 45.7 

Intermediate 35 30.3 67 35.5 82 31.2 110 30.2 293 31.6 

Consolidated 50* 44.0 38 20.2 66 25.1 57 15.6 211 22.7 

Type of 
contract 

Tenure 48 42.0 48 24.9 66 24.2 78 20.8 240 25.1 

Interim 63* 55.4 133* 68.9 187* 68.8 246* 65.5 629 65.9 

Hourly 
contract 2 2.0 12 6.3 14 5.3 45 12.1 74 7.8 

Other 1 0.6 0 0 4 1.6 6 1.6 11 1.2 

Training 

Under-
graduate 22 19.4 32 16.4 109* 40.7 172* 47.5 335 35.7 

Master’s 
specialization 
degree 

49* 43.2 32 16.6 100 37.4 166 45.7 347 37.1 

PhD/postdoc
toral degree 43 37.3 129* 67.0 59 21.9 25 6.8 255 27.2 

Rank 
Junior 33 28.9 122* 63.2 171* 63.0 268* 71.5 594 62.3 

Senior 81* 71.1 71 36.8 100 37.0 107 28.5 360 37.7 

Gender 
Male 49 43.0 98** 50.5 120 44.2 214** 57.1 481 50.4 

Female 65** 57.0 95 49.5 151** 55.8 161 42.9 473 49.6 

Source: APIKS Argentina, 2018. 

*p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.05 
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same time, we have noted that most of these academics are men in junior positions. By comparison, 

those who hold interim positions and have earned a graduate degree belong to G3. In particular, we must 

highlight that a significant percentage holds a PhD. Finally, when it comes to gender, we find a 

percentage of women above the average in G1. This is one of the less significant variables, but others, 

when compared to the rest, have shown a strong association. 

In sum, we clearly recognize four career paths based on institutional affiliation (main employer) 

and contract time. Additionally, we identify clear academic profiles in the population of each of the four 

groups, which shows fragmentation and allows us to confirm our previously established H1. 

Multivariate analysis: Different academic practices and perceptions 

After discussing our first hypothesis and clearly identifying the composition of the “Career Path Groups” 

variable, we applied a test on this variable to further understand whether they can be considered 

explanatory of some aspects linked with academic practice and also some of the perceptions that 

academics have about their profession, in particular their preferences about teaching or research, their 

satisfaction or stress in the profession, and their influence on different organizational levels at the 

university.  

Therefore, we ran a multivariate analysis for our second hypothesis (H2), which included other 

variables related to professional characteristics. We set out to find out how these additional variables 

impact the above-mentioned aspects and whether the “Career Path Groups” variables are determinant 

factors. This exercise allowed us to confirm that the “Career Path Groups” variables account for some 

of the aspects selected for analysis (see Annex, Table B). Indeed, we found a high correlation between 

these variables and the hours devoted to teaching (G2: -0.35**, G4: -0.36***) and research (G1: 0.16*, 

G2: 0.46***, G4: -0.43***), academics’ preferences for teaching and research (G2: 0.43***, G4: -

0.17***), and their perception of stress (G2: 0.11**, G4: -0.06***) as a result of their profession. Yet 

this explains neither satisfaction nor institutional influence. 

Among the control variables included in our model, academic rank seems to have a significant 

influence on the explanation of these perceptions (including stress). On the other hand, “employer” is 

the main variable that helps explain institutional influence. In regard to the rest of the control variables, 

it should be noted that discipline does not present a strong correlation with any of the variables under 

analysis (only teaching hours, 0.07*, and preferences, -0.07*), and neither does gender, with the 

exception of satisfaction (-0.09**). The “generation” variable, however, carries some weight in 

explaining stress and institutional influence. 

Based on this statistical analysis, we will now focus on those aspects in which we have verified a 

significant explanatory impact of our main variable—“Career Path Groups”—to further understand the 

effects of fragmentation on academic practice and perceptions. 
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Table 2. Academic practices, preferences, and stress according to career path groups 

Variables Mean Total 
Groups 

1 2 3 4 

Academic 
Practices 

Average weekly hours 
dedicated to teaching 9.4 11.8 9.0 11.7 7.2 

Average weekly hours 
dedicated to research 11.4 14.3 23.7 13.5 2.6 

Preferences 

Primarily in / leaning 
toward teaching 64.8 59.0 23.6 67.6 85.8 

Primarily in / leaning 
toward research 35.2 41.0 76.4 32.4 14.3 

Stress 
Mean of three related 
variables 
((B4_1+B4_2+B4_3)/3) 

2.56 2.39 2.94 2.57 2.41 

Source: APIKS Argentina, 2018. 

This study shows that the different aspects of the academic profession analyzed allow us to further 

understand the fragmentation process that it has gone through. With respect to the hours dedicated to 

teaching and research, there are several aspects to highlight that confirm our hypotheses. G1, whose 

members have a full-time commitment to the university and whose population is more consolidated in 

terms of position, generation, and type of contract, dedicates more time to teaching than the overall 

average, even though their positions demand time committed to research as well. G2, by contrast and as 

expected—and despite its members’ part-time positions at universities—mostly carry out research 

activities, as their main employer requires. G3, while corroborating our assumptions, stands out because, 

despite holding part-time contracts, its members’ interest in research is above the average. Finally, G4, 

whose members are specifically hired to teach, devotes fewer hours to research activities than the overall 

average (less even than G1 and G2), which include teaching and research among their duties. 

As for preferences, data does not reveal any unexpected results. With a higher inclination for 

teaching, G1 shows an interest in research above the average by 6 points. G2 mostly prefers research, 

with 41 points above the average. G3 leans toward teaching by a few points above the average, and this 

is even more pronounced in G4, who prefers teaching by 20 points above the average. 

Finally, in terms of perceived stress, G2 presents above-average values, while G1 and G4 seem to 

be more at ease with their work, perhaps for different reasons—reasons that we will attempt to explain 

in the next section.  
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Discussion and conclusions 

We have discussed several aspects of the fragmentation process that the academic profession has 

experienced in Argentina. After reviewing the recent history of the higher education system, it is 

possible to consider that the changes that have led to this fragmentation have been mainly driven by 

public policies related to global trends and implemented over the last decades.  

We have corroborated that “fragmentation” (Jones, 2013) is the correct term, given that we are not 

in the presence of well-defined markets or academic segments for different activities but rather vertical 

and horizontal processes in which the profession is developing and is increasingly differentiated through 

tasks that are not necessarily aligned vis-à-vis academic market segments and clearly defined working 

conditions. 

As a result, we have confirmed the existence of at least four different groups when analyzing the 

structure of the academic profession in Argentina on the basis of employers and time devoted to the 

profession. We have found a strong differentiation between those who hold full-time positions and the 

vast majority who hold part-time positions at universities. Moreover, even though this is a structural 

feature of the higher education systems of the periphery (Altbach, 2003), this differentiation has 

deepened in recent decades, and this trend can be observed not only across generations but also across 

academic ranks. 

Yet, even though all academic groups carry out their work at universities, it is possible to identify 

contrasts among them. We have found an important difference between full-time professors, whose main 

employer is the university, and those whose employer is a science and technology organization, (i.e., 

the CONICET). The latter carry out full-time research activities and have a part-time university position 

for teaching. And although both groups perform the usual teaching and research activities, those working 

at the CONICET are more oriented toward research, with a differentiated distribution of academic work. 

This is in line with the process identified by Enders and Musselin (2008) of a differentiation focused on 

academic tasks. 

At the same time, we have found a number of part-time teachers who engage in research activities 

despite not holding a full-time position neither at the CONICET nor at any university. This group reveals 

a particularity of the fragmented academic profession in Argentina: as a result of the policies 

implemented in the science and technology sector with the opening of more doctoral scholarships 

through the CONICET between 2003 and 2015, there has been a surplus of PhDs (even though there is 

still a small group that holds doctoral degrees) who carry out research activities despite holding a 

teaching-only position. In other developed countries, academic careers have become more competitive, 

with more training skills required, mainly for early career academics, who obtain a fixed-term contract 

that is unlikely to turn into a permanent or a tenure-track position (Bennion & Locke, 2010; Shin et al., 

2018; Yudkevich et al., 2020; Cardoso et al., 2020). In Argentina, these difficulties might be expressed 

with the existence of a group that produces knowledge without any economic compensation for it but 
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with huge expectations of making a leap toward a full-time position at universities or the CONICET. 

We suggest that future studies should focus on this group of teachers with PhDs and part-time positions 

who develop research on their own in order to investigate the reasons behind the performance of research 

activities during hours that exceed their employment contract. 

We have also found a fair number of teachers who do not perform any research activities. Most of 

them are young teachers and have hourly contracts; they hold undergraduate degrees, have junior 

positions and, in comparison with the other groups, gender composition in that group is mostly male. 

They are probably contracted for massive introductory courses. At first glance, it is possible to identify 

this group with the set of part-time teachers that has been growing globally as a response to the 

massification of enrollment and the need to fulfill teaching duties (Cavalli & Moscati, 2010; Finkelstein, 

2003, 2010). 

Another expression of fragmentation arises from a horizontal differentiation (Jones, 2013). Today, 

young Argentine academics have two very different paths available to them: one is to aspire to be a part 

of the academic elite by entering the profession through the CONICET, mainly to conduct research and 

additionally to teach, whereas the other is to be a part of a majority of part-time teachers or teachers on 

hourly contracts—both needed to respond to the great massification of higher education—especially 

during the initial years of university programs. We might be in the presence of new types of 

fragmentation, with university teachers complementing their part-time university position with work at 

different educational institutions (secondary and postsecondary) or even at other institutions 

(governmental, nongovernmental organizations, businesses, etc.). This is another issue that future 

studies ought to address. 

Years of training are also noteworthy, since they vary greatly among these groups. Contrary to 

what is usually assumed, full-time university professors do not always have a PhD, unlike those whose 

main employer is a science and technology institution, such as the CONICET. This phenomenon may 

be understood in generational terms: most of these academics are senior professors, many of them facing 

retirement, who entered the academic career when a doctorate degree was not the rule but rather the 

crowning achievement of a career in the academic field. We have shown that most members of the 

youngest generations who engage in research activities do indeed hold a PhD and that most of them 

have entered the academic career through the CONICET as their main employer. It is thus possible to 

associate the training profile of this group with traditional academics from developed countries, given 

that their participation in the international academic community is greater than the rest (Altbach, 2000, 

2003; Enders & Musselin, 2008). 

The characteristics described allow us to discuss the results obtained when examining the variables 

linked with the perceptions that these groups have about the academic activities they perform. 

Traditional full-time university professors are the ones who show less signs of stress, which can be 

considered a result of their career paths: they have earned a fully consolidated senior rank, and most of 

them hold a permanent position. This group, then, is the closest to the traditional idea of academics as a 
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“cohesive group” (Finkelstein, 2010), equivalent to the tenured professor of the developed world. It is 

interesting to observe that this coincides with the fact that this group of academics is an increasingly 

small group. 

By contrast, academics who entered the career through the CONICET show higher signs of stress 

with respect to their academic activities. This is because their academic ranks are subject to their 

performance. They have to undergo periodic peer reviews and evaluations to advance in their careers as 

researchers, and it is very difficult for them to progress to a full-time position at the university. This case 

is similar to the tenure-track by objectives or by results, identified in international literature as the 

expression of a significant change in the global academic profession (Enders & Musselin, 2008; 

Finkelstein, 2010). 

A similar situation can be found in part-timers contracted for teaching duties who have decided to 

work over hours to continue conducting research activities as a way of advancing in their academic 

careers. They show higher levels of stress than their peers, who perform teaching-only duties. Their 

lower levels of stress may be directly related to the fact that their academic position might not be their 

main professional activity.  

This initial approach to the fragmentation process that the Argentine academic profession has 

experienced allows us to shed light on the issues faced by the youngest generation. The possibilities and 

career path options are constantly narrowing. Advancing in their careers does not only depend on 

individual efforts, achievements, and results. The traditional full-time university position seems to be at 

risk of extinction or being reduced to specific disciplines (Finkelstein & Jones, 2019). 

Finally, the differentiation between career paths has not yielded evidence to substantiate academic 

satisfaction or institutional influence. Future studies, therefore, should focus on identifying other 

variables that may confirm these aspects. 

Unlike other higher education systems, where it is possible to find an interinstitutional 

differentiation, we may affirm that the academic fragmentation in Argentina is intra-institutional. This 

may be related to the policies implemented in recent decades, as academic requirements have continued 

to increase.  
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Annex 

Table A. Model: Variables used in regression analysis 

Name Description Range 

Dependent variables   

Average weekly hours dedicated to 
teaching 

Considering all your professional 
work, how many hours do you 
spend in a typical week on each of 
the following activities? (B1) 

0–50 hours 
Average weekly hours dedicated to 
research 

Preferences 
Regarding your own preferences, 
do your interests lie primarily in 
teaching or research? (B2) 

1= teaching 
2= research 

Stress Please indicate your views on the 
following (B4) 

1 (Strongly disagree)– 
5 (Strongly agree) 

Satisfaction How would you rate your 
satisfaction with (B5) 1 (Very low)–5 (Very high) 

At the level of the department or 
similar unit 

How influential are you in helping 
to shape key academic policies at 
your institution? (F1) 

1 (Not at all influential)– 
5 (Very influential) 

At the level of the faculty, school 
or similar unit 

At the institutional level 

Independent variables   

Career-path groups  

1=Group 1; 0=Group 2/3/4 
1=Group 2; 0=Group 1/3/4 
1=Group 4; 0=Group 1/2/3 
00=Group 3 

Gender  0 = Male 
1 = Female 

Academic Rank  0 = Junior 
1 = Senior 

Contract time Full time (40 hrs./week) 
Part time (less than 40 hrs./week) 

0 = Part time 
1 = Full time 

Generation 
Young (2008–2019) 
Intermediate (1995–2007) 
Old (before 1995) 

0 = Young 
1 = Intermediate 
00 = Old 

Discipline  0 = STEM 
1 = NO STEM 

Affiliation (employer) What is your affiliation as a 
researcher? 

0 = Your own university 
1 = CONICET 
00 =  Other science and 
technology entities 
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Table B. Regression model: Academic practices and perceptions 

Variables 

Average 
weekly 
hours 

dedicated 
to 

teaching 

Average 
weekly 
hours 

dedicated 
to 

research 

Prefer-
ences Stress Satisfac-

tion 

At the 
level of 

the 
departme

nt or 
similar 

unit 

At the 
level of 

the 
faculty, 

school or 
similar 

unit 

At the 
institu-
tional 
level 

(Constant) 12.805 59.848 2.809 4.390 3.339 1.537 0.574 1.576 

Career-
path 
groups 

G1 -0.10 0.16*** 0.06 0.01 0.07 -0.14 -0.08 -0.03 

G2 -0.35** 0.46* 0.43* 0.11** 0.23 -0.21 -0.22 -0.10 

G4 -0.36* -0.43* -0.17* -0.06* -0.04 0.03 0.01 -0.03 

Gender -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.03 -0.09** -0.08*** -0.04 -0.06 

Academic rank 0.12** 0.02 -0.01 -0.15* 0.17* 0.18* 0.20* 0.15* 

Contract time -0.05 -0.47* -0.29*** -0.18* 0.12** 0.11* 0.15** 0.01 

Generation -0.01 -0.02 -0.04 -0.10** -0.03 0.12** 0.12** 0.11** 

Discipline 0.07*** -0.12 -0.07*** -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.04 0.01 

Affiliation 
(employer) -0.14* -0.13* -0.11** -0.06 0.13* -0.10** -0.11** -0.10** 

         

R2 (Adjusted) 0.080 0.436 0.180 0.079 0.058 0.111 0.118 0.079 

Source: APIKS-survey 2018 
*p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.05 
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