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University of Wisconsin-Green Bay

Faculty Salary Review, 2006-07
UW-Green Bay has prepared analyses of the structure of compensation for full-time legal faculty in fall 1997 and fall 2002.  This review updates those earlier studies.  The review focuses on compression of salaries across the ranks, competitiveness of salaries here with national and system-wide averages, and the impact, if any, of race/ethnicity and gender on salaries.  

Describing the Faculty

	Table 1.  Status of 2002 Faculty in 2006 (N=150)

	Rank in 2002
	Same Rank in 2006
	Promoted by 2006
	No longer working at UWGB

	Assistant
	9
	34
	15

	Associate
	40
	4
	8

	Full
	30
	Not appl.
	10

	All
	79 (53%)
	38 (25%)
	33 (22%)


The data set used for this analysis contains salary and demographic data for 153 legal faculty included on the October 2006 payroll.   The wave of retirements that transformed the faculty in the late 1990’s continues to move through its ranks, with the rank of associate professor now dominating the distribution.  
Although a thorough evaluation of retention and promotion lies beyond the scope of this review, we can note that 74% of the assistant professors in 2002 were still working at UWGB in 2006, and that 59% of them have now moved into the rank of associate professor.  Additionally, 85% of the 2002 associate professors are still teaching at UW-Green Bay, but only 8% (4 individuals) had been promoted to full professor by fall 2006.  Finally, 75% of the full professors remain in the classroom, while 25% have retired.
Basic demographic features of the faculty in 2006 are similar to four years ago.  Women comprise 39% of the faculty, with the most change occurring at the associate rank, which increased from 38% female in 2002 to 44% in 2006.  The percent of faculty from minority backgrounds has not changed (14%).  The average faculty member was born in 1958 and started at UW-Green Bay in 1994.
Table 2.  Demographics of Faculty by Rank and By Division, 2006-07
	Rank
	Number
	Women
	Minorities
	Age (mean)
	Years Here (mean)

	Assistant
	43
	19 (44%)
	7 (16%)
	38.6
	2.1

	Associate
	74
	31 (42%)
	9 (12%)
	49.3
	11.4

	Full
	36
	9 (25%)
	6 (17%)
	57.1
	24.1

	All
	153
	59 (39%)
	22 (14%)
	48.1
	11.8


Table 3 describes the faculty salaries by rank, division, gender, and minority status.  As was true in 1996 and 2002, all ranks have positively skewed salaries, with a few high salaries pulling the means up over the median values.  Using the medians, the gross gap between men and women is $2,100, between white faculty and minority faculty is $300, and between faculty in Professional Studies and their LAS counterparts is $5,700.
Table 3.  Faculty Salary Information by Rank and by Division, 2006-7
	Rank
	Number
	Minimum 
	Mean
	Median
	Maximum
	Over CUPA

	Assistant
	43
	$40,500
	$46,046
	$44,000
	$76,875
	1 (2%)

	Associate
	74
	$46,150
	$55,137
	$51,083
	$96,435
	4 (5%)

	Full
	36
	$50,638
	$67,483
	$64,985
	$125,783
	4 (11%)

	Division
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lib. Arts & Sciences
	122
	$40,500
	$53,772
	$50,558
	$125,783
	6 (5%)

	Professional Studies
	31
	$43,257
	$62,237
	$56,256
	$96,435
	3 (10%)

	Sex
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	59
	$40,500
	$52,379
	$50,564
	$79,842
	1 (2%)

	Male
	94
	$41,500
	$57,437
	$52,699
	$125,783
	8 (9%)

	Minority Status
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	22
	$41,500
	$52,967
	$50,831
	$74,876
	0 (0%)

	No
	131
	$40,500
	$55,910
	$51,165
	$125,783
	9 (7%)

	All
	154
	$40,500
	$55,487
	$51,143
	$125,783
	9 (6%)


The last column in Table 3 refers to information from the National Faculty Salary Survey for 2006-07 (College and University Professional Association for Human Resources, Knoxville, TN, 2007).  CUPA publishes faculty salary averages for various ranks, disciplines and types of institutions.  For this review, each faculty member was aligned with one of 20 discipline areas based on 2-digit CIP codes and assigned a market rate equal to the average for his or her rank.  Salaries from public institutions without collective bargaining are used as the comparison group.  It is important to note that these market rates are averaged across doctoral, master’s and bachelor’s level four-year public institutions.  In 2006-07, only nine faculty members’ salaries exceeded the average for their discipline and rank.   
Compression in the Salary Structure


Compression occurs when salaries paid to junior level faculty within a particular academic field approach or exceed those paid to more experienced faculty within that same field.  Table 4 shows the ratio between the average salaries at the various ranks for each field present in the data for more than one rank, using the 2-digit CUPA fields described above.  Several of these ratios are based on single data points, or individual salaries.  Of 26 compression ratios calculated, only one shows total compression.  In the health area, UW-Green Bay has one assistant professor in Nursing and one associate professor in Nursing, and the assistant professor was paid $200 more than the associate professor.
Campus-wide, associate professors earn 20% more than assistant professors, up from 18% in 2002-03 and from a significantly more compressed 10% in 1996-97. Compression between full professors and associates has increased from a ratio of 1.18 in 2002-03 to 1.22. If our faculty earned the CUPA averages for their rank and field, the ratio between associates and assistants would be 1.23 (rather than 1.20) and the ratio between full professors and associates would be 1.24 (rather than 1.22).  If the average assistant faculty salary is held constant, it would take an additional expenditure of $127,922 in associate and full professor salaries for UW-Green Bay to have compression ratios that match the national averages.  
Table 5.  Rank Compression by Field

	Field, using 2-digit CIP areas
	Ratio of Associate to Assistant Salary Average
	Ratio of Full to Associate Salary Average

	Computer and Information Sciences and Support Services
	1.10
	1.15

	Education
	1.09
	1.14

	Foreign Languages, Literatures, and Linguistics
	1.19
	1.35

	English Language and Literature/Letters
	1.12
	Not Applicable

	Biological and Biomedical Sciences
	1.14
	1.40

	Mathematics and Statistics
	1.20
	1.11

	Physical Sciences
	1.22
	1.05

	Psychology
	1.20
	1.18

	Public Administration and Social Service Professions
	1.24
	1.16

	Social Sciences
	1.20
	1.30

	Visual and Performing Arts
	1.14
	1.25

	Health Professions and Related Clinical Sciences
	1.00
	1.30

	Business, Management, Marketing, and Related Support Services
	1.03
	Not Applicable

	History, General
	1.25
	1.35

	All faculty (n=153)
	1.20
	1.22


Note:  The following fields are not listed separately because they do not have faculty spread across the ranks: Architecture and Related Services; Area, Ethnic, Cultural, and Gender Studies; Communication, Journalism and Related Programs; Engineering; Family and Consumer Sciences/Human Sciences; Philosophy and Religious Studies.
Market Comparisons
Although UW-Green Bay appears to have made lasting progress in decompressing faculty salaries by rank, overall salaries remain comparatively low. Table 5 places UW-Green Bay’s salary averages into a national context.
 
In the aggregate, UW-Green Bay faculty earned $1,218,350 (14%) less in 2006-07 than they would have earned if paid the national average for their discipline and rank (according to the CUPA averages), or almost $8,000 per person.  In 2002-03 the aggregate gap was $727,900, or 9%, suggesting that institutional salaries have not kept up with nation-wide trends in the past four years.  The gaps between UW-Green Bay faculty and the CUPA averages grow as the ranks progress.     
As noted earlier, the standard CUPA averages include salaries paid to faculty at research and doctoral institutions.  Data provided by the National Center for Education Statistics shows that in 2004-05 professors at non-doctoral public schools earned 91% of the average for all public school professors, associate professors earned 96% and assistant professors also earned 96% (Digest of Education Statistics, 2005, Table 234 and Table 236).  For example, one could reasonably assume that 9% of the 16% gap experienced by UW-Green Bay’s full professors represents a market-based difference in the value of the research they produce relative to that produced by professors at doctoral schools.  The last two columns of table 5 estimate what UW-Green Bay faculty would make after removing the impact of working at a non-research oriented institution.  From this perspective, UW-Green Bay faculty earned $689,395 less in 2006-07 than the market suggests they should have, or just over $4,500 per person.
To be entirely accurate in assessing UW-Green Bay’s salaries vis-à-vis market realities, the University would need to acquire salary averages by rank and 2-digit CIP code for public, non-doctoral institutions.  That is the true market in which we compete for academic talent.  This level of detail is available for purchase from CUPA, through a product called “Data on Demand” for $500 per year.
Table 5.  National Salary Comparisons by Rank

	Rank
	Green Bay Mean, 2006-07
	National Mean (1), 2006-07
	Gap between Green Bay and National
	National Non-doctoral Mean (estimated) (2)
	Gap between Green Bay and Non-doctoral National Mean

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assistant
	$46,046
	$51,494
	-$5,448 (-12%)
	$49,343
	-$3,388 ( -7%)

	Associate
	$55,137
	$63,254
	-$8,117 (-15%)
	$60,724
	-$5,587 (-10%)

	Full
	$67,483
	$78,134
	-$10,650 (-16%)
	$71,102
	-$3,618 ( -5%)

	All
	$55,587
	$63,450
	-$7,963 (-14%)
	$59,993
	-$4,506 ( -8%)


(1) These “national” averages are based on what the average salaries at each rank would be if each individual at UW-Green Bay was paid the average salary for his or her rank and field according to the CUPA survey.
(2) These “comprehensive” averages are based on a methodology that assumes faculty at non-doctoral schools will earn a proportion of the amount that includes the doctoral schools, as described in the text above. 

Individual Factors

Regression analysis can model the relationship between salaries and individual attributes such  as gender and ethnicity once professional factors like field of study and rank have been taken into account (see Andrew Luna, "Using a market Ratio Factor in Faculty Salary Equity Studies", AIR Professional File, Number 103, Spring 2007). The model for Green Bay in 2006-07 began with following seven variables:

· Four variables measured at the interval level:

· the market value of the instructor’s field, estimated as the average salary paid to instructors in that same field and rank;

· years in his/her current rank; 

· years employed at the University;

· age;
· Three categorical, or “dummy” variables:

· degree status, specifically the additional value, if any, of having completed the highest degree for the field;

· ethnicity, specifically the additional value, if any, derived from being “white”; 

· gender, specifically the additional value, if any, derived from being “male”.

Merit is excluded.  Once the impact of known determinants is measured, the resulting variance (or the residuals) will measure three things: merit, market inequities, and random variation. Faculty with very high positive residuals should be those who are known on campus to be outstanding performers, while those with negative residuals should be those who have under-performed vis-à-vis faculty expectations or who work in fields where UW-Green Bay has failed to keep up with current market realities.
Collinearity diagnostics revealed modest multicollinearity between age and years employed at the University.  Age was not statistically significant, and its removal had little impact on the remaining variables.  Almost all – 98% -- of the faculty in this study have completed the terminal degree in their field.  Probably due to that lack of variance in this sample, earning a terminal degree was not statistically significant, and its removal had little impact on the remaining variables.  
Being male lacked statistical significance and its removal had little impact on the remaining variables.  The $5,058 gross gap in average salaries between men and women calculated in table 3 is statistically related to the fields in which men and women work and their length of time at the university and in their current ranks.  For example, the average female faculty member has only been in her existing rank for 4.0 years, compared to 7.5 years for the average male.
One individual faculty member receives additional compensation as resident of the endowed Blair Chair, and earned almost $30,000 more than the next highest paid faculty member in 2006-07.  Influence diagnostics indicate that this individual’s unique experience biases some of the other variable’s slopes and that a more accurate picture of the typical pattern across the faculty requires removing the Blair Chair from the analysis.

The statistical results from the three models appear in table 6.  The final model (part c) explains 81% of the variance in salaries and largely mirrors results from similar analyses in 1996 and 2002.  As expected, the current market value of the instructor’s discipline for his or her rank dominates the model, followed by the years he or she has been in that rank.  Years at UW-Green Bay has a negative and statistically important impact on salary.  Holding all other included variables constant, each additional year of service to the University relates to a $389 decline in salary. The time one spends in rank accrues salary value; the time it takes to reach that rank decreases salary value. The best example one can give to illuminate this might be the case of two individuals who started at the University in the same year in the same field, and who are both currently full professors.  The one who progressed to the rank of full professor most quickly will have the higher salary.  

Table 6a.  Regression Results – Full Model (n=153)
	
	Parameter Estimate
	Standard Error
	T value
	Pr>|t|

	Intercept
	-3090
	5618
	-0.55
	0.583

	Market Value
	0.85
	0.06
	15.10
	<.001

	Years in rank
	1047
	143
	7.30
	<.001

	Years at UWGB
	-597
	121
	-4.95
	<.001

	Age
	80
	81
	0.99
	0.325

	Terminal degree 
	-2438
	3822
	-0.64
	0.525

	White
	3309
	1510
	2.19
	0.030

	Male
	1275
	1136
	1.12
	0.264

	Model Adj R-Sq
	0.75
	
	
	


Table 6b.  Regression Results – Reduced Model (n=153)

	
	Parameter Estimate
	Standard Error
	T value
	Pr>|t|

	Intercept
	-1976
	3270
	-0.60
	0.547

	Market Value
	0.86
	0.05
	15.76
	<.001

	Years in rank
	1058
	142
	7.43
	<.001

	Years at UWGB
	-535
	111
	-4.83
	<.001

	White
	2992
	1492
	2.00
	0.047

	Model Adj R-Sq
	0.75
	
	
	


Table 6c.  Regression Results – Reduced Model with Outlier Eliminated (n=152)

	
	Parameter Estimate
	Standard Error
	T value
	Pr>|t|

	Intercept
	545
	2593
	0.21
	0.839

	Market Value
	0.82
	0.04
	18.98
	<.001

	Years in rank
	778
	116
	6.69
	<.001

	Years at UWGB
	-389
	89
	-4.39
	<.001

	White
	2587
	1178
	2.20
	0.030

	Model Adj R-Sq
	0.81
	
	
	


In this type of analysis, researchers hope to find statistically insignificant coefficients for ascribed characteristics such as gender and ethnicity.  Gender has succeeded in this regard, in all three years UW-Green Bay has conducted this analyses: being male has never contributed to ones salary in a statistically significant manner.  The slope on the factor measuring ones racial or ethnic background was $4,055 in 1996-97 and $4,920 in 2002-03.  Although it has dropped to $2,587, it remains statistically significant.  This does not mean, necessarily, that UW-Green Bay has systematically discriminatory salary practices.  In fact, the percent of minority faculty with positive residuals, indicating salaries higher than the model predicts based on their field and tenure variables, is higher than for white faculty at all ranks except full professor. 
Table 7.  Percent of Faculty with Actual Salaries 
Higher than Predicted Salaries (see model 6c)
	
	Minority Faculty
	White Faculty

	Assistant
	71%
	47%

	Associate
	67%
	49%

	Full
	17%
	38%

	All
	55%
	46%


Still, University administrators need to remain proactively vigilant vis-à-vis the outcomes of unit’s different faculty development opportunities and merit processes for minority faculty, especially as they progress through the ranks.  The University could also explore methods of helping minority faculty – all faculty, in fact – stay abreast of national salary trends in their fields.  
Unit Vulnerabilities
Table 8 shows average salaries, market salaries, predicted salaries (using the model documented in table 6c), and salary residuals broken down by the budgetary units and arrayed in order of the size of the average residual.  This perspective suggests that UW-Green Bay could be quite vulnerable to losing faculty from its science units, where average faculty salaries run approximately $4,000 below those predicted by the model.  Between 2002 and 2007, the average salary for full professors in Biological and Biomedical in the CUPA survey rose 52%.  In comparison, salaries in Business, Management, Marketing, and Related Support Services only rose 31%.  While UW-Green Bay does have a process for identifying funds for making market adjustments outside of the regular merit process, identifying the individuals who will receive those funds and the amounts they will receive have been ad hoc processes.
Table 8.  Residuals by Unit (Reduced Model with Outlier Eliminated, n=152)

	Unit
	Number
	Salary Average
	Market Average
	Predicted Average
	Average Residual

	Human Biology
	9
	$48,596
	$59,983
	$52,852
	-$4,256
	-8.8%

	Natural & Applied Sciences
	27
	$51,595
	$64,340
	$55,495
	-$3,900
	-7.6%

	Urban & Regional Studies
	8
	$59,339
	$71,488
	$62,225
	-$2,887
	-4.9%

	Nursing
	3
	$58,791
	$69,618
	$61,037
	-$2,245
	-3.8%

	Human Development
	10
	$49,003
	$58,261
	$50,697
	-$1,694
	-3.5%

	Communication & the Arts
	23
	$50,736
	$57,017
	$50,206
	$529
	1.0%

	Humanistic Studies
	24
	$47,935
	$54,160
	$47,233
	$702
	1.5%

	Public & Environmental Affairs
	7
	$65,378
	$73,734
	$64,380
	$998
	1.5%

	Social Change & Development
	8
	$60,390
	$68,090
	$57,828
	$2,562
	4.2%

	Business Administration
	11
	$76,767
	$84,790
	$73,359
	$3,408
	4.4%

	Social Work
	5
	$58,642
	$62,212
	$54,843
	$3,799
	6.5%

	Education
	10
	$52,419
	$56,618
	$48,844
	$3,575
	6.8%

	Information & Computing Sciences
	7
	$67,462
	$72,728
	$61,515
	$5,947
	8.8%


Conclusion

In an ideal world, each individual’s salary reflects his or her worth to the institution.  That worth stems from both the individual’s performance and service to the institution (accrued merit), as well as the cost the institution would incur if the individual would need to be replaced (market factors).  This salary review has measured four benchmarks: compression, gender equity, racial/ethnic equity, and market equity. Campus-side, UW-Green Bay is achieving its goals relative to compression and gender equity.  At the rank of full professor, minority faculty salaries lag behind their predicted values.  The University needs to continue to review those gaps, to insure that they reflect differences in achievements and not discrimination in opportunities.

Paying faculty salaries appropriate to their field may be the most pressing unmet challenge facing the University today.  The gaps between salaries and market averages are not randomly distributed across the university, but are significantly larger in the sciences and nursing.  Nationally, those areas have experienced more rapid salary increases in recent years.  The University could begin to address market equities by taking the following actions:

Review the portion of the compensation plan reserved for making market adjustments.  It is possible that 10% is inadequate.
Review the practice of paying all faculty the same amount at promotion.  Promotion may be a time when the University could systematically “reset” faculty to a salary appropriate to their field.


Develop a mechanism for publicizing field-based national salary data for the faculty.  Market adjustments must be made in the context of hard data, and faculty should not be required to collect and process that information individually.  When individuals receive “market adjustments”, it should be easy for all other members of the faculty to understand why the person received an adjustment and how its size was determined.
� The salary reviews conducted at UW-Green Bay in the past have analyzed the rank of UWGB’s average salaries relative to the other ten comprehensive institutions in the UW System, available from the UW System Fact Book, “Average AAUP Salaries of Full-time Faculty,” various years.  That table ignores field and market factors.  It seems sensible, for example, for UW-Whitewater to have relatively high salaries (the school has a large business program), and it seems sensible for UW-La Cross to have relatively high salaries (the school has a large program in health sciences).  But, without specifically addressing the fact that the comprehensive universities have dissimilar distributions of faculty across the various fields, it is impossible to answer the question “Are salaries at UW-Green Bay where they ought to be for the school to remain secure and competitive?” simply by looking at average ranks.
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