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The	2014	Faculty	Total	Compensation	Task	Force	was	commissioned	by	the	
Executive	Vice	President	and	Provost	in	recognition	of	the	commitment	to	Effective	
Total	Compensation	for	faculty	and	staff	made	in	the	university	Strategic	Priorities.		
The	2014	Faculty	Total	Compensation	Task	Force	was	charged	with	developing	a	
plan	that	enhances	the	competitiveness	of	Ohio	University’s	faculty	compensation	
towards	the	goal	of	recruiting	and	retaining	“the	very	best	scholars	and	artists	and	
teachers.”			

Specifically,	the	Task	Force	was	asked	to	quantify	the	current	average	faculty	salary	
position,	identify	appropriate	institutional	peer	comparisons,	recommend	goals	for	
increasing	faculty	salary,	and	recommend	a	raise	pool	structure.	

The	task	force	collected	salary	and	compensation	data	comparing	our	faculty	to	
Ohio	peers,	University	peers,	and	national	averages	by	discipline	and	by	rank.	This	
information	was	used	to	identify	appropriate	peer	comparisons,	determine	a	
competitive	average	salary,	and	project	costs	associated	with	attaining	that	position	
over	a	three-year	timeline.		The	resulting	recommendations	were	as	follows:	

• Move	the	average	salary	for	tenure-track	faculty	to	the	position	of	3rd	among
the	four-year	public	universities	in	Ohio	by	investing	$1.3	million	per	year	for
three	years	for	a	total	of	$3.9	million;

• Invest	a	proportional	percentage	(2.19%)	in	compensation	for	regional
tenure-track	faculty	which	is	an	estimated	investment	of	$540,000	over	three
years;

• Invest	a	proportional	percentage	(2.19%)	in	Group	2	faculty,	which	is	an
estimated	investment	of	up	to	$740,000	on	the	Athens	campus	and	up	to
$940,000	on	the	regional	campuses;

• Evaluate	employee	health	benefits	and	the	impact	of	the	Patient	Protection
and	Affordable	Care	Act	on	total	compensation.
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With	the	completion	of	the	three-year	faculty	compensation	initiative,	a	new	task	
force	was	convened	to	develop	a	plan	to	ensure	that	faculty	compensation	is	in	line	
with	the	university	strategic	goal	of	recruiting	and	retaining	exceptional	faculty	
including	the	following	tasks:	

• Review	the	results	of	the	recently	completed	faculty	compensation	plan
• Create	an	updated	plan	that	considers	all	aspects	of	the	previous	plan:

o Review	and	potentially	update	the	peer	set	approach	used	for
establishing	the	goals	of	the	plan

o Review	and	potentially	update	the	actual	goal	relative	to	the	peer	set
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o Review	and	potentially	update	the	methodology	used	to	project	salary
inflation	and	determine	any	investments	needed

o Review	and	potentially	update	the	
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In	the	Base	Year,	our	salaries	were	ranked	8!" 	for	professor,	7!" 	for	associate	
professor	and	7#" 	for	assistant	professor.			The	average	salaries	for	assistant	
professors	are	typically	much	closer	across	the	universities	since	initial	hires	tend	to	
be	closer	to	market	to	be	competitive.		As	you	move	up	in	the	ranks,	other	factors	
like	time	in	rank,	impacts	of	raise	pools	and	differential	merit	lead	to	greater	
variation	across	universities.		

In	the	first	year	of	the	plan	(2014-15),	the	additional	investment	in	faculty	
compensation	was	$672,910	for	professors,	$486,983	for	associate	professors	and	
$122,989	for	assistant	professors.	This	resulted	in	our	average	salaries	going	from	
8!" 	to	7!" 	for	professors	with	the	gap	between	us	and	the	university	in	third	position	
shrinking	from	$5,504	to	$2,800.		The	average	salaries	for	associate	professors	
remained	at	7!" 	but	the	gap	shrank	from	$3,754	to	$2,100.	Average	salaries	for	
assistant	professors	went	from	7!" 	to	5!" 	with	the	gap	also	shrinking	from	$2,913	to	
$1,600.	

In	the	second	year	of	the	plan	(2015-16),	the	trends	for	the	other	universities	were	
projected	again	and	new	gaps	were	computed.	This	resulted	in	new	investment	
targets	of	$238,564	for	professors,	$407,388	for	associate	professors	and	$202,212	
for	assistant	professors.		

During	this	second	year,	the	source	of	data	for	this	analysis	was	disrupted	when	
Wright	State	University	stopped	compiling	this	salary	information	on	behalf	of	the	
four-year	universities	in	Ohio	and	Institutional	Research	had	to	start	getting	this	
information	from	the	AAUP	survey	published	in	!"#$%&%	as	opposed	to	coordinated	
sharing	directly	between	the	universities.		Also	in	this	year,	the	University	of	Toledo	
(UT)	stopped	reporting	full	salary	details	in	the	AAUP	survey.		These	changes	have	
introduced	questions	about	the	data	as	well	as	challenges	for	the	overall	approach,	
which	will	be	discussed	in	more	detail	later.		

In	this	second	year,	the	average	salaries	for	professors	went	from	7!" 	to	5!" 	but	the	
gap	increases	to	$4,400.			Closer	examination	of	the	average	salaries	at	this	rank	
shows	a	jump	in	the	average	salaries	for	UT	professors	of	$10,800	(10%)	in	average	
salary	over	the	previous	year,	which	is	extremely	high	when	you	look	at	changes	
across	all	the	other	universities	over	time.		This	makes	the	UT	results	questionable	
potentially	due	to	them	now	including	additional	salary	elements	like	
professorships	or	overloads	in	their	averages.	If	you	discard	UT,	our	average	
salaries	would	rank	4!" 	and	the	gap	would	be	$3,500.			

Also	for	associate	professors,	the	UT	average	shows	a	large	jump	from	5!" 	to	2$%	in	average	the	unif6
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In	the	third	year	of	the	plan	(2016-17),	the	investment	amounts	were	maintained	at	
the	same	levels	used	in	the	second	year.		The	results	of	this	year	were	mixed.		The	
rank	for	professors	dropped	back	to	the	base	year	rank	of	8!" 	with	a	gap	of	$6,100	
basically	erasing	all	of	the	gains	from	the	first	two	years	and	a	widening	gap	slightly.		
For	associate	professors,	the	rank	dropped	one	level	and	the	gap	increased	slightly	
with	the	overall	gain	for	the	plan	at	one	rank	(two	without	UT)	and	a	smaller	gap.	
For	assistant	professors	the	rank	of	4!" 	(3'%	without	UT)	is	up	across	the	three	years	





8	

• As	with	the	2014	task	force,	the	2017	task	force	looked	at	two	national
faculty	salary	surveys	that	provide	average	salaries	at	the	discipline	level:	the
Oklahoma	State	salary	survey	and	the	CUPA-HR	survey.

o The	data	from	the	Oklahoma	study	compares	salaries	among	High
Research	Activity	–	Research	Universities	by	discipline	and	rank
within	discipline.	
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As	might	be	expected,	the	gains	in	terms	of	numbers	of	faculty	and	amounts	were	
eroded	in	this	year	although	there	is	still	a	gain	over	the	base	year.		
	
Limitations	of	a	Peer	Analysis	
	
As	with	any	peer	comparison	approach,	the	use	of	the	Oklahoma	study	still	has	
many	of	the	same	limitations	that	are	inherent	and	any	approach	that	compares	
average	salaries.	
	

•! In	many	discipline/rank	combinations,	we	will	have	only	one	or	two	faculty.		
Such	small	numbers	will	be	highly	influenced	by	time	in	rank	and	
performance	over	time.	

•! Since	we	only	have	averages	for	comparisons	as	opposed	to	medians	in	
these	national	surveys,	the	data	is	subject	to	influence	by	outliers.	

•! Matching	our	department	structure	to	national	discipline	breakdowns	is	
imperfect.	A	few	of	our	discipline/rank	combinations	have	large	variations	
with	national	combinations	(e.g.	Applied	Health	Sciences	and	Wellness,	
Social	and	Public	Health).		This	suggests	that	either	our	salaries	in	those	
disciplines	are	not	competitive	or	that	our	departments	may	not	have	a	
comparable	peer	set.		

•! The	results	of	such	an	analysis	are	also	sensitive	to	the	peers	included.	Not	
all	universities	participate	in	these	national	studies.	The	Oklahoma	study	
uses	peers	in	the	same	Carnegie	classification	but	this	group	still	has	some	
significant	variation	on	other	dimensions.			

	
These	issues
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o They	are	more	sensitive	to	the	factors	such	as	time	in	rank	where	a
higher	distribution	of	recently	promoted	faculty	would	result	in	a
lower	average	salary	but	might	not	mean	salaries	are	non-
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• This	should	also	include	an	analysis	of	potential	internal	equity	issues	(e.g.
male/female,	underrepresented/majority	faculty,	etc).

• College	and	departments	are	in	a	better	position	to	allocate	compensation
increases	strategically	to	ensure	competitiveness.

• This	approach	should	also	include	both	tenure	track	and	non-tenure	track
faculty	on	both	the	Athens	and	Regional	campuses	and	demonstrate	that
competitiveness	is	addressed	across	all	faculty	at	all	locations.


