
What aspects of faculty work do col-
leges reward? Research conducted
in the 1990s provided a clear

answer: scholarly productivity was the
strongest correlate of faculty pay. Faculty who
taught less and published more received the
highest average salaries at all types of four-
year institutions and in all disciplines.
Teaching was typically unrelated to—or a
negative factor in—faculty compensation.1

A decade ago, Ernest Boyer’s Scholarship
Reconsidered argued for a renewed commit-
ment to college teaching. His message—recast
instruction as a form of scholarship—led to
many reforms in assessing faculty work.2

Many states, including Ohio and Tennessee,
tied public resources to a commitment to
teaching and learning.3 Federal agencies, such
as the National Science Foundation, and inde-
pendent foundations, such as the Bush
Foundation, invested heavily in undergradu-
ate education and professional development
for teaching. D. Bruce Johnstone, a former
SUNY chancellor, called for improved “learn-
ing productivity,” that is, efficiently increas-
ing student learning outputs instead of focus-
ing on instructional inputs.4 Evidence mount-
ed about the effectiveness of active and col-
laborative learning for increasing these out-
puts.5 Many colleges and universities estab-
lished teaching and learning centers for pro-
fessors to promote these strategies.6

Research universities—often criticized for
paying inadequate attention to undergradu-
ate teaching—are not homogeneous.7 These
institutions vary in their origins. Some were
research-oriented for decades, while others
evolved from a commitment to public service
and only recently focused on research and
scholarship. These historical differences are
reflected in growing differences in commit-
ments to teaching and learning.8 Some land-
grant research universities—Pennsylvania
State University and Michigan State
University, for example—are determinedly
promoting effective instructional practices.

Countervailing forces persist, and other
institutions, often with different histories,
remain less committed. The faculty labor
market is national in scope, assert some
observers, and remains based primarily on
enhancing prestige through research produc-
tivity.9 From this perspective, “administrators
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and faculty in all types of institutions there-
fore use similar research-oriented criteria in
hiring and in rewarding existing faculty.”10

This focus on prestige helps to explain a relat-
ed trend: growing utilization of part-time fac-
ulty and non-tenure track staff to teach
undergraduates.11

Does faculty pay reflect this push for
greater commitment to teaching and learning,
and for restoring the balance between teach-
ing and research? Has the monetary value of
teaching increased in the past five or ten
years? This chapter provides some answers.

FACULTY PAY: DIFFERING PERSPECTIVES

Theories of faculty pay can be categorized
into pay as a function of (a) market competi-
tion or (b) institutional forces.12 Two schools of
thought at odds with each other drive the
market competition model. One school posits an
emerging national labor market based princi-
pally on research and scholarly prestige.13

Institutions of all types value prospective and
current faculty members who show research
promise or productivity. Proponents of the
market segmentation school, in contrast, note
the existence of a class of teaching-oriented
institutions that award higher pay to their
most productive and highest quality teachers,
not to faculty members who publish and
obtain external funds. Research universities,
members of both schools agree, pay their fac-
ulty in line with research productivity. “Large
research universities and graduate-training
institutions,” note two observers, “are in the
market for different kinds of services than are
institutions that emphasize undergraduate
teaching. . . Organizations with an emphasis
on research offer a distinctively different form
of rewards.”14

Other economists believe that pay is an
expression of institutional norms and values
regardless of espoused mission or the nature
of the market.15 “Institutions that actually
value teaching,” assert these economists, “will
pay their productive teachers the most,
whereas institutions valuing research will pay
their productive researchers the most.”16

A recent reinterpretation of these theories
sees faculty salaries as tools for institutional
policy.17 Institutional leaders, according to this
reinterpretation, can rely on the national 

market to set salaries, or they can use salaries
to decrease the effects of markets—by taking
into account factors such as seniority and
internal measures of merit. The University of
California system, for example, established
career ladders with standardized salary levels
for each step. Institutional leaders, notes this
study, can also set salary policies to “elevate
teaching and public service as criteria for
salary adjustments.”18

This essay addresses the competing claims
of the two market competition schools of
thought. The data are inadequate to compare
market competition and institutional forces
perspectives directly, but the results shed
light on the debate.

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Using samples of 5,056 and 13,040 full-
time tenure-track faculty members, respec-
tively, the National Surveys of Postsecondary
Faculty 1987–88 (NSOPF-88) and 1992–93
(NSOPF-93) reported substantial evidence of
a national market, and limited evidence of a
segmented market.19 Publishing productivity
was consistently and positively related to pay
irrespective of institutional type or academic
discipline. Measures of teaching activity and
productivity were unrelated or negatively
indicative of faculty compensation.

THE 1998–99 STUDY

This report examines the relationships
between faculty teaching, research, and pay. 
It focuses on the 8,416 full-time, tenure-track
faculty in two- and four-year colleges and
universities responding to the 1998–99
National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF-99).20 Eliminating the 75 faculty from
independent two-year colleges produced a
sample of 8,341: 1,859 in public two-year col-
leges, 4,518 in public four-year institutions,
and 1,964 in independent four-year institu-
tions.21 I compared results with NSOPF-93
and, when possible, with NSOPF-88.

Indicators and Scales
This study used basic salary from the aca-

demic institution as the measure of pay.22 Basic
salary excludes supplemental income, such as
monies from summer teaching, funded

THE NEA 2004 ALMANAC OF HIGHER EDUCATION40



THE RELATIVE VALUE OF TEACHING AND RESEARCH—REVISITED 41

research, and consulting. Analyses of simple
bivariate relationships between salary and
various faculty behaviors used the raw form
of basic salary. Complex multivariate analyses
used the log transformation of basic salary,
consistent with econometric studies, and took
length of contract (9- or 12-month) into
account.23

To permit comparisons over time, I used
the same measures of faculty teaching and
research productivity as for NSOPF-93.24

Measures of teaching-related activities and
workloads included:
• The faculty member’s estimate of the per-

cent of time spent on teaching and instruction,
including teaching, advising, and super-
vising students; grading papers, preparing
courses, and developing new curricula;
and working with student organizations.

• Hours spent in the classroom per week.

• Whether or not the faculty member taught
only graduate students, taught only under-
graduate students, or taught both undergradu-
ate and graduate students.

• The number of independent study contact
hours per week. 25

The study included measures of research
and of scholarly activity and productivity
used to analyze NSOPF-93 data:
• Percent of time spent on research and scholar-

ship, including time spent conducting
research, preparing or reviewing articles or
books, attending or preparing to attend
professional meetings, and seeking outside
funding for research.

• Total refereed publications during the career,
including articles, chapters in edited vol-
umes, textbooks, other books, monographs,
and reviews of books and articles.26

• Average publications per year (used in bivari-
ate analyses only) that took seniority into
account by dividing the total refereed publi-
cations during the career by years since attain-
ing highest degree.

• Whether or not the respondent was a prin-
cipal or co-principal investigator (PI) on an
externally funded project during fall 1998.27

Multivariate analyses also included sever-
al control variables, each potentially related to
faculty pay, to obtain more accurate estimates

of the relationships between faculty pay,
teaching, and research. A structural factor in
faculty pay is the length of contract (9- or 12-
month). Pay also varies by academic discipline.28

As in the study of NSOPF-93 data, we
grouped faculty respondents into ten pro-
gram areas: agriculture/home economics,
business, education, engineering, fine arts,
health sciences, humanities, natural sciences,
social sciences, and other fields. High paying
field was derived from the ranking of average
pay in each program relative to the overall
national average.29 I also included a measure
of administrative service likely to affect pay:
service as a department chair during fall 1998.

Personal characteristics also affect salary,
including seniority, gender, race/ethnicity,
and working in an institution under a collec-
tive bargaining agreement.30 Measures of sen-
iority included years since attaining the high-
est degree, years in current rank, and years at
the current institution.

As in the analyses of NSOPF-88 and
NSOPF-93 data, I found a strong, negative
relationship between time spent on research
and time spent on teaching: -.52 at four-year
institutions, -.33 in public two-year colleges.
The more time faculty members spent on one
activity, the less they spent on the other. To
reflect this exchange relationship and to
reduce the effects of multicollinearity, I substi-
tuted a single scale—more research/less
teaching—for the two NSOPF-99 time alloca-
tion measures. I calculated this scale by sub-
tracting the percent of time spent on teaching
from the percent of time spent on research.31

I also found strong, positive correlations
between years since attaining the highest
degree, years in rank, and years at the current
institution. The range: from .69 to .84 in four-
year institutions and from .34 to .78 in public
two-year colleges. I used years since attaining
the highest degree in the regression analyses,
the variable with the highest correlation with
basic salary.

RESULTS

Table 1 shows the means and variances for
study variables.32 I separated indicators into
quartiles and then examined salary differences
by faculty teaching and research activity in
four-year colleges and universities.33 I then



examined the correlation coefficients between
measures of faculty activities and pay. I
included the results from NSOPF-93 for com-
parison. The multivariate analyses consisted of
semi-log regressions of the logarithmic trans-
formation of basic salary on various control

variables and on the same measures of teach-
ing and research derived from NSOPF-93 used
in the NEA 1997 Almanac. I completed separate
analyses by type of institution and program
area, comparing the results with NSOPF-88
and NSOPF-93 data when possible.34
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Table 1

Means and Variances for Study Variables

Public Independent
Four-Year Two-Year Four-Year

Mean SD SE Mean SD SE Mean SD SE

Income
Basic Salary ($) 66,059 29,980 470 46,218 13,600 330 63,629 34,371 792

Log (Basic Salary) 11.02 .37 .006 10.70 .30 .007 10.96 .44 .010

Control Variables
% on 12-month 
Appointment 16.44 36.67 .554 12.18 32.63 .762 16.86 38.36 .849

High Paying Field* -.03 .73 .011 NA NA NA -.07 .77 .017

Years Since Attained 
Highest Degree 18.65 10.27 .156 16.85 9.74 .231 17.99 10.86 .241

Years in Current Rank** 8.48 7.00 .119 8.67 7.23 .207 8.20 7.22 .178

Years at Current 
Institution** 14.18 10.05 .152 12.97 9.21 .215 13.90 10.60 .234

% Racial/Ethnic Minority 15.64 35.92 .540 14.27 34.87 .811 13.06 34.56 .761

% Male 70.82 44.96 .677 51.18 49.83 1.165 71.59 46.25 1.020

% Under Collective 
Bargaining Agreement 45.57 49.26 .759 68.04 46.60 1.099 15.37 37.01 .836

Teaching
% Time, Teaching 51.76 24.61 .374 73.40 21.93 .516 55.76 25.48 .566

Hours in Class/Week 9.12 6.07 .096 17.20 10.62 .252 9.37 5.89 .135

Independent Study 
Contact Hours/Week 5.98 7.96 .120 4.68 8.39 .195 5.27 8.40 .185

Taught only 
Undergraduates 48.73 49.43 .744 NA NA NA 56.06 50.90 1.120

Taught only Graduate 
Students 19.69 39.32 .592 NA NA NA 23.60 43.55 .958

More Research/
Less Teaching*** -31.27 37.57 .571 -70.10 24.49 .576 -38.44 39.45 .876

Research
% Time, Research 20.52 18.59 .283 3.38 6.01 .141 17.34 19.20 .426

Career Publications 
(Refereed) 34.39 45.49 .692 4.54 16.82 .393 27.47 42.55 .943

% Principal Investigator, 
Funded Research Project 27.73 44.27 .666 2.01 13.97 .325 18.13 39.52 .870

Administration

% Department Chair 9.19 28.57 .430 12.63 33.11 .771 16.85 38.39 .845

Source: NSOPF 1999.
* -1 = below average, 0 = average,  1 = above average.
** Not used in analysis.
*** Scale from -100 to +100.
NA = Not Applicable.
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INSTITUTIONAL TYPE AND 
PROGRAM AREA

Faculty pay varied by type of institution,
as in the previous NEA Almanac studies 
(Table 2).35 The average faculty salary in four-
year institutions in 1998–1999 was about
$65,000. Faculty in “other four-year institu-
tions”—primarily separate engineering and
medical colleges—received the highest aver-
age salaries (about $84,000), followed in
descending order by faculty in research uni-
versities (about $76,000), doctoral-granting
universities (about $62,000), comprehensive
colleges and universities (about $54,000), and
liberal arts colleges (about $49,000).36 This
overall relationship between type of institu-
tion and faculty salary also held for public
institutions.37 In independent institutions, fac-
ulty in research universities received the high-
est salaries, followed by faculty doctoral-
granting universities, other four-year institu-
tions, comprehensive colleges and universi-
ties, and liberal arts colleges.38 The average
pay for faculty in public two-year colleges in
1998–99 was about $46,000. These results
resemble the findings for NSOPF-93.

In 1998–99, faculty in business, engineer-
ing, and the health sciences received average
salaries statistically above the national norm
(Table 3).39 Faculty in agriculture/home eco-
nomics, natural sciences, social sciences, and
other fields received about the national aver-
age. Faculty salaries in education, fine arts,
and humanities averaged below the national

norm. Pay also varied by program area when
broken down by public and independent
institutions, though the pattern varied slightly
from the overall distribution.40 These patterns
differ somewhat from NSOPF 1992–93 where
business salaries were at—rather than
above—the national average, and where
salaries for faculty in the social sciences and
in other fields were below—rather than at—
the national average.41

FACULTY ACTIVITIES AND PAY:
BIVARIATE ANALYSES

This section examines the bivariate rela-
tionships between pay with measures of
teaching and research activity and productivi-
ty, by type of four-year institution and source
of control. To study the effect of administra-
tive activity on compensation I also examined
the relationship between pay and being a
department chair during Fall term, 1998.

Teaching/Instruction
Teaching-related indicators included per-

cent of time spent on teaching and instruc-
tion, hours in class per week, independent
study contact hours per week, and type of
students taught (undergraduate only, gradu-
ate only, or both).

Pay was inversely related to time spent on
teaching at public and independent institu-
tions: the more time spent on teaching, the
less the pay (Table 4).42 For public institutions,

Table 2

Basic Salary (Means), by Source of Control and Type of Institute

Total SE Public SE Independent SE

All Four-Year $65,289 407 $66,059 470 $63,629 792

Research 76,294 730 72,892 741 89,889 2,019

Doctoral 61,977 827 59,916 811 68,161 2,093

Comprehensive 54,263 417 54,043 452 54,845 953

Liberal Arts 48,999 639 NA NA 47,705 718

Other 84,287 2,978 102,572 4,306 63,551 3,130

Public Two-Year 46,218 330

Source: NSOPF 1999.
NA = Not Applicable.
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pay decreased in a linear fashion. Faculty in
the top quartile of time on teaching—more
than 70 percent—averaged the lowest pay
(about $55,000) and faculty in the bottom
quartile—less than 35 percent—earned the
most (about $85,000).43 For independent insti-
tutions, the respective values were about
$50,000 (most time), and about $85,000 (least
time).44 These patterns are nearly identical to
the results for NSOPF-88 and NSOPF-93.

The inverse relationship between pay and
time spent on teaching held for each type of
public institution, with some slight
variations.45 Research universities and com-
prehensives showed little difference in pay
between faculty members spending more
than 70 percent of their time on teaching and
their colleagues in the 55 to 70 percent range.
Doctoral-granting universities showed little
difference in pay between faculty members in
three categories: 35 to 54 percent, 55 to 70 per-
cent, and more than 70 percent of their time
spent on teaching. Faculty in other four-year
institutions earned significantly higher
salaries if they spent less than 35 percent of
their time of teaching.46 These results varied
somewhat from the findings for NSOPF-93,
though in each type of public institution fac-
ulty members who spent the least time on
teaching earned the highest salaries.

Pay varied inversely with time spent on
teaching at independent research universities,
doctoral-granting universities, and compre-
hensives.47 Faculty members in four-year
independent “other institutions” who spent
the least time on teaching received the most
pay; colleagues who spent the most time on
teaching earned the least.48 Pay varied by
time spent on teaching in liberal arts colleges,
but faculty members who spent the least time
on teaching did not receive the most pay.
Faculty in the second (35 to 54 percent) and
third (55 to 70 percent) quartiles earned more
pay than colleagues spending more than 70
percent of their time on teaching.49 These
findings are virtually identical to the results
for NSOPF-93.

Pay decreased with hours spent in the
classroom per week in an even more linear
pattern than for time spent on teaching.50

Across all four-year institutions, faculty mem-
bers who spent less than 6 hours teaching in
the classroom each week earned around
$80,000 (about $79,000 for publics, $83,000 for
independents). Those who spent more than 
11 hours in the classroom per week averaged
between $21,000 (publics) and $34,000 (inde-
pendents) less. For each type of public institu-
tion except other four-year institutions, facul-
ty members who spent the least hours in the

Table 3

Basic Salary (Means), by Source of Control of Program Area: Four-Year Institutione

Program Area Total SE Public SE Independent SE

Agriculture-
Home Economics $68,500 1,498 $68,885 1,541 INC INC

Business 68,444 1,015 69,099 1,020 67,545 2,028

Education 52,681 708 53,275 736 50,670 1,846

Engineering 70,379 1,229 70,117 1,381 71,406 2,709

Fine Arts 50,632 838 50,347 1,013 51,112 1,488

Health Sciences 91,848 1,909 91,516 2,136 92,589 3,958

Humanities 53,843 718 54,360 832 53,071 1,316

Natural Sciences 66,564 742 67,181 820 65,094 1,576

Social Sciences 64,778 1,214 67,691 1,568 58,368 1,654

Other 62,416 1,177 61,179 1,379 64,696 2,181

Source: NSOPF 1999.
INC = Inadequate cases for accurate estimate.
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Table 4

Basic Salary (Means), by Source of Control, Type of Institution, and Teaching-Related Variables: 
Public and Independent Four-Year Institutions

Percent of Time Spent on Teaching and Instruction

<35% SE 35-54% SE 55-70% SE >70% SE

Public
All Four-Year $85,271 1,298 $65,967 724 $57,096 605 $54,934 646
Research 86,842 1,651 71,572 1,077 63,078 1,033 60,930 1,573
Doctoral 70,821 1,862 60,884 1,322 51,314 1,054 56,343 1,917
Comprehensive 62,498 1,587 56,332 895 51,554 767 52,128 703
Other Four-Year 121,113 5,723 80,965 7,841 71,363 7,585 64,980 9,046

Independent
All Four-Year 84,574 2,221 67,849 1,681 58,266 1,217 49,702 863
Research 104,128 3,299 82,704 3,583 82,622 3,845 64,866 4,532
Doctoral 83,684 5,773 70,672 3,771 58,723 2,669 58,988 3,214
Comprehensive 63,327 2,662 55,478 1,856 51,902 1,309 54,041 1,796
Liberal Arts 48,477 2,320 54,472 2,836 50,344 1,258 43,740 755
Other Four-Year 78,329 6,533 59,725 3,918 60,049 9,581 48,191 2,993

Hours in Class Per Week

<6 SE 6-8 SE 9-11 SE >11 SE

Public
All Four-Year 79,269 1,008 63,368 698 58,772 790 58,328 926
Research 81,688 1,233 66,562 959 66,131 1,726 64,869 2,321
Doctoral 68,773 1,728 59,570 1,512 55,572 1,350 52,637 1,338
Comprehensive 60,993 1,697 57,053 1,281 52,254 779 52,073 577
Other Four-Year 107,214 5,571 80,836 6,823 79,614 9,301 115,853 10,575

Independent
All Four-Year 83,307 1,992 66,809 1,631 57,739 1,291 49,298 891
Research 92,575 2,681 89,023 4,245 88,455 6,334 78,144 5,980
Doctoral 85,465 6,219 67,475 2,647 60,160 2,584 55,739 2,581
Comprehensive 65,663 2,818 59,550 2,102 55,019 1,839 48,230 1,299
Liberal Arts 51,490 5,133 52,963 1,875 50,499 1,278 43,577 702
Other Four-Year 80,291 6,451 54,566 4,074 54,641 5,578 53,459 3,861

Independent Study Contact Hours Per Week

0 SE 1-2 SE 3-7 SE >7 SE

Public
All Four-Year 63,116 855 64,387 1,052 66,564 963 69,340 896
Research 70,591 1,779 71,003 1,515 72,051 1,309 76,116 1,374
Doctoral 60,653 1,419 57,826 1,647 59,754 1,500 61,338 1,886
Comprehensive 56,570 842 52,510 1,056 54,059 929 51,614 763
Other Four-Year 83,861 7,614 114,780 11,970 128,326 14,410 97,636 4,083

Independent
All Four-Year 60,354 1,267 59,247 1,735 64,279 1,563 71,119 1,814
Research 84,729 4,196 81,929 6,064 91,165 3,616 95,684 3,133
Doctoral 65,689 3,582 64,620 3,234 70,794 4,618 70,898 4,616
Comprehensive 58,112 1,803 54,395 1,870 51,244 1,575 51,332 1,751
Liberal Arts 46,612 931 48,976 2,297 49,138 1,256 46,207 1,588
Other Four-Year 70,367 8,029 51,738 2,537 67,512 7,920 72,239 6,945
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classroom were paid the most.51 In independ-
ent institutions, the relationship between
hours spent in the classroom per week and
pay was more complex, although the general
pattern held true. Hours spent in the class-
room did not affect pay significantly in inde-
pendent research universities. In all other
types of independent institutions, however,
pay increased as the amount of time in the
classroom decreased.52 For both public and
independent institutions, these patterns are
similar to those in 1992–93.

As in 1992–93, independent study contact
hours per week bucked this trend.53 Faculty in
public and independent institutions who gen-
erated the most independent study contact
hours received the highest pay,54 although the
difference in pay between the highest and low-
est producers was considerably smaller than
for percent time spent on teaching and for
hours spent in the classroom each week.
Seniority and scholarly prominence may affect
this result—students may be more likely to ask
the better known faculty members to super-
vise an independent study project. This pat-
tern, however, varies substantially by type of
institution. Only independent comprehensive
colleges and universities,55 and public research
universities shared this overall pattern.56

Faculty members who taught only graduate
students in 1998–99 averaged higher salaries
than peers teaching undergraduates and grad-
uate students or only undergraduates.57 This
pattern held for faculty in most types of public
and independent institutions, except for liberal
arts colleges where the typology does not
apply.58 The exceptions: public and independ-
ent “other” four-year institutions where the
highest paid faculty members taught under-
graduate and graduate students, and inde-
pendent research universities where faculty
members who taught only undergraduates
received the lowest pay.59 These results resem-
ble the findings for NSOPF-88 and NSOPF-93
where faculty members who taught only grad-
uate students received the most pay irrespec-
tive of type of institution and source of control.

Research/Scholarship
Measures of research and scholarship

included: percent of time spent on those activ-
ities, number of refereed publications during
the career, average refereed publications per
year—taking into account length of time since
attaining the highest degree—and being a
principal or co-principal investigator (PI) on
an externally-funded research project during
fall term, 1998.

Table 4 (continued)

Basic Salary (Means), by Source of Control, Type of Institution, and Teaching-Related Variables: 
Public and Independent Four-Year Institutions

Type of Students Taught

Undergraduate SE Both SE Graduate SE

Public
All Four-Year $57,774 443 $70,780 917 $79,499 1,423
Research 64,202 833 77,061 1,351 80,557 1,681
Doctoral 58,219 1,167 59,853 1,403 63,836 1,854
Comprehensive 52,761 546 55,502 856 60,430 1,850
Other Four-Year 56,487 5,654 114,795 6,531 108,921 6,873

Independent
All Four-Year 53,813 780 76,582 2,150 77,782 1,862
Research 77,274 3,790 98,850 3,407 93,310 3,131
Doctoral 58,531 2,311 67,519 3,451 84,649 5,164
Comprehensive 52,378 1,012 55,785 2,792 68,133 2,711
Liberal Arts NA NA NA NA NA NA
Other Four-Year 52,308 5,864 92,064 11,983 59,498 2,740

Source: NSOPF 1999.
NA = Not Applicable.



Regardless of type of control, the greater
the time spent on research and scholarship,
the higher the pay (Table 5).60 Across all types
of public four-year institutions, faculty mem-
bers who spent the most time on research
earned approximately $9,000 more than col-
leagues who spent the least time on research.
The comparable salary differential in inde-
pendent colleges and universities was $27,000.

Patterns of pay varied substantially by
type of institution. Among public institutions,
only in research universities did pay vary sig-
nificantly by time spent on research.61 Among
independent institutions, pay varied signifi-
cantly by time spent in research only in liberal

arts colleges.62 Time spent on research and
scholarship in 1998–99, these results suggest,
was less strongly related to faculty pay than
in 1987–88 and in 1992–93.

Scholarly productivity, in contrast,
remained as strongly related to faculty pay as
a decade earlier. Faculty who published the
most received the highest pay. This relation-
ship held for career publications63 and for
average publications per year,64 irrespective 
of type of institution or source of control.65

Across all types of four-year institutions, fac-
ulty who produced more than 39 publications
received between $25,000 (publics) and
$51,000 (independents) more than colleagues
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Table 5

Basic Salary (Means), by Source of Control, Type of Institution, and Research-Related Variables:  
Public and Independent Four-Year Institutions

Percent Time Spent on Research and Scholarship

<5% SE 6-14% SE 15-29% SE >29% SE

Public
All Four-Year $63,432 1,111 $64,027 938 $62,943 804 $72,429 869
Research 73,783 2,561 73,712 1,845 67,094 1,200 75,943 1,111
Doctoral 61,528 2,285 59,428 1,573 58,217 1,599 61,157 1,322
Comprehensive 55,106 1,024 53,403 713 53,670 827 55,445 1,238
Other Four-Year 92,958 8,445 114,032 9,943 106,405 11,515 93,634 4,353

Independent
All Four-Year 53,058 1,315 57,924 1,126 67,794 1,693 80,251 2,156
Research 89,199 7,759 93,293 4,458 87,619 3,523 89,903 3,086
Doctoral 67,818 7,620 65,900 3,802 66,816 2,716 72,795 4,291
Comprehensive 54,570 1,814 53,294 1,443 57,051 2,177 59,221 2,731
Liberal Arts 42,340 788 47,628 913 54,240 2,471 54,178 3,108
Other Four-Year 62,682 6,193 56,089 3,823 78,878 11,587 74,154 6,314

Number of Refereed Publications (Career)

<4 SE 4-15 SE 16-39 SE >39 SE

Public
All Four-Year 52,435 756 55,894 601 64,523 677 87,782 1,199
Research 56,860 1,798 58,027 1,150 66,029 961 90,112 1,334
Doctoral 47,539 1,530 53,683 1,110 63,746 1,502 69,618 1,807
Comprehensive 51,493 855 52,378 704 56,559 763 63,887 1,608
Other Four-Year 67,462 9,141 83,797 6,465 92,532 5,516 136,102 8,188

Independent
All Four-Year 49,595 996 54,998 996 68,574 1,562 90,710 2,354
Research 76,314 6,291 66,796 4,016 82,068 2,924 102,555 3,209
Doctoral 59,663 4,688 62,480 2,485 66,412 3,823 85,263 5,336
Comprehensive 52,823 1,748 53,212 1,470 60,179 1,823 62,371 2,888
Liberal Arts 42,404 716 48,009 954 60,132 3,238 58,397 3,818
Other Four-Year 48,132 3,470 63,648 6,039 61,404 5,617 83,847 8,336
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who produced fewer than four publications
during their careers.

PIs, on average, received higher pay than
non-PIs.66 Salary differences averaged about
$15,000 in public institutions, and about
$24,000 in independent colleges and universi-
ties. This trend was less pronounced (by insti-
tutional type) in 1998–99 than in 1992–93. PIs
received more than non-PIs in independent
research universities and other four-year
institutions, and in public research and doc-
toral-granting universities.67

Administration
Faculty members in public institutions

who served as department chairs in 1998–99
received higher than average pay (Table 6).68

As in 1992–93, this pattern did not hold in
independent institutions overall, but did
apply to chairs in independent research uni-
versities and in comprehensives.69

Correlational Analyses
Table 7 shows the intercorrelations

between salary and teaching, research, and

Table 5 (continued)

Basic Salary (Means), by Source of Control, Type of Institution, and Research-Related Variables:  
Public and Independent Four-Year Institutions

Average Publications per Year (Career)

<.36 SE .36-1.222 SE 1.223-2.575 SE >2.575 SE

Public
All Four-Year $55,709 726 $62,027 771 $65,920 794 $78,909 1,209
Research 59,662 1,680 67,759 1,489 69,982 1,153 82,638 1,385
Doctoral 54,390 1,550 59,932 1,314 60,243 1,542 63,201 1,953
Comprehensive 54,349 871 53,963 615 54,293 951 52,883 1,242
Other Four-Year 69,002 7,121 99,955 7,330 98,129 5,753 128,905 9,133

Independent
All Four-Year 52,721 1,007 60,059 1,178 66,193 1,531 84,354 2,616
Research 76,939 6,827 81,235 3,728 81,264 2,522 101,404 3,645
Doctoral 64,182 4,307 65,254 2,501 67,046 4,165 77,807 5,858
Comprehensive 55,450 1,558 55,114 1,702 53,673 1,980 52,792 2,291
Liberal Arts 45,380 844 49,909 1,266 51,131 1,712 47,041 5,459
Other Four-Year 47,653 3,162 65,605 5,414 74,788 8,826 69,007 7,569

Status as Principal Investigator (PI)

Not PI SE PI SE

Public
All Four-Year 61,915 513 76,538 968
Research 68,044 888 80,424 1,237
Doctoral 58,956 958 62,699 1,506
Comprehensive 53,766 495 56,080 1,058
Other Four-Year 99,622 6,152 107,027 5,573

Independent
All Four-Year 59,122 778 83,291 2,235
Research 85,045 2,671 96,125 3,029
Doctoral 67,620 2,338 70,552 4,717
Comprehensive 54,680 1,010 57,080 2,588
Liberal Arts 47,642 761 48,452 2,085
Other Four-Year 57,705 2,793 89,210 9,487

Source:  NSOPF 1999.
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Table 6

Basic Salary (Means), by Source of Control, Type of Institution, and Administrative-Related Variable:
Public and Independent Four-Year Institutions

Department Chair

No SE Yes SE

Public
All Four-Year $64,366 463 $82,650 2,078
Research 71,257 723 91,831 3,627
Doctoral 58,353 843 73,157 2,233
Comprehensive 53,335 475 62,022 1,306
Other Four-Year 96,938 4,335 136,858 13,361

Independent
All Four-Year 63,744 878 63,070 1,834
Research 87,427 2,100 109,816 6,251
Doctoral 68,064 2,231 68,802 6,146
Comprehensive 53,733 1,071 60,071 1,930
Liberal Arts 47,373 870 48,738 1,203
Other Four-Year 65,596 3,523 49,523 3,477

Source: NSOPF 1999.

administration by type of institution for
1992–93 and 1998–99. These results, though
suggestive, are less reliable than the multi-
variate analyses that follow and should be
interpreted cautiously. Across all types of
institutions, public and independent, meas-
ures of time and effort allocated to teaching—
except for independent study contact hours—
were inversely related to pay. Teaching gradu-
ate students was positively related to pay;
teaching undergraduate students was not.
Scholarly productivity—measured by publica-
tions and grant activity—showed a high, posi-
tive relationship to basic salary. Time spent on
research was modestly related to higher pay.
These patterns varied somewhat by type of
institution, save for public two-year colleges.

Some types of institutions showed a mod-
est shift away from this focus on research and
scholarship, but elsewhere the relationship
remained as strong as ever. Among public
institutions, the effect of time spent on research
on pay declined marginally since 1992–93. The
positive relationship between publishing pro-
ductivity and pay increased in research univer-
sities and in “other” four-year institutions, and
decreased in doctoral-granting and compre-
hensive colleges and universities. Teaching
activity was still negatively related to pay at all

publics—even public two-year colleges
showed a small negative correlation. The 
correlation between publications and pay
decreased for the two most teaching-oriented
types of independent institutions—comprehen-
sives and liberal arts colleges.

Summary
Teaching activity and productivity were

negative correlates of faculty pay; research
and scholarly productivity were positive cor-
relates of faculty pay—both with a few excep-
tions. These patterns resembled the patterns
reported for NSOPF-88 and NSOPF-93,
though time spent on research may have had
a smaller effect on pay for NSOPF-99.

FACULTY ACTIVITIES AND PAY:
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES

Bivariate relationships do not examine
other factors in pay, such as seniority, highest
degree attaining, and being a department
chair. I therefore examined semi-log regres-
sion models to estimate the effects of teaching
and research more accurately, using the loga-
rithmic transformation of basic salary [here-
after log(basic salary)] as the criterion. Using
the same predictors and analytical procedures
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Table 7

Correlations Between Faculty Workload with Basic Salary, by Type of Institution

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Public
All Four-Year
1999 -.39 -.12 .09 -.35 .22 .13 .54 .22 .17
1993 -.28 -.13 .06 -.20 .21 .17 .38 .20 .14

Research
1999 -.33 -.09 .09 -.22 .14 .06 .53 .19 .18
1993 -.20 -.09 .01 -.12 .15 .08 .32 .12 .14

Doctoral
1999 -.32 -.24 .01 -.08 .10 .06 .28 .08 .23
1993 -.34 -.06 .10 -.15 .20 .19 .46 .20 .33

Comprehensive
1999 -.20 -.13 -.08 -.11 .11 .00 .22 .04 .14
1993 -.25 -.13 .02 -.10 .07 .11 .27 .08 .20

Other Four-Year
1999 -.43 .21 .05 -.35 .12 -.10 .65 .06 .25
1993 -.34 -.14 .11 -.40 .25 .04 .48 .16 .29

Public Two-Year
1999 -.10 -.11 -.06 NA NA .04 .10 .00 .04
1993 -.11 -.05 .03 NA NA .04 .11 .00 .09

Independent

All Four-Year
1999 -.39 -.28 .10 -.35 .23 .30 .50 .28 -.01
1993 -.45 -.18 .04 -.43 .36 .38 .47 .33 .01

Research
1999 -.31 -.06 .09 -.21 .06 .02 .43 .13 .17
1993 -.30 .04 .12 -.27 .23 .20 .40 .29 .05

Doctoral
1999 -.34 -.26 .00 -.26 .30 .02 .31 .03 .01
1993 -.22 -.23 -.14 -.15 .36 .12 .33 .01 .09

Comprehensive
1999 -.12 -.27 -.08 -.18 .23 .08 .13 .03 .11
1993 -.24 -.10 .07 -.28 .20 .25 .37 .16 .06

Liberal Arts
1999 -.17 -.16 -.01 NA NA .26 .28 .01 .04
1993 -.13 -.18 .01 NA NA .26 .44 .12 .10

Other Four-Year
1999 -.33 -.22 .16 -.13 -.17 .13 .30 .35 -.15
1993 -.57 .06 -.01 -.44 .09 .08 .26 .19 .22

Source: NSOPF 1993, NSOPF 1999.
1 = Percent of time on teaching/instruction. 6 = Percent of time on research/scholarship.
2 = Number of hours teaching in class per week. 7 = Number of refereed publications, career.
3 = Independent study contact hours per week. 8 = Principal investigator on research project, Fall 1998.
4 = Taught only undergraduate students. 9 = Department chair.
5 = Taught only graduate students. NA = Not applicable or not available.
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as in 1992–93 permitted comparisons over
time. Almost identical to 1992–93, the regres-
sion models accounted for between 38 and 
62 percent of the variance in log(basic salary)
for faculty in four-year institutions, and 23
percent in public two-year colleges (Table 8).
For analyses by program area, the model
accounted for between 43 and 60 percent of
the variance in log(basic salary) (Table 9)—
slightly lower than the comparable figures in
1992–93 (49 and 72 percent, respectively). The
following discussion focuses on the relative
importance of teaching and research in facul-
ty pay, not on the control variables.

Type of Institution
Publishing, spending more time on

research and less on teaching, and teaching
graduate students were the three strongest
behavioral predictors of pay in public
research universities. Spending more hours
teaching in the classroom showed a slight
negative relation to pay (Table 8). Pay and
publishing, the only significant behavioral
predictor, were positively related in inde-
pendent research universities.

Pay and spending more time on research
and less on teaching—including hours spent in
the classroom—were positively related in pub-
lic doctoral-granting universities, though pub-
lishing was not. Pay and publishing, teaching
graduate students, and spending less time on
classroom teaching were positively related in
independent doctoral-granting universities. In
public comprehensives, spending more time
on research and less on teaching, teaching
graduate students, and publishing predicted
higher pay. The first two factors predicted
higher pay in independent comprehensives.

The highest pay at liberal arts colleges
went to faculty members who spent more time
on research and less on teaching, and who
published. Publishing and spending more
hours in class per week were positively relat-
ed with pay in public “other” four-year insti-
tutions, the only type of institution showing a
positive effect for classroom instruction. No
behavioral measures were related with pay in
independent “other” four-year institutions.

Collective bargaining, seniority, and high-
est degree had the greatest effects on pay in
public two-year colleges, but faculty members
who spent more time on research and less on

classroom instruction received slightly higher
pay than their colleagues.

Public research universities, public com-
prehensives, and independent liberal arts col-
leges showed no changes in these results
since NSOPF-93. Independent doctoral-granti-
ng universities and “other” four-year institu-
tions showed one change: spending more
time on research and less on teaching was no
longer a significant factor in pay. Pay and
publishing were no longer related, while pay
and spending more hours in the classroom
was now negatively related in public doctor-
al-granting universities, independent compre-
hensives, and public two-year colleges. Other
significant predictors remained unchanged
between NSOPF-93 and NSOPF-99.
Independent research universities showed the
most substantial change over time. Publishing
still dominated, but spending more time on
research and less on teaching, grant activity,
and teaching graduate students no longer
affected pay significantly.

Program Area
Pay and publishing were positively related

in all fields except business and fine arts.70

Spending more time on research and less on
teaching predicted higher pay in business,
education, health sciences, the humanities,
social sciences, and other fields. Teaching only
graduate students reflected higher pay in
education, the fine arts, the humanities, natu-
ral sciences, social sciences, and other fields.
Spending fewer hours in class per week pre-
dicted higher pay in business, engineering,
the humanities, natural sciences, and other
fields. Pay and being a PI were positively
related in the health sciences. These results
approximate our findings for NSOPF-93.

Change over Time
Table 10 summarizes the results of four 

key behavioral predictors of basic salary for
NSOPF-88, NSOPF-93, and NSOPF-99. The neg-
ative relationship between pay and spending
more time in the classroom increased between
the earlier studies and NSOPF-99. Publishing,
teaching graduate students, and spending more
time on research and less on teaching remained
powerful predictors of pay, but their impor-
tance across types of institution decreased
slightly between 1992–93 and 1998–99.
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Table 8

Significant Predictors of Log(Basic Salary)—Four-Year and Two-Year Institutions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Public
Research R square = .55 N (unweighted) = 1391
Beta .140 .122 .013 .057 .187 .083 .001 .002 -.002 .076
Beta-Std. .147 .243 .390 .068 .145 .061 .061 .221 -.037 .096
P Level .0001 .0001 .0001 .001 .0001 .001 .005 .0001 .05 .0001

Doctoral R square = .51 N (unweighted) = 496
Beta .076 .117 .015 .226 .151 .002 -.005
Beta-Std. .079 .267 .511 .222 .150 .184 -.073
P Level .05 .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .05

Comprehensive R square = .39 N (unweighted) = 1258
Beta .086 .088 .013 .055 .172 .086 .001 .001 .079
Beta-Std. .085 .241 .480 .102 .244 .088 .084 .058 .082
P Level .001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .001 .001 .05 .001

Other Four-Year R square = .62 N (unweighted) = 121
Beta .252 .512 .003 .015
Beta-Std. .269 .343 .464 .206
P Level .0001 .0001 .0001 .01

Two-Year R square = .23 N (unweighted) = 1463
Beta .068 NA .010 .047 .034 .155 .125 .001 -.001 NA
Beta-Std. .075 NA .340 .056 .058 .246 .170 .076 -.050 NA
P Level .01 NA .0001 .05 .05 .0001 .0001 .01 .05 NA

Independent
Research R square = .38 N (unweighted) = 311
Beta .118 .014 .142 .001
Beta-Std. .210 .376 .114 .206
P Level .0001 .0001 .01 .001

Doctoral R square = .47 N (unweighted) = 214
Beta .155 .016 .001 -.012 .168
Beta-std. .317 .434 .121 -.151 .207
P Level .0001 .0001 .05 .01 .001

Comprehensive R square = .39 N (unweighted) = 439
Beta .093 .013 .070 .137 .174 .001 -.009 .173
Beta-std. .215 .379 .099 .166 .215 .101 -.134 .168
P Level .0001 .0001 .01 .0001 .0001 .01 .001 .0001

Liberal Arts R square = .41 N (unweighted) = 432
Beta .075 .014 .218 .002 .002 -.006 NA
Beta-std. .182 .527 .338 .160 .129 -.144 NA
P Level .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .001 .001 NA

Other Four-Year R square = .40 N (unweighted) = 90
Beta .150 .012 .209 -.239 .331
Beta-std. .283 .343 .234 -.270 .273
P Level .01 .01 .05 .01 .05

Source: NSOPF 1999.
1 = On a twelve month appointment. 10 = Total refereed publications, career.
2 = High paying field. 11 = Principal investigator, funded research.
3 = Years since attained highest degree. 12 = Hours in class/week.
4 = Minority. 13 = Independent study contact hours.
5 = Male. 14 = Taught only graduate students.
6 = In an institution with collective bargaining. Beta-Std. = Standardized regression coefficient.
7 = Highest degree. R Square = Adjusted R Square.
8 = Department chair. NA = Not Applicable.
9 = More research/less teaching.
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Table 9

Significant Predictors of Log(Basic Salary), by Program Area—Four-Year Institutions

Program Area 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Agriculture/
Home Economics R square = .55 N (unweighted) = 113
Beta .126 .015 .181 .002
Beta-Std. .188 .494 .173 .225
P Level .05 .0001 .05 .01

Business R square = .43 N (unweighted) = 370
Beta .145 .008 .186 .002 -.008
Beta-Std. .253 .304 .257 .230 -.146
P Level .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .001

Education R square = .56 N (unweighted) = 462
Beta .062 .075 .015 .036 .074 .223 .001 .001 .058
Beta-Std. .067 .113 .512 .067 .135 .269 .118 .119 .096
P Level .05 .001 .0001 .05 .0001 .0001 .01 .01 .01

Engineering R square = .60 N (unweighted) = 291
Beta .179 .088 .010 .196 .001 -.011
Beta-Std. .170 .129 .344 .226 .274 -.199
P Level .0001 .01 .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001

Fine Arts R square = .46 N (unweighted) = 325
Beta .123 .063 .014 .153 .131 .273
Beta-Std. .153 .112 .483 .275 .170 .241
P Level .001 .05 .0001 .0001 .001 .0001

Health R square = .49 N (unweighted) = 514
Beta .013 .079 -.101 .267 .003 .002 .105
Beta-Std. .269 .079 -.092 .192 .229 .184 .104
P Level .0001 .05 .01 .0001 .0001 .0001 .01

Humanities R square = .52 N (unweighted) = 745
Beta .054 -.048 .018 .051 .263 .001 .001 -.006 .140
Beta-Std. .084 -.073 .607 .077 .248 .079 .080 -.084 .130
P Level .01 .05 .0001 .01 .0001 .01 .01 .01 .0001

Natural Sciences R square = .55 N (unweighted) = 968
Beta .151 .088 .011 .054 .176 .054 .003 -.006 .072
Beta-Std. .151 .125 .342 .054 .114 .048 .347 -.096 .085
P Level .0001 .0001 .0001 .05 .0001 .05 .0001 .001 .001

Social Sciences R square = .60 N (unweighted) = 637
Beta .013 .048 .193 .001 .003 .104
Beta-Std. .367 .059 .110 .110 .424 .104
P Level .0001 .05 .0001 .001 .0001 .001

Other Fields R square = .47 N (unweighted) = 475
Beta .117 .018 .168 .002 .001 -.008 .089
Beta-Std. .146 .469 .162 .119 .089 -.108 .106
P Level .001 .0001 .0001 .01 .05 .01 .01

Source: NSOPF 1999.
1 = On a twelve month appointment. 10 = More research/less teaching.
2 = Doctoral-granting institution. 11 = Total refereed publications, career.
3 = Source of control (public/independent). 12 = Principal investigator, funded research.
4 = Years since attained highest degree. 13 = Hours in class/week.
5 = Minority. 14 = Taught only graduate students.
6 = Male. Beta-Std. = Standardized regression coefficient.
7 = In an institution with collective bargaining. R Square = Adjusted R Square.
8 = Highest degree. NA = Not Applicable.
9 = Department chair.
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Table 10

Summary: Significant Key Teaching and Research Predictors of Log(Basic Salary),1

Over Time, by Type of Institution

Taught Grad. Students More Research/ Publications
Class Hours/Week Only Less Teaching (career)

1988 1993 1999 1988 1993 1999 1988 1993 1999 1988 1993 1999

Public
Research -- - ++ +++ +++ + +++ ++ +++ +++ +++
Doctoral + - +++ ++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +++
Comprehensive +++ +++ + +++ ++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +
Other NA ++ NA NA NA +++ +++
Two-year - NA NA NA +++ + ++

Independent
Research +++ + + +++ + +++
Doctoral - -- +++ +++ +++ ++ ++ +
Comprehensive --- --- +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ ++ + ++
Liberal Arts -- --- NA NA NA +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +++
Other -- -- ++ ++

Source: NSOPF 1988, NSOPF 1993, NSOPF 1999.
+ = significant positive predictor, p < .05.
++ = significant positive predictor, p < .01.
+++ = significant positive predictor, p < .001.
- = significant negative predictor, p < .05.
-- = significant negative predictor, p < .01.
--- = significant negative predictor, p < .001.
1 The analyses for NSOPF-93 and NSOPF-99 used the logarithmic transformation of basic salary. For NSOPF-88 the 
criterion was the raw basic salary.
Blank cell = not significantly related to basic salary.
NA = Not Applicable.

CONCLUSION

Scholarly productivity and research
remained important determinants of faculty
pay in NSOPF-99. This finding may reflect a
national labor market, whose adherents
believe that research and scholarly productiv-
ity are universally valued and affect pay irre-
spective of institutional mission, or the pur-
suit of prestige by local institutions. The
slight decrease in the effect of publishing on

pay in a few types of institutions since
1992–93 may—or may not—portend a trend
toward market segmentation, whose advo-
cates claim that institutions with different
missions pay their faculties in line with these
distinct missions.

Spending more time on teaching, particu-
larly classroom instruction, usually meant
lower pay. The evidence does not suggest that
teaching will emerge as a positive factor in
pay on a national level any time soon.
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Independent institutions: F(9, 1720) = 30.3, p < .0001.
41 Test for overall difference among program areas:
F(9, 5806) = 105.3, p < .0001. Many paired mean
comparisons were significantly different at least at 
p < .05. The following mean comparisons did not
differ significantly: agriculture/home economics
with business, education, natural science, social
science, and other fields; business with engineer-
ing, natural science, social science, and other fields;
education with fine arts and humanities; engineer-
ing with natural science and social science; fine
arts with humanities; natural science with social
science and other fields; and social science with
other fields.
42 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
percent time spent on teaching: F(3, 1734) = 99.0, 
p < .0001 for independent institutions, F(3, 4089) =
249.2, p < .0001 for public institutions.
43 All paired mean comparisons were significantly
different at p < .001 with higher average salaries
associated with the quartile of time spent on teaching

in descending order. There was one exception: basic
salary did not vary significantly between the third
and fourth quartile.
44 All paired mean comparisons were significantly
different at p < .001 with higher average salaries
associated with the quartile of time spent on teach-
ing in descending order.
45 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
percent time spent on teaching by type of public
institution: F(3, 1748) = 68.5, p < .0001 for research
universities; F(3, 572) = 28.4, p < .0001 for doctoral-
granting universities; F(3, 1414) = 22.0, p < .0001
for comprehensive institutions; F(3, 165) = 12.1, 
p < .0001 for other four-year institutions. 
46 Research universities: All paired mean compar-
isons were significantly different at p < .001 with
higher average salaries associated with the quartile
of time spent on teaching in descending order. There
was one exception: basic salary did not vary signifi-
cantly between the third and fourth quartile.
Doctoral-granting universities: All paired mean com-
parisons were significantly different at p < .001 with
higher average salaries associated with the quartile
of time spent on teaching in descending order. There
were two exceptions: basic salary did not vary signif-
icantly between the second and fourth quartile and
between the third and fourth quartile.
Comprehensive colleges and universities: All
paired mean comparisons were significantly differ-
ent at p < .01 with higher average salaries associat-
ed with the quartile of time spent on teaching in
descending order. There was one exception: basic
salary did not vary significantly between the third
and fourth quartile.
Other four-year institutions: Paired mean compar-
isons between the first and third quartiles 
(p < .001), first and fourth (p < .001), and first and
second (p < .05) were significantly different.
47 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
percent time spent on teaching by type of inde-
pendent institution: F(3, 405) = 12.9, p < .0001 for
research universities; F(3, 240) = 8.4, p < .0001 for
doctoral-granting universities; F(3, 474) = 4.5, 
p < .01 for comprehensive institutions. Research
universities: Paired mean comparisons showed 
significantly higher salaries for faculty in the low-
est quartile (less than 35 percent of time spent on
teaching) versus the faculty in each subsequent
quartile (p < .001). Doctoral-granting universities:
Paired mean comparisons showed significantly
higher salaries for faculty in the lowest quartile
versus faculty in the third (55 to 70 percent time
spent on teaching) and the fourth (more than 70
percent) quartiles (p < .001), respectively.
Comprehensive colleges and universities: Paired
mean comparisons showed significantly higher
salaries for faculty in the lowest quartile versus the
faculty in the fourth (p < .05) and third quartiles 
(p < .01), respectively.
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48 Test for overall difference among quartiles of per-
cent time spent on teaching: F(3, 121) = 4.7, p < .01.
Faculty in the lowest quartile of time spent on
teaching (less than 35 percent) had significantly
higher salaries than those in the highest quartile
(more than 70 percent) (p < .01).
49 Test for overall difference among quartiles of 
percent time spent on teaching: F(3, 478) = 10.7, 
p < .0001. Faculty in the second (35 to 54 percent)
and third (55 to 70 percent) quartiles of time spent
on teaching, respectively, received significantly
more pay than colleagues in the highest quartile
(more than 70 percent) (p < .001).
50 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
hours in class per week: F(3, 1734) = 104.1, p < .0001
for independent institutions, F(3, 4089) = 129.1, 
p < .0001 for public institutions. Independent uni-
versities: All paired mean comparisons were signifi-
cantly different at p < .001 with higher average
salaries associated with the quartile of hours spent
in the classroom in descending order. Public institu-
tions: All paired mean comparisons were signifi-
cantly different at a minimum of p < .01 with high-
er average salaries associated with the quartile of
hours spent in the classroom in descending order.
There was one exception: average basic salaries in
the third (9 to 11 hours) and fourth (more than 
11 hours) quartiles did not vary significantly.
51 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
hours in class per week by type of public institu-
tion: F(3, 1748) = 37.9, p < .0001 for research uni-
versities; F(3, 572) = 18.5, p < .0001 for doctoral-
granting universities; F(3, 1414) = 16.6, p < .0001
for comprehensive institutions. Research universi-
ties: Paired mean comparisons showed significant-
ly higher salaries for faculty spending less than 
6 hours in class per week versus colleagues who
spent 6 to 8, 9 to 11, and more than 11 hours,
respectively, in class (p < .001). Doctoral-granting
universities: Paired mean comparisons showed sig-
nificantly higher salaries for faculty spending less
than 6 hours in class per week versus those who
spent 6 to 8, 9 to 11, and more than 11 hours,
respectively, in class (p < .001). Comprehensive 
colleges and universities: Paired mean compar-
isons showed significantly higher salaries for facul-
ty spending less than 6 hours (p < .001) and
between 6 and 8 hours (p < .01), respectively, in
class per week, versus faculty who spent 9 to 11,
and more than 11 hours in class.
52 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
hours in class per week by type of independent
institution: F(3, 240) = 10.6, p < .0001 for doctoral-
granting universities; F(3, 474) = 14.5, p < .0001 for
comprehensive institutions; F(3, 478) = 10.6, 
p < .0001 in liberal arts colleges; F(3, 121) = 5.9, 
p < .001 in other four-year institutions. Doctoral-
granting universities: Paired mean comparisons
showed significantly higher salaries for faculty
spending less than 6 hours in class per week versus

faculty who spent 6 to 8 (p < .01), 9 to 11 (p < .001),
and more than 11 hours (p < .01). Comprehensive
colleges and universities: Paired in class mean
comparisons showed significantly higher salaries
for faculty spending less than 6 hours in class per
week versus colleagues who spent 9 to 11 (p < .01)
and more than 11 hours (p < .01) in class. Liberal
arts colleges: Paired mean comparisons showed
that faculty spending more than 11 hours in class
per week earned lower salaries than colleagues
who spent less than 6 (p < .05), 6 to 8 (p < .001),
and 9 to 11 (p < .001) in class hours, respectively.
Other four-year institutions: Paired mean compar-
isons showed that faculty who spent less than 6
hours in class per week earned higher pay than
faculty who spent 6 to 8 hours (p < .01) and more
than 11 hours (p < .01), respectively, in class.
53 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
independent study contact hours: F(3, 1734) = 10.8,
p < .0001 for independent institutions, F(3, 4089) =
8.8, p < .0001 for public institutions.
54 For both public and independent institutions,
paired mean comparisons showed that faculty gen-
erating more than 7 independent study contacts
hours received more pay than their counterparts in
all other quartiles at a minimum of p < .05.
55 F(3, 474) = 3.5, p < .05.
56 F(3, 1748) = 3.2, p < .05.
57 F(2, 1735) = 117.6, p < .0001 for independent insti-
tutions; F(2, 4090) = 183.9, p < .0001 for public
institutions.
58 Independent institutions: F(2, 241) = 14.3, p <
.0001 for doctoral-granting universities; F(2, 475) =
14.5, p < .0001 for comprehensive colleges and uni-
versities. Public institutions: F(2, 1749) = 47.5, 
p < .0001 for research universities; F(2, 573) = 3.4, 
p < .05 for doctoral-granting universities; F(2, 1415)
= 11.8, p < .0001 for comprehensive colleges and
universities. 
59 F(2, 406) = 9.6, p < .0001 for independent research
universities; F(2, 122) = 8.9, p < .001 for independ-
ent other four-year institutions; F(2, 166) = 12.1, 
p < .0001 for public other four-year institutions.
60 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
percent of time spent on research and scholarship:
F(3, 1734) = 57.0, p < .0001 for independent institu-
tions, F(3, 4089) = 24.5, p < .0001 for public institu-
tions. Independent institutions: All paired mean
comparisons were significantly different at p < .001
with higher average salaries associated with the
quartile of percent time spent on research in
ascending order. There was one exception: basic
salary in the second lowest and lowest quartiles
did not differ significantly. Public institutions:
Paired mean comparisons between the salaries of
faculty members in the highest quartile and of col-
leagues in each of the other three quartiles differed
significantly (p < .001).



61 F(3, 1748) = 7.8, p < .0001. Significant differences
were found for the following paired mean compar-
isons: fourth greater than third quartile (p < .001)
and second greater than third quartile (p < .05).
62 F(3, 478) = 14.4, p < .0001. Paired mean compar-
isons showed higher salaries for faculty in each of
the top three quartiles versus faculty who spent
less than five percent of their time on research
showed (a minimum of p < .01).
63 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
career publications: F(3, 1734) = 158.2, p < .0001 
for independent institutions, F(3, 4089) = 356.6, 
p < .0001 for public institutions. Independent insti-
tutions: All paired mean comparisons were signifi-
cantly different at a minimum of p < .05 with high-
er average salaries associated with the quartile of
career publications in ascending order. Public insti-
tutions: All paired mean comparisons were signifi-
cantly different at a minimum of p < .05 with high-
er average salaries associated with the quartile of
career publications in ascending order.
64 Tests for overall difference among quartiles of
average publications per year: F(3, 1734) = 76.3, 
p < .0001 for independent institutions, F(3, 4089) =
116.1, p < .0001 for public institutions. Independent
institutions: All paired mean comparisons were
significantly different at a minimum of p < .05 with
higher average salaries associated with the quartile
of average publications per year in ascending
order. Public institutions: All paired mean compar-
isons were significantly different at a minimum of
p < .05 with higher average salaries associated
with the quartile of average publications per year
in ascending order.
65 Career publications: Independent institutions: 
F(3, 405) = 16.5, p < .0001 for research universities;
F(3, 240) = 8.0, p < .0001 for doctoral-granting uni-
versities; F(3, 474) = 4.1, p < .01 for comprehensive
colleges and universities; F(3, 478) = 29.5, p < .0001
for liberal arts colleges; F(3,121) = 5.3, p < .01 for
other four-year institutions. Public institutions: 
F(3, 1748) = 151.0, p < .0001 for research universi-
ties; F(3, 572) = 34.7, p < .0001 for doctoral-granting
universities; F(3, 1414) = 23.1, p < .0001 for compre-
hensive colleges and universities; F(3, 165) = 15.1, 
p < .0001 for other four-year institutions. Average
publications per year: Independent institutions: 
F(3, 405) = 9.1, p < .0001 for research universities;
F(3, 478) = 3.8, p < .01 for liberal arts colleges;
F(3,121) = 3.3, p < .05 for other four-year institu-
tions. Public institutions: F(3, 1748) = 40.8, p < .0001
for research universities; F(3, 572) = 3.8, p < .01 for
doctoral-granting universities; F(3, 165) = 10.3, 
p < .0001 for other four-year institutions.
66 F(1, 1736) = 149.1, p < .0001 for independent
institutions; F(1, 4091) = 201.5, p < .0001 at public
institutions.
67 F(1, 407) = 7.2, p < .01 for independent research
universities; F(1, 123) = 17.0, p < .0001 for 

independent other four-year institutions; F(1, 1750)
= 67.5, p < .0001 for public research universities;
F(1, 574) = 4.0, p < .05 for public doctoral-granting
universities.
68 For all public institutions: F(1, 4091) = 128.1, 
p < .0001. By type of public institution: F(1, 1750) =
56.9, p < .0001 for research universities; F(1, 574) =
32.2, p < .0001 for doctoral-granting universities;
F(1, 1416) = 27.7, p < .0001 for comprehensive col-
leges and universities; F(1, 167) = 10.8, p < .001 for
other four-year institutions. 
69 F(1, 407) = 11.8, p < .001 for research universities;
F(1, 476) = 6.4, p < .01 for comprehensive colleges
and universities.
70 Recall that the estimate of career publications did
not include exhibitions and performances, which
most likely influenced this result for faculty in the
fine arts.
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