


University of Wisconsin – Green Bay
Faculty Salary Review, 2010-11
This review updates prior salary analyses of the salary structure for UW-Green Bay’s full-time legal faculty prepared four times since 1996-7.  The review focuses on compression of salaries across the ranks, competitiveness of salaries at UW-Green Bay compared with national markets, and the impact, if any, of race/ethnicity and gender on salaries.  In addition, this report concludes with information collected in spring 2011 as part of UW-Green Bay’s participation in the National Faculty Survey (Higher Education Research Institute).
Describing the Faculty
This analysis explores salary and demographic information for 161 legal faculty employed at UW-Green Bay in 2010-11. The distribution of the faculty across the ranks continued the general transformation seen in prior analyses, with the number of full professors falling and the associate professor rank swelling (figure 1).
Over three-fourths (77%) of the assistant faculty present in 2006 remained at the University through 2010 and an even greater percent of the associate professors (81%) remained.  Of the assistant professors present in 2006, 58% achieved tenure by fall 2010, 12% received tenure in 2011, 7% remain eligible for tenure, and 23% no longer worked at UWGB in 2010.  At the full professor rank the University lost 12 individuals to retirement, death or movement into administration, and replaced those individuals with 6 promotions from the associate professor ranks (table 1).
Table 1. Status of 2006 Faculty in 2010 (N=153)
	Rank in 2006
	Same Rank in 2010
	Promoted by 2010
	No longer FT Faculty at UWGB

	Assistant
	8
	25
	10

	Associate
	55
	6
	14

	Full
	23
	
	12

	All
	86 (56%)
	31 (20%)
	36 (24%)



Figure 2 shows that the balance of tenured faculty between associate and full professors at UWGB differs starkly from what one finds in the national data.  In 2010, only 6% (2 of 33) of the faculty in the college of Professional Studies were full professors.  Although the college of Liberal Arts and Sciences has relatively more professors than Professional Studies, it still lags behind the national distribution.
Table 2 shows that women comprise 41% of the faculty, approximately the same as four years ago.  Faculty from non-white backgrounds represent 17% of the total, up from 14% in 2006. The average faculty member was born in 1963 and started teaching at UWGB in 1999 at the age of 36. 
Table 2. Demographics of Faculty by Rank, 2010-11
	
Rank 
	
Number
	
Women
	
Minorities
	
Mean Age
	Mean Years Here

	Assistant
	51
	25 (49%)
	13 (25%)
	38
	3

	Associate
	81
	32 (40%)
	9 (11%)
	49
	13

	Full
	29
	 9 (31%)
	6 (21%)
	57
	24

	All
	161
	66 (41%)
	28 (17%)
	47
	12



Table 3 describes faculty salaries by rank, college, gender, and minority status.  As in the past, all ranks have positively skewed salaries, with a few high salaries pulling the means up over the median values.  The last column in table 3 refers to information from the College and University Professional Association’s National Faculty Salary Survey for 2010-2011. CUPA publishes faculty salary averages for various ranks, disciplines and types of institutions.  For this review, each faculty member was aligned with one of 19 discipline areas based on 2-digit CIP codes.  Many faculty have been assigned to a more detailed 4-digit CIP code within their more aggregated 2-digit area.  For example, faculty in the 2-digit CIP code for Business are assigned to accounting, management, finance, marketing or MIS at the 4-digit level.  Faculty are coded with a market rate equal to the average for his or her rank from the salaries provided to CUPA from public institutions without collective bargaining.  It is important to note that these market rates are averaged across doctoral, master’s and bachelor’s level four-year public institutions.  Only eight faculty members at UWGB have salaries that exceed the average for their discipline and rank.   
Table 3.  Faculty Salary Information, 2010-11
	
	Number
	Minimum 
	Mean
	Median
	Maximum
	Over CUPA*
	% of CUPA**

	Assistant
	51
	$44,590
	$55,170
	$49,000
	$100,000
	3 (6%)
	0.92

	Associate
	81
	$48,142
	$57,434
	$53,902
	$100,000
	3 (4%)
	0.84

	Full
	29
	$58,054
	$73,112
	$65,444
	$130,198
	2 (7%)
	0.85

	Lib. Arts & Sciences
	128
	$44,590
	$56,268
	$52,957
	$130,198
	2 (2%)
	0.85

	Professional Studies
	33
	$48,500
	$72,236
	$70,000
	$100,000
	 6 (18%)
	0.92

	Female
	66
	$45,000
	$54,902
	$52,957
	$93,502
	1 (2%)
	0.86

	Male
	95
	$44,590
	$62,764
	$55,602
	$130,198
	7 (7%)
	0.87

	Minority
	28
	$44,590
	$60,850
	$55,310
	$100,000
	2 (7%)
	0.86

	White
	133
	$45,000
	$59,266
	$53,793
	$130,198
	6 (5%)
	0.87

	All
	161
	$44,590
	$59,541
	$54,156
	$130,198
	8 (5%)
	0.87


 *”Over CUPA” shows the number and percent of faculty paid a salary above the national average for the person’s rank and academic field based on salaries from public institutions without collective bargaining.
**”Percent of CUPA” is the average value of each faculty member’s salary divided by his or her CUPA salary. 
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, with some aggregation.  Several of these ratios are based on single data points, or individual salaries.  Of 25 compression ratios calculated, only the ratio for associate to assistant salaries in Business shows total compression.  Even at the more detailed 4-digit level, UW-Green Bay’s business department has several completely compressed salaries: three assistant professors – one each in accounting, finance and marketing -- earn more than associate professors in those fields, and in management an associate professor earns more than a full professor.
Campus-wide, associate professors earn only 4% more than assistant professors, down from 20% in 2006-07. If the analysis excludes business faculty, the compression ratio between associate and assistant professors increases to 10%.  The compression ratio between full professors and associates has continued to increase, from a ratio of 1.18 in 2002-03 to 1.22 in 2006-07 to 1.27 in 2010-11.  
If all faculty were paid the CUPA average for their rank and field, the compression ratio between associate and assistant professors would be 14% and between full and associate professors would be 26%.  Leaving the existing assistant professor salaries at their current level, UW-Green Bay would need to pay associate professors an additional $440,000 to achieve a 14% gap between their average salaries and the assistant salary average.  At that associate professor salary average, the University would then have to add another $178,000 to the full professors’ salaries to maintain their 26% margin.
Table 4.  Rank Compression by Field
	Field, using 2-digit CIP areas
	Ratio of Associate to Assistant Salary Average
	Ratio of Full to Associate Salary Average

	50 Visual & Performing Arts
	1.10
	1.28

	9 Communications
	1.11
	1.99

	16 Foreign language, lit, linguistics
	1.23
	1.17

	23 English + 38 Philosophy and Religion + 5 Area and Ethnic Studies
	1.09
	Not Applicable

	11 Computer Science
	1.12
	Not Applicable

	27 Math
	Not Applicable
	1.21

	14 Engineering + 40 Physical Sciences
	1.21
	1.11

	26 Biology + 19 Family and Consumer Sciences
	1.08
	1.25

	42 Psychology
	1.11
	1.20

	45 Social Sciences
	1.10
	1.30

	54 History
	1.10
	1.47

	44 Public Administration & Social Services
	1.10
	1.38

	13 Education
	1.16
	Not Applicable

	51 Health
	1.07
	Not Applicable

	52 Business
	0.96
	1.08

	All Faculty (N = 161)
	1.04
	1.27



Market Comparisons
How well UW-Green Bay is doing vis-à-vis the “market” depends on how one measures that concept.  Average faculty salaries vary according to institutional control (public or private) and institutional mission (baccalaureate, comprehensive or doctoral/research). Salary variance can also reflect differences in benefit levels and policies.  Figure 3 shows average salaries derived from data on 314,000 faculty members working at 4-year public and private schools that use traditional ranks and reported salary data to the U.S. Department of Education in 2010-11. Just over a fifth of these faculty members work at institutions with the same control and mission as UW-Green Bay.  Is that UWGB’s “market”?  Or does UWGB’s market include the doctoral and research institutions, which would drive up salary expectations?  In truth, for some UW-Green Bay faculty the most appropriate market benchmark might be one from a non-doctoral group while others function like and could compete with peers at doctoral institutions. This means that UWGB’s averages should end up somewhere between the national figures and the non-doctoral figures.


Table 5 contains two types of market comparisons for faculty at UW-Green Bay.  The second column shows the average salaries UW-Green Bay faculty would earn if they all received the average for their rank and field from the CUPA survey.  UWGB salaries lag behind those benchmarks at all levels, and by 13% overall.  It would cost approximately $1.6 million to bring salaries at UWGB up to those levels.  The last two columns provide a similar analysis but adjust the comparative salaries to remove the market premium paid to faculty at doctoral schools.  If UWGB is not competing for faculty resources in the same market as the doctoral schools, the adjusted salary averages in the fourth column are a more accurate benchmark.  The adjustments reduce the benchmark for the assistant and associate levels by 8%, and reduce the benchmark for the full professors by 16%.  The salary premium for working at a doctoral school is particular large once a person reaches the highest rank.  Compared to these adjusted benchmarks, UW-Green Bay is paying its assistant professors salaries very close to what one would expect them to earn at a similar institution.  Associate professors continue to lag behind the market rate by almost $6,000 per person.  Full professors earn, on average, about $1000 more than they would earn at a similar school, but within about 1% of the expectation. Bringing UWGB’s salaries at the assistant and associate level up to these adjusted benchmark averages would cost approximately $490,000.  A final factor not addressed in table 5 is variance in benefits and benefit policies. Historically, Wisconsin has provided larger benefits packages to its public sector instructors compared to most other states but recent policy changes will reduce the net benefit package beginning in 2011-12 by requiring faculty to fund a portion of the retirement costs out of their own salaries.

Table 5. National Salary Comparisons by Rank, 2010-11
	
Rank 
	UW-Green Bay Mean
	National Mean (1)
	Gap between National and UWGB 
	National Non-doctoral Mean (2)
	Gap between National Non-Doctoral and UWGB Mean

	Assistant
	$55,171
	$59,956
	$4,785 (8%)
	$55,502
	$331 (1%)

	Associate
	$57,434
	$68,066
	$10,632 (16%)
	$63,301
	$5,867 (9%)

	Full
	$73,112
	$85,800
	$12,688 (15%)
	$72,072
	-$1,040 (-1%)

	All
	$59,541
	$68,604
	$9,150 (13%)
	$60,372
	$831 (1%)


(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 “National non-doctoral” 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.

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 (Luna, 2007).  The model for Green Bay in 2010-11 began with the 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 from the CUPA report
· years in his/her current rank
· years in the faculty prior to achieving current rank
· 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, from being “nonwhite” 
· gender, specifically the additional value, if any,  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 in rank. 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.  Similarly, neither gender nor racial/ethnic background varies significantly with salaries.  The removal of those variables actually improves the overall fit and efficiency of the model.  Running the full and reduced models for the entire faculty together and then for each college separately suggests that the colleges have addressed salary constraints differently.  Tables 6a, 6b and 6c document the mathematical results of the initial model and the model determined to have the “best fit”.
Table 6a.  Regression Results – Full Model, Entire Campus (n=161)

	
	Parameter Estimate
	Standard Error
	T value
	Pr>|t|

	Intercept
	-3939
	5010
	-0.79
	0.433

	Market Value
	0.92
	0.04
	21.23
	<.001

	Years in rank
	469
	123
	3.83
	<.001

	Years prior to rank
	-994
	138
	-7.23
	<.001

	Age
	-28
	73
	-0.39
	0.697

	Terminal degree 
	2479
	3909
	0.63
	0.527

	Not white
	-595
	1420
	-0.42
	0.676

	Male
	765
	1124
	0.68
	0.497

	Model Adj R-Sq
	0.80
	
	
	



Table 6b.  Regression Results – Reduced Model, Entire Campus (n=161)

	
	Parameter Estimate
	Standard Error
	T value
	Pr>|t|

	Intercept
	-2659
	2600
	-1.02
	0.308

	Market Value
	0.93
	0.04
	22.45
	<.001

	Years in rank
	449
	98
	4.58
	<.001

	Years prior to rank
	-1015
	128
	-7.96
	<.001

	Model Adj R-Sq
	0.80
	
	
	



Table 6c.  Regression Results – Reduced Model, Separate Colleges (n=161)

	
	Liberal Arts & Sciences (n=128)
		Professional Studies (n=33)

	
	Parameter Estimate
	Standard Error
	T value
	Pr>|t|
	Parameter Estimate
	Standard Error
	T value
	Pr>|t|

	Intercept
	6571
	3585
	1.83
	0.069
	3128
	4377
	0.72
	.481

	Market Value
	0.72
	0.06
	11.15
	<.001
	0.96
	.06
	16.90
	<.001

	Years in rank
	762
	99
	7.67
	<.001
	-632
	226
	-2.79
	.009

	Years prior to rank
	-684
	147
	-4.66
	<.001
	-1005
	375
	-2.68
	.012

	Model Adj R-Sq
	0.76
	
	
	
	0.91
	
	
	



The model results for the College of Professional Studies (table 6c) show that one can explain (or predict) 91% of the variance in salaries by knowing the market value (CUPA average for rank and field), how long the person has been in that rank, and how long it took for the person to achieve that rank.  Although the model also fits the Liberal Arts and Sciences data very well, it explains quite a bit less of the overall variance (76%).  One cannot overstate the importance of the difference in the coefficient for Market Value between the two colleges.  Controlling for rank and field and employment longevity, for each dollar of salary paid to an average faculty member across all public institution types a person working in the College of Professional Studies can expect to earn 96 cents at UW-Green Bay while a person working in the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences can expect to earn 72 cents.  
Because the colleges appear to have different processes for determining salaries, it seems prudent to examine issues of gender and racial/ethnic equity separately.  Table 7 contains information about the gender breakdown of actual salaries and salaries predicted using the reduced model reported in table 6 and applied separately to each college.  Table 8 contains the same kind of information broken down by racial/ethnic background.  None of the small differences in the residuals between the categories of people is statistically large.  There is no evidence in the data that women or faculty of color are experiencing group-based discrimination that affects their salaries.

Table 7.  Impact of Gender on Salary
	
	Liberal Arts & Sciences
	Professional Studies

	
Gender 
	Actual Salary
Average
	Predicted Salary Average
	Residual Average
	Actual Salary Average
	Predicted Salary Average
	Residual Average

	Women
	$53,396
	$53,546
	-$150
	$61,682
	$61,474
	 $208

	Men
	$58,364
	$58,254
	  $110
	$78,268
	$78,387
	-$119




Table 8.  Impact of Race/Ethnicity on Salary
	
	Liberal Arts & Sciences
	Professional Studies

	
Group
	Actual Salary
Average
	Predicted Salary Average
	Residual Average
	Actual Salary Average
	Predicted Salary Average
	Residual Average

	White
	$56,386
	$56,248
	  $138
	$71,116
	$71,087
	   $29

	Not white
	$55,667
	$56,372
	- $704
	$76,397
	$76,505
	-$107



Table 9 repeats this analysis of residuals using the disciplinary units as the grouping feature.  Ideally, UW-Green Bay would want faculty with higher and lower residuals to be spread across the units.  To the extent that high residuals reflect high productivity, having high-residuals spread across the units suggests that high-quality faculty are similarly spread across the units.  To the extent that low residuals reflect an underpaid person who might be vulnerable to leaving UW-Green Bay for a higher paying job elsewhere, spreading low-residual faculty across the campus would reduce any one unit’s vulnerability to potential turnover.  Both versions of the model produce low average residuals for the units in the sciences, suggesting that UW-Green Bay may face employment challenges in those areas.  A review of CUPA averages for the past five shows that the academic field with the fastest-growing salaries is business, but within the LAS fields the science salaries have grown most rapidly.
Table 9. Unit Vulnerabilities
	Unit
	Number in Unit
	Average Residual Campus-wide Model
	Average Residual, College-based Models

	HUB
	11
	-$6,576
	-$4,436

	NAS
	24
	-$3,362
	-$1,767

	URS
	6
	-$2,410
	-$2,708

	PEA
	8
	-$1,364
	$512

	HUD
	15
	-$541
	$252

	AVD
	26
	-$71
	-$600

	HUS
	23
	$382
	$577

	EDU
	10
	$1,811
	-$736

	NURS
	4
	$2,739
	$1,060

	SWK
	4
	$2,811
	-$166

	BUA
	15
	$3,083
	$252

	SCD
	7
	$3,783
	$5,172

	ICS
	8
	$8,321
	$8,210



National Faculty Survey
Answering the question “Is UW-Green Bay keeping up with the market for faculty salaries?” requires clearly defining the nature of the market.  Ultimately, the true “market” for each individual is uniquely defined by that individual’s own needs and opinions: the same salary paid to statistically identical individuals may feel too low to one, and just fine to another, causing the first to apply for positions elsewhere while simultaneously sustaining the second’s sense of high worth to the institution.  The National Faculty Survey (HERI) assesses the adequacy of salaries by asking individuals how they feel about their pay (table 10).  
Table 10.  National Faculty Survey Results to Salary-related Items
Full-time Undergraduate Faculty, 2010-11
	
	UWGB
N = 81
	Public 4-year master’s and baccalaureate schools, N = 4962

	Percent “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with their salary
	11%
	44%

	Percent “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with their health benefits
	78%
	75%

	Percent “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with their retirement benefits
	76%
	70%

	Percent that has considered early retirement within the past two years
	31%
	23%

	Percent that has considered leaving academe for another job within the past two years
	56%
	35%

	Percent that has considered leaving this institution for another within the past two years
	70%
	47%

	If you were to begin your career again, would you still want to come to this institution?
   Definitely or probably yes
   Not sure
   Probably or definitely no
	49%
32%
19%
	66%
19%
15%

	If you were to begin your career again, would you still want to be a college professor? 
   Definitely or probably yes
   Not sure
   Probably or definitely no
	79%
12%
9%
	88%
8%
4%

	Percent noting personal finances as a source of stress during the last two years
	86%
	70%

	Percent noting institutional budget cuts as a source of stress during the last two years
	94%
	85%



In the past three cycles of UW-Green Bay’s participation in the National Faculty Survey, responses to the item about satisfaction with salary levels have only grown more divergent from the comparison group. The decreasing satisfaction with salary coupled with increases in the percent who have considered leaving this institution confirms the importance of faculty compensation as a strategic priority for UW-Green Bay in the coming years.
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