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ABSTRACT . ' '

. A study was designed to develop a method
identifying and aneliorating faculty salary differentials or
inequities at a moderately large (500 faculty meambers)
master's-degree-granting institution. A linear regression model was
chosen to determine the relationship between the observed salary 'and
‘the independent variables of rank, years experiemnce, and degrees

~ held. The .model was used to compute an individual’s predicted salary,
and those eéarning less than predicted were identified as possible

.| salary inequities. Several 2- and 3-wvay cross-tabulations were
conducted to detect possible nonlinear effects. The increment for.
each rank was determined by calculatlng 10 percent of the mean salary
for each rank and adjusting everyone's salary upvard by that amount
or until the salary ceiling of the rank was reached. Salaries were A

L. ‘then adjusted for the 200 full-time faculty identified as underpaid. ‘
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Although no discernable overall pattern of sex or race related salary
inequities was noted, the model did identify disproportionately more
individuals of certain ranks and/or departments as "inequities."
Problems involved in such a study are (1) gettlng agreement as to
wvhat are appropriate variables to be considered in deteraining salary °
differentials, and (2) developing the mechanisam for gathering data,
guantlfying it, and putting it into lachlne-coantlble fora (J7). -
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L ey Objective ‘ : \ ( ‘
o . \ .
— - Recent events on the national scene.indicate an increased concqrn with varioua .
.;i: aSpeets of economic discrlmination in higher education. This report describes how
~4 a moderately large (approximately 500 faculty members) suburban-urban master's
(o T : . ' ‘ t -
wuJd degree granting institutioh responded to external and internal concerns about , -
_ / p

. salary differentials and/or inequities. The purpose of this study was to develop /
N : ; /
* a method for identifying and ameliorating faculty salary differentials or ‘in-

equities. The method was to be acceptable to the faculty as well as to the admin--
N . / :
istration and still work within the constraints of a tight budget. ~

Perspective : o g - o ”
Until passage of’recent public: policy measures, such as "Affirmative Action,"
"Equal Pay Act,"™ and Title IX of the “Higher- Educatlon Act of 1972, designed tp
| elimlnate salary inequltles, littie systematlc exploratlon had been made of the T

. varlous factors leadlng to salary dlfferentlals among faculty members. Several

/ e S
1973) invegtigated large samples of faculty memb%rs to ascertaln the magnltude as

9 welf as the p0551ble causes of observed saIary dlfferentlals. Although such -
-~

h‘3 studies discovered salary dlfferentlals.that could be!related toﬁmembershlp 1n

,bq/r;;;ibuf\ifshtlf1able~gfoups (i.e., sex, race, etc.),there was never complete agree—

N ment as to the cause or causes for observed salary differentials nor as to whether
' i . ' ' | " ) ‘ . ..‘o
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Presented at the. Annual American Educatlonal Research Assoclatlon Conventlon, San .
Francisco, California, April 19-23, 1976. The author is.grateful for the support - ,
and coopegation preyided by The Faculty Association, the Academic Dean's’ Office, -~ -
) #e/Colleges Information Center, The Academic Systems Research Of- °*
fice, and the Eve ing and Summe{\fchool Office which made this study poss1ble.
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. was\unusaal in that the :\mnxttee recommEndations were to be implemented (if the ‘ o

'. . L . 2.
observed differentials are.inequities. It'is important to note that salary differ-

entials based on‘bonafide sehiority or merit are acceptable. (Obviously, this

Q

allows ample room for disagreement as to what constitutes‘legitimate seniority 6r“%

A .

The number of studies in this area is likely to increaser, cently, the ¢ .

American Association of University Professors (AAUP) was granted $50; %o develop

. - . ~ R \ \ N
a "Higher Education Salary Evaluation Kit" to prpvide.a method for de ftion of
salary differentials and possible salary inequities. (Academs, 1975) ” .

At the local level this report reports on an ongoing invaetigation conducted
by the Faculty Association Salary and Frlnge Benefits Committee: Sub-Commlttee on

Salary Inequltles. In some respects this &nvestlgatlon by a faculty committee

Faculty Assoclatlon agreed). The committee members included men and women frofm

EE
! Rig

varlous departments and of various ranks. The committee was given information _

. concerning the amount available for salary 1ncrements and data covering character—

;istics of the faculty. After .the data was collected, it was coded and.punched by

°,

5

. the Institutional Research Office. Computer time for analysis was made available f‘\\\

~ pendent yarlables were: date-first. employed at the 1nst1tutlon, sex, racey academlc . .

lrelatlonshlp between the observed salary and the 1ndependent variables. The 1nde—

. N - N . - N
P , ' : . 14
- . , . . . 2 . .
» ’ * 3 . . . . At '
. -

by thé Computer Center. The commlttee was to review the adjustments awarded the

prev1ous “year (when adgustments were made w1th§h ranks and by degree held) and

prepare a new adjustment plan. N

g, R S . - NN !
Methods o ‘ W :
. . z;%‘ - . .

A variety of methods were. proposed for determanlng salary inequities. They'

ranged fron the plan that -all holding the same rank would receive the same salary,

regress1on models either within ranks or within the total 1nst1tut10n. L
4
In the present study a llnear regression- model was chosen to determlne the

./
7
/
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‘ *\~deparbment, and total years of professional experiencte.

The original stepw1se regresslon ‘model used all of the 1ndependeﬁ$ variables.
It was nnted that three varlables, rank, years experience, ‘and degrees held pro-

! vided a multiple r= .95 (Thlslwas fortunate as there was less controversy con-

cerning the approprlatenEss of these varlables for investlgatlng salary differen-
“/\tlals than the remainlng varlables.) ‘The dec1slon was then made to use these three
| varlables as the basis for the determlnatlon of silary inequities.
This del was used to compute an individual's predicted salary. Individuals
earning,less than;their predicted salary werevidentified as possihle salary in-

'quities. Although several stud1es of th1s nature seemed to have relied on the \

skllls of competent computer programmers to develop Spec1f1c programs, thls study
made use of a commonly avallable statistical package (SPSS, 1975) for data analysis

and'manipulation. Since the"true" relationship between salary and the independent

) variables may be complicated, seyeral two and three may crosstabulations were con-

4
-

ducted tQ detect possible non-linear effects.

AY

Procedures \7 | f 7,

Upon recommendation of the committee th;\lncrement for each rank was determlned
by calculating ten percent of the mean salary‘for each rank“and adJustlng every—
one's salary upward by that amount or until the salary ceiling of the rank yas .¢

reached. (After the’endrof_the academic year this amount was adjusted.doyémard.

This happened  after faculty members had- already recelved letters in cat1ng

the amount of their next years salary. ) An additional amount, appro i

$88, OOO was to be available to adJust the identified inequities. Tn/se adjustments
\\ were to’ be made after the 1975-1976 promotlons and 1ncrements had been made. -

Thg‘following explanation was sent tb the'faculty-by the,Aca emic Dean.

-
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 The new method mathematically determines the relationship (correla-
tion) between the salary and the three factqrs,of rank, total years of
experience, and degree, It analyzes the entire salary structure for the
whole faculty; it assumes that as faculty have been promoted, gained
- years of experience and earned higher degrees, they hawpe earned fiore
) . . than those who have not. It dogs-not.make a value judgment about this
- -structure but rather determines the influence that each of -the factors
has had in determining what' a faculty member earns...Using this method,
it ds possible to project a faculty member's salary based.on his/h r
rank, years of experience and degree. (Shaw, 1975 : .

o
- v L}

Three constraints were placed upon the determination of salary adjustments.
L}

.1) -a salary could not be adjusted above the ceiling for that rankj 2)

individuals at wo highest ranks were to be treated as holders of the Ph. D.~
as well as indiwWidualls in disc1plines where the master's degree is considered the
. o gD ' ‘ N
2 terminal degree, e.g. the Master's of Fine Arts; 3) only full time faculty .

-members were indiuded in.the study. Only ‘individuals.who were identified as béing

» .
e D

’,/"; underpaid were to have their salaries Bdjusted.
/// With the exception of the faculty self-report of prior profess1onal experlence,
all information utilized was obtained frqm the Academic Dean's Office(Personnel

Office). After the data was collected, i was coded and punched by the Academic

Systems Research Office. . ’/—’////'v ' L
i ’ . : . . -

- Results Lo . ’
faesuts s .  ~

-

* © Although no discernable overall pattern of sex or race related salary in-
equities was noted, this model did identify disproportionately more ind1v1duals of ‘
certain ranks and/or departments as inequities. Approx1mately 200 faculty members *

. were notified that they would receive salary adJustments. (They were later
notified that'because of unanticipated budget cuts the adjustments would bg made
for the 1976-1977 academic year rather than the 1975-&976 academic year as earlier
indicated ) The total monies indicated by the regress1on model as needed to com~ -

plete adgustments wis approximately $250,000. In as much as less than $90,000 was

- ' A
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auailable, adjuetments were made at the rate of 34% of the indicated differential.

’

‘ - o : : . i
The‘regresséon equation .employed mgy be ascertained from the following table.

-4 )

. - | Table T

_ ’ Mult R B
- E? . , »
t ' . "‘ rank . 872 229.3 93
‘ STy years experience 921 219.05
. degree held 0923 l}81 037
, . . ) constant . 7582.4L o .
. : ' . . standard error 1626.52 o

The interrelatlonshlps among the dependent and independent éﬁrlables are U

presented, in Table II. o o 1 A
/‘ o Table II : o ."M'
11 ..
K Intercorrelatlon Matrix of Dependent and Independent Varlables Y
;7 ) - ' pank years experience degree held
o ' . salary - 82 .18 .50 :
. X / . . Qra-r]k o 1.57 .55 x

- years experience : _ .18

bad

) "The‘regression model employed did not utilize -seX or ethnic group as inde-

gendent varlables. It was assumed that if such -discrijination had-been‘practiced,
: - /I'\
» the number of and amounts of the adjustment to the various classifizations of

faculty members would reflect this discrimination. In order tb'investigate pattern

of adJustments to various ethn1c groups, the data in Table III was complled. No '

.

further analysis was attempted due to the small numbers in the various ethnic
class1f1catlons.. - : ' - * . ‘ ot
. RN . S U
- : , (See Table III)
Tables IV and V are concerned with the‘salary adjusdménts made. to various,

groups of faculty members. class1f1ed accordlng to sex and rank or academ;c divi-

sieh. It/;s/xnferesting to note that although the overall proportion of male and

-

" . / , - ' ‘ g e . ‘ . '
» Y . . . .
R R ‘ (RN . * . N K .\\ . . ‘
v P » . ,
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i Id 60
7 female faculty membe_ receivingéﬁdjustments~was similarx(hé% vs. 525) and the

mean\adjustment values was close ($432.25 vs. $43%:4L), there are wide discrep—

ancies among the various categoriess ' ' (i:*'.
_ B ; ~ (See_Table IV) |
e R RS i ) (éee Table V) .
Doing A Studx On Your Own Campus - \ S "'._ |
. The completion®of a. study such as, th1s revolves around two basic problems.

\If'Gettlng agreement as to what are the appropriate variables to be con31dered in

- .

v - _ : R
' determining the salary.differentials. There are many problems in developing .

policies as to what are important variables. These variables will have to be )
C - ] o

chosen with each campus in mind. If publication,'rate of publication, and quality .

‘of publication is an impor'bant consideration, the committee will have to decide

" if there is a reasonable obJectlve way to gather the informatlon. If communlty

-‘g;w4ze and academ1c commlttee work is to, be cons1dered, dec1s1ons-must be made
-as to the relative weight each of these variables contrlbutes. /‘”‘ @
Rank was chosen as a variable since the committee felt that there wgre dif-

4

ferent standards within the various departments and d1v1slons whith were o im-
their

portance in determining promotlon. ‘The comm1ttee did not presume to apgly
" standards to each and exery,department in the college. Since the-available infor-
mation ‘on faculty members did not include such details as community service,

teaching ability, student ratings of teaching ability, peer ratings of teaching

' ability, or research and publications, it was assumed that rank’held would in

‘ osome respect reflect these differences in academlc endeavors.. There wereﬂthose
"of the committee, however, who felt' that one of the problems w1th using rank was
the potential of some systematlc bias operatlng in determlning those Wwho would be
promotfé:Eih those who would not- be promoted. Related problems included such g
_ P o : _
o 7
(4] g

[
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mundane matters as determinfing whether a Master's of Fine Arts (MFA) was equal to

a Ph.D.. In this study a ddcision was made ‘that 1f the MFA represented a termlnal

degree-in that discipline |t would be treated the same way as'a Ph.D. in disc;plines'\

where the Ph.D. is the terminal degree. Other arbitrary debislons included a de—

develop the me?sm fo gather:l.ng this data, quantlfy:Lng it, and puttn_ng it :i.nto :
‘a machine compatlble fo/ at.. If one has surv1ved these first few steps with a )
reasonabde amount of sanity, then the ch01ce of ana}ys1s, methods and data-presen—‘b
tation must'be made. / ) R

Once these problems have been successfully dealt with, that only leaves. th%
mlnor problem of’ Selllng the ddea to the rest of the faculty, the admlnlstratlon
and other outside agenc1es that might become involved, €egey the Board of\Trustees.

A maJor problem in dealing\w1th many faculty groups was the lack of under—
1standing about r gresslon analys1s. This lack of understanding was manlfested in

that when 200 out of over LOO are identified aS'salary dlfferentlals,'

that this was'a-blatant example of salary discrlmination. Many faculty do ngt

realize that th methodology of the multiple regress1on techn;ﬁ
loverpredlctlon equal underpredlctlons: A related problem is
titative under tanding of many faculty members, e.g., that you raise the average-
salary for a s ec1f1c rank or category of faculty members by p an 1nd1v1dual

more. This upward movement of the mean salary for'that faculty group” means that

}those individyals who are given adjustments up to the current;mean will still be‘
:below the new mean.. : - o ,;' T, ‘ ﬂ ‘
| Our experience indicates that you can take”several approaches~totheseprob%ems

F—
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Race - - X ©j #Adjustments R A

1 -

‘Black.(n=18) ‘ ' “0359.80‘, 183.76 . ‘ .5 IR » 28,
Oriental (n=11) 52740 . 240 5 . k5

Spanish Surname (n=2) , ‘29,9-60 0.00 SR T | 50
Other (n=412) s .1;32-8? - 307.12 - 203 ‘V ‘\/49
| . V B . . ) o . | B . v - /I
Total 1&14—3 . : < ‘ - ’ . 2111- ) ) Llrs ’;
. ’ ‘ u-—/v | | . X4 3 . /
N ’ . ) ’/f
- I — 3 .
o _ o . N P
|
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- Table IV ) L
Summa¥y of Adjustments Classified by Recipients Rank and Sex '
13 N - yd E A - . - )
. L N * v - — . . o . ‘ . .
N - i X$ S.De # ' Adi/Group®
* . Instrhctor ,h=5o; : 255,00 129.30 6 12
. ‘male n"29 221.50 : %099,' 2 LY a
female n=21 R71.75 162.70_ oL —
Assistant Professor . (n=156) . 307.08 221.55 - g 57
. male | ' n=81+g - 21,2.67 171, 68 L6 :
. female ‘ n=72)" 375.98 21,6.,6 43 . -
Associate Professor (n=133) 530.2l - 308:10 . 82 62
male a n=92) 510,32 272.11 .56 .
female- - n=41 : 573.15 h26.13 - 26 o
" Full Professor. ‘n=:101+) ' 5L7.54L 362,20 37 .- 36 . o
male ' p=80; 602,61 394.10 28 . L
~ female | n=24) - . 376,22 7150.09 9- :
.. ' ] : ot . L ’ -,
 Toral . CLE3 0 B32.71 0 303.2° 0 21
male . . . 285 . 432,25  309.34 e —
female 158 L33.h4 317 A6
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‘ . 5‘ N ". B : v - . ..,' - Table !! . ”
: T U ‘ .
" Summaryof Adjustments Classified by Recipients Sex and Divisiod .
Division .« - X$ + SeDe . .. NAdj, % of Group
Social-S_cience & Hsma,riities; o C ' ,
- . male £n=79§ 502,08 . 309.34 - 38 .48 ’
* female n=27 s ' L|-98 00 DT 22.;2.814. - . 17 C 63 '» .

'n=66;‘ 45897 30297 35 53
n=30) - 16839 T 103.08 18 & -

. Fine Arts " 4
S ) male
female

« -~ male (n=7  30':71.31 .o 192460 . 39 Bi '

. Natural»Sc_ience; ' )
| | ) | | "

| ‘ii female 2n;27) . k271 31035 17 63 . :
Edugationt | | |

_ s ‘ . T . , - * ’ . T - ‘ /r’ T
o male £n=372\ - 671.76 387.63 13 © 35 1\\ ' ,
D - female (n=36) -  °497.13 .  360.57 16 b )
Applied Science . - S - | o
v« male - én=2ég- - 236.1 73.99 .- 8 .31 .
. female (n=38) 282,69 6.51 13 3 .
: 'I‘cftal ’ .) - ’ ) ¢ ‘ b | ’
. R male (n=285 432,25 309 .34 132 L6 L
female (n=158 L3304 317.16 g2 = 52 T~
i n=443 - . AV L8 ’ '
e . : .
! \ - . \\ N
, ' "‘_ A \ 7 -
S . .
! . : ; /
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- on nearly all campuses of hlgher educatlon.

dividuals identified as earning more than predicted should have their salaries v

~ to the magormky of 1nst1tut10ns of higher educatlon.

erstandlngvof the regress1on

-

and depending on one's proclivity for nymbers "and.

approach, you w1ll find varylng degrees of suppo among faculty and admlnlstra—

tors. One: suggestlon made by an administrator
/

thq multiple regres31on equatlon all those 1nd1v1duals 1dent1f1ed as underpald

s that after the aﬁﬁllcatlon of
should)be given enough to be brought up to the predlcted salary and all those in-

. . i ¥ . .
reduced to their predicted salaries and thus-one would have a perEect fit between

predlct S'and crlterlon in a very short time.

¢ t v

s of pgrhaps fittlng that individual io“a coffin.

The faqulty:respense_to this was . ‘

At present, there aresalanydlfferentlals and/or salary inequities exlstlng ‘ \'

_ThlS study demonstrates how one

v . . S .

moderaﬁehp's1zed master' s degree grantlng 1nstitution economically and objectively
‘ .

dlbrled out a salary dlfferentlal study with procedures and technlques avallable .

. . L . o .
| 7 | i
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