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Executive Summary 
  

In order to examine the distribution and change in faculty salaries and to assist in making fair and equitable 

adjustments to the compensation structure, the Office of Institutional Effectiveness conducts an annual study 

of faculty salaries. This document reports the findings of that study for faculty salaries during the 2009-10 

academic year. This study is historical in nature by comparing actual salaries against the average salaries of 

faculty in a broad peer comparison group. In addition to providing the usual comparison of “inequity 

percentages,” this study also includes an examination of the effects of salary compression as well as potential 

salary inequities related to race and gender. Major findings include: 

  

 The mean salary of all full-time faculty, excluding librarians, at USC Aiken rose from $55,445 in 2008-

09 to $55,822 in 2009-10, for an overall increase of 0.7%. The mean salary of Full Professors declined 

1.1% to $75,118; the mean salary of Associate Professors declined 1.4% to $59,555; the mean salary of 

Assistant Professors rose 5.5%% to $51,814; and the mean salary for Instructors rose 1.2% to $42,966. 

  

 Among all institutions in South Carolina, USC Aiken’s 2009-10 faculty salaries ranked #13 for 

Instructors, #11 for Assistant Professors, #13 for Associate Professors, and #13 for Full Professors.  

  

 The mean inequity percentage, with appropriate adjustments for Full Professors with less than the 

average time in rank, was -3.0%, indicating that faculty members at USC Aiken are paid less than they 

would be expected to be paid. Mean inequity percentages varied significantly by faculty rank. The mean 

salary of Instructors was 0.4% lower than expected. For Assistant Professors the mean inequity 

percentage was -3.2%. The inequity percentage for Associate Professors rose significantly to -2.1% from 

-12.8% in 2008-09. For Full Professors, the inequity percentage rose to -7.9% (after special adjustments 

were made for faculty with less than 10 years of service) from -9.3% in 2008-09.   

 

 Positive adjustments of faculty salaries to make them in-line with time adjusted disciplinary expectations 

would require $488,143 in salary and $165,188 in institutionally paid benefits for a total of $653,331 in 

additional expenditures. 

 

 Although males had an average salary slightly higher than females ($59,867 compared to $51,257), they 

showed no difference when discipline and time in rank is factored.  

 

 Unlike previous Faculty Salary studies that have found a statistically significant effect of race based 

upon the unadjusted Botsch Folsom inequity statistic, no such difference was found this year. While both 

groups of faculty had lower than expected salaries, on average and relative to their expected salaries 

based upon the Botsch Folsom formula, nonwhite faculty members had salaries that were closer to that 

which was expected (1.0% below) than white faculty (3.8% below). There was no evidence of higher 

level interactions of race with gender or rank. 

 

 The new Federal definitions of race have resulted in a significant increase in the number of minority 

(i.e., nonwhite) faculty.  In 2008-09, only 25 out of 151 faculty members (16.6%) indicated their 

ethnicity as other than white. In 2009-10, 40 out of 149 faculty members indicated their ethnicity as 

other than white (32.9%).   

  

 The mean compression adjustment inequity percentage in 2009-10 was -6.1, up from -7.1 in 2008-09. 

Findings again appear to indicate that salary inequities related to compression are not widespread but 

rather observed among disciplines such as business and some sciences. 
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Methodology 
 

The methodology of the annual study of faculty salaries at USC Aiken was realigned in 2005 under 

guidance from the Faculty Welfare Committee (Hosch, 2005). The 2010 study of 2009-10 faculty 

salaries replicates the methodology of last year’s study. The study examines salaries of full-time 

faculty at USCA using two separate formulas to address three issues. These issues are: 1) salary 

competitiveness with similar institutions, 2) salary equity along lines of gender and race/ethnicity, 

and 3) salary compression due to market forces (McLaughlin & Howard, 2003). The first formula, 

used in this study to measure competitiveness as well as gender/race inequity, was based upon one 

approved by the USCA faculty in the late 1980s and published in the CUPA Journal (Botsch & 

Folsom, 1989). The majority of this study uses this first formula. The second formula was 

developed as a collaborative endeavor between the Office of Institutional Effectiveness and the 

Faculty Welfare Committee in 2004-05 to account for salary compression. Based on a 

recommendation from the Faculty Welfare Committee in 2006-07, an additional calculation for Full 

Professors with less than the institutional mean years in rank is provided in this study. 

 

Comparison Group Institutions 

Both formulae rely upon comparing a faculty member’s salary in some way to the salaries of 

faculty members in their discipline at all public Carnegie Bachelor’s and Master’s institutions in 

nine states in the Southeastern United States. These states are Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia. This regional 

limitation controls for cost of living differences in the Northeast and the West that could serve as a 

confounding factor in this study. For 2008-09, a total of 70 institutions comprised the comparison 

group: 

 
Alabama State University (Montgomery, AL) North Carolina Central University (Durham, NC) 

Albany State University (Albany, GA) Northern Kentucky University (Highland Heights, KY)  

Appalachian State University (Boone, NC)  North Georgia College & State University (Dahlonega, GA)  

Armstrong Atlantic State University (Savannah, GA) Northwestern State University (Natchitoches, LA)  

Athens State University (Athens, AL) Radford University (Radford, VA)  

Auburn University at Montgomery (Montgomery, AL) Savannah State University (Savannah, GA) 

Augusta State University (Augusta, GA)  Southeastern Louisiana University (Hammond, LA) 

Austin Peay State University (Clarksville, TN)  Southern Polytechnic State University (Marietta, GA) 

Christopher Newport University (Newport News, VA)  Southern University and A&M College (Baton Rouge, LA) 

Clayton State University (Morrow, GA)  Southern University at New Orleans (New Orleans, LA) 

Coastal Carolina University (Conway, SC)  Tennessee Technological University (Cookeville, TN)  

College of Charleston (Charleston, SC)  The Citadel, The Military College of South Carolina (Charleston, SC)  

Columbus State University (Columbus, GA)  The University of Virginia's College at Wise (Wise, VA)  

Eastern Kentucky University (Richmond, KY)  The University of West Alabama (Livingston, AL) 

Elizabeth City State University (Elizabeth City, NC)  Troy University (Troy, AL)  

Fayetteville State University (Fayetteville, NC)  University of Louisiana at Monroe (Monroe, LA)  

Fort Valley State University (Fort Valley, GA) University of Mary Washington (Fredericksburg, VA) 

Francis Marion University (Florence, SC)  University of Montevallo (Montevallo, AL)  

Georgia College & State University (Milledgeville, GA)  University of North Alabama (Florence, AL)  

Georgia Gwinnett College (Lawrenceville, GA)  University of North Carolina at Asheville (Asheville, NC)  

Georgia Southwestern State University (Americus, GA)  University of North Carolina at Pembroke (Pembroke, NC)  

Grambling State University (Grambling, LA)  University of North Carolina at Wilmington (Wilmington, NC)  

Jacksonville State University (Jacksonville, AL)  University of South Alabama (Mobile, AL) 

James Madison University (Harrisonburg, VA)  University of South Carolina  Aiken (Aiken, SC) 

Kennesaw State University (Kennesaw, GA)  University of South Carolina Upstate (Spartanburg, SC) 

Kentucky State University (Frankfort, KY)  University of Tennessee at Chattanooga (Chattanooga, TN) 

Lander University (Greenwood, SC)  University of Tennessee at Martin (Martin, TN)  
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Longwood University (Farmville, VA)  University of West Georgia (Carrollton, GA)  

Louisiana State University in Shreveport (Shreveport, LA)  Valdosta State University (Valdosta, GA)  

McNeese State University (Lake Charles, LA)  Virginia Military Institute (Lexington, VA) 

Middle Tennessee State University (Mufreesboro, TN) Virginia State University (Petersburg, VA) 

Morehead State University (Morehead, KY) Western Carolina University (Cullowhee, NC) 

Murray State University (Murray, KY) Western Kentucky University (Bowling Green, KY)  

Nicholls State University (Thibodaux, LA) Winston-Salem State University (Winston-Salem, NC)  

Norfolk State University (Norfolk, VA) Winthrop University (Rock Hill, SC)  

 

Average 2009-10 salaries of faculty by rank and discipline from this cohort group of similar 

institutions were obtained from the College and University Professional Association for Human 

Resources (CUPA-HR) Online Surveys Application in September of 2010. CUPA-HR reports 

salary data by discipline (2-digit CIP code) and sub-discipline (4-digit CIP code). In almost all 

instances, USC Aiken faculty members were compared to their regional peers in their specific sub-

discipline.  When regional data were not available from CUPA-HR for a specific sub-discipline, a 

wider “net” was cast and faculty members were compared to their sub-discipline peers on a 

National basis. 

 

Study Population and Salary Data 

Individual salaries of USCA full-time faculty members were collected from the Human Resources 

file on the USC mainframe. Administrative supplements were removed from all salaries to 

determine base salaries. For faculty whose pay basis is other than nine months, base salaries were 

converted to nine-month salaries using a methodology promoted by the American Association of 

University Professors (AAUP). Importantly, AAUP methodology treats 12-month faculty salaries 

as though they were 11-month salaries by multiplying them by 0.8181 rather than by 0.75. Faculty 

members included in the analysis held academic rank as described in the USCA Faculty Manual 

(5.2.8) and primarily had responsibilities for teaching or research. For instance, Department Chairs 

were included in the analysis (minus their administrative supplements), but Deans and senior 

administrators who hold faculty rank and whose primary duties are not instruction or research, such 

as the Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, were not. 

 

Librarians were also included in this study, but they were treated separately from faculty whose 

duties primarily involve classroom teaching. The salaries of librarians were compared to those of 

other librarians at four-year colleges in the South Carolina as reported in the American Library 

Association Survey Report (Grady, 2009); comparison salaries from South Carolina were used in 

place of the regional mean salaries in the Southeast because the regional salaries appeared lower 

than those in the state. Because this data source reports 12-month salaries for librarians by region 

and institution type, the salaries of USC Aiken librarians were not adjusted to 9-month equivalent 

salaries for formula comparisons. 

 

In 2006-07, in the schools of Business, Education, and Nursing, the title of the unit leaders were 

changed from School “Head” to “Dean.” This change excluded them from reporting of salaries for 

instructional faculty to AAUP and to IPEDS. Although the Deans of the Schools of Nursing, 

Business, and Education are not included in the overall calculations presented in this study, their 

salaries appear in Appendix D. 
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Botsch Folsom Formula and Competitiveness Comparisons 

The Botsch Folsom Formula compares each USCA faculty member’s salary to the mean salary of 

faculty in the same sub-discipline at that rank at institutions in the comparison group after adjusting 

this mean salary to account for the USCA faculty member’s time in rank. The formula generates for 

each faculty member an “inequity percentage” that represents how far above or below an 

individual’s salary varies from the formula-generated expected salary. The intended application of 

this formula is to address discrepancies between salaries at USCA and faculty salaries at similar 

institutions with which USCA may compete for faculty. This formula was developed from eleven 

principles of fairness as discussed in Botsch and Folsom (1989). 

 

The formula to generate the inequity percentage is published in Botsch & Folsom (1989, 46). Any 

modifications to the published formula are noted. 1 
 

% Inequity = 
(Faculty Member’s Pay) – TAPGA 

X 100% 
TAPGA 

 
TAPGA stands for time adjusted peer group average, and is the peer group average adjusted for 

time in rank, expressed mathematically as follows: 
 

TAPGA = PGA + YRINC (TIMRNK – AVTIMRNK), where 
 

PGA is the peer group average, using the peer comparison group of 
baccalaureate and master’s institutions listed above; these data were 
obtained from CUPA.

 2
 

 
YRINC is the yearly increment for each rank. This was calculated as what the 

average percentage raises were for the last ten years (2.75%) multiplied 
by the average salary at each rank and then rounded to the nearest 

$100. For the 2009-10 study, these increments appear in Table 1
3
. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                 
1
 TAPGA is subtracted from the faculty member’s pay, rather than having the faculty member’s pay subtracted from 

TAPGA as is done in Botsch & Folsom (1989).  This minor modification to the formula simply changes the sign 

associated with the difference and thus the sign of the inequity statistic. In the past, a negative inequity percentage 

indicated a faculty member’s salary was above that of peers, while a positive statistic meant the salary was below.  This 

counter-intuitive result could lead to interpretive problems. The minor modification to the formulae addresses this 

concern resulting in positive values indicating a salary above that which would be expected, and negative values 

indicating salaries below expectation.   

 
2
 Botsch & Folsom (1989) indicates that this comparison group should be a “national peer group.” For reasons noted 

above, this peer group was limited to nine states in the Southeastern U.S. Further, average salaries for each rank were 

always used rather than making special adjustments for fields where starting salaries exceeded the average salary. The 

compression adjustment formula makes an attempt to control for this phenomenon. 

 
3
 The published Botsch Folsom formula does not consider instructors. Additionally, it also indicates that a five-year 

average for raises should be used to calculate the average increment. However, this study continues to use a 10-year 

average of annual raises to maintain some consistency with previous years as well as to stabilize variation across 

periods of fiscal restraint and expansion (see Appendix A). 
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Table 1. Yearly Increment by Rank for 2009-10 
 

Rank Yearly Increment 

Instructors $900 
Assistant Professors $1,000 
Associate Professors $1,200 
Full Professors $1,500 

 
 

TIMRNK is the time in current academic rank including the current year, with a maximum of six for 
assistant professor and nine for associate professors.

4
 

 
AVTIMRNK is the average time in rank. In the past, this average was automatically set at 3 years for 

Assistant and Associate Professors. This year represents a departure from this practice.  
Rather than setting these values based upon theoretical grounds, an empirical examination of 
time in rank of Assistant and Associate Professors showed that Assistants spend an average 
4 years at that rank, and Associates spend an average of 7 years in rank before being 
promoted.  This was true for both the current Associate ranked faculty and the time in rank as 
Associates for the current complement of Full Professors. For Instructors and Full Professors, 
the average time in rank is calculated from date of hire as a full-time instructor or date of 
promotion to Full Professor. For 2009-10 these figures appear in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Average Time in Rank for USC Aiken Faculty 
 

Faculty Rank 
Average Years in Rank 
Used in 2008-09 Study  

Average Years in Rank 
Used in 2009-10 Study 

Instructor 6 7 

Assistant Prof. 3 4 

Associate Prof. 3 7 

Full Professor 11 10 

 

Botsch Folsom inequity calculations for individual faculty members are listed in Appendices B and 

D through F. Appendix B lists faculty members in each rank by an anonymous ID number (this 

number is altered each year); this Appendix is included in the broad release of this study. 

Appendices D through F contain sensitive information about salaries in a format that personally 

identifies individuals, and so these Appendices are released only to senior administrators. Since 

identities of faculty who received promotions or post-tenure review adjustments may be easily 

identified, supplementary calculations for these faculty in their new ranks or at their new salaries 

appear in Appendices D through F only. 

 

Salary Equity Comparisons By Gender and Race/Ethnicity 

Potential salary inequities related to gender and race or ethnicity have been examined since the 

2004-05 salary study, and these factors are again examined in the 2009-10 study of faculty salaries. 

The Botsch Folsom formula described above provides a means to conduct this analysis because it 

generates an expected salary for each faculty member based on a disciplinary average and time in 

rank. The resulting inequity percentage represents the difference between the actual salary and 

expected salary as a proportion of the expected salary, and this percentage thus represents a 

                                                 
4
 The published formula indicates that any time in current rank at another university should also be credited toward each 

faculty member, but these data are not consistently tracked for all faculty members and so are not included in this study.  

Previous years the maximum was 6 years for Associate Professors.  Nine years is based upon empirical data and 

represents one standard deviation above the mean of 7 years. 
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normalized residual that can provide reasonable comparisons among faculty members across 

various characteristics.  

 

This study provides an overall analysis of salaries using the Botsch Folsom inequity percentage by 

gender and by race or ethnicity. Given the relatively small numbers of faculty members who are 

members of a minority racial or ethnic group, the analysis by race or ethnicity is conducted only 

along the cleavage of white/nonwhite, where international faculty of European/Caucasian descent 

are categorized as white. The relatively small number of nonwhite faculty limits meaningful 

analysis of salaries across some of these demographic characteristics. In this year’s study, the 

inequity rates were submitted to a 2 (gender: male, female) x 2 (race/ethnicity:   minority, white) x 

4 (rank: instructor, assistant, associate, full professor) analysis of variance. Post-hoc analyses of 

significant findings for Rank were conducted using Tukey’s HSD methodology. 

 

Salary Equity Comparisons for Full Professors with Fewer than 10 Years in Rank 

The Faculty Welfare Committee in 2006-07 approved the use of an additional calculation for Full 

Professors with fewer than the mean number of years in rank (10 years in this study). This 

additional calculation was intended to account for what appeared as a sharp drop in the Botsch 

Folsom formula expected salary when a faculty member was promoted from Associate Professor to 

Full Professor, as seen in Chart 1a.   

 

Chart 1b, which represents data resulting from the current empirically-based methodology of using 

7 years as the average time in rank at the Associate professor level rather than 3 years in rank, 

illustrates that the sharp drop previously seen was likely a statistical artifact.  Although there is no 

sharp drop in the Botsch Folsom formula expected salary when a faculty member was promoted 

from Associate Professor to Full Professor in this study, the special “under-mean adjusted” equity 

calculation was conducted in keeping with expectations of the Faculty Welfare Committee resulting 

in relatively small adjustments. 

 

The special calculation formula is: 
 
  

   SpecSalFP = BFSalAssoc + [ (YrsRankFP  / YrsMeanFP) X (MeanSalFP – BFSalAssoc) ], where 
  

SpecSalFP is the special predicted salary for Full Professors with fewer than the mean 
number of years in rank at Full Professor. 
 

BFSalAssoc represents the Botsch Folsom expected salary for a faculty member at the 
Associate Professor level with 9 years in rank as an Associate professor.

5
 

 
 

YrsFP indicates the faculty member’s years in rank as a Full Professor 
 

YrsMeanFP is the mean years in rank of all USC Aiken Full Professors 

 
MeanSalFP is the mean salary in the peer group in the faculty member’s discipline at the 
rank of Full Professor 

 
 

                                                 
5
 Previous years the maximum was 6 years for Associate Professors.  Nine years is based upon empirical data and 

represents one standard deviation above the mean of 7 years. 
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 The “under-mean adjusted” equity line generated by this formula is represented as the dotted red 

line in Chart 1a. 

 

Chart 1a. Representation of Actual Faculty Salaries in Fall 2008 By Time in Rank* 
Compared to Average Botsch Folsom Predicted Salaries 
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* Assistant and Associate Professors with more than 8 years of time in rank are excluded from this chart. 
 
 

Chart 1b. Relative Inequity of Observed Average Faculty Salaries from Predicted 
Average Botsch Folsom Salaries By Time in Rank for Fall 2009 
  

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Full Professor Equity Line 
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Salary Equity Comparisons Using a Compression Adjustment Formula 

At the recommendation of the Faculty Welfare Committee, this study examines USC Aiken faculty 

salaries using a formula to identify salary compression in certain disciplines. Salary compression is 

a broad term that refers to situations in any industry in which the starting salaries of newer 

employees approach, meet, or exceed employees with greater lengths of service. Salary 

compression typically occurs in areas where there is a shortage in the labor supply (Knight & Sabot, 

1987). 

 

In higher education, this phenomenon is most observable where the starting salaries of new 

Assistant Professors exceed the mean salaries for Assistant Professors, or when the mean for all 

Assistant Professors nears or exceeds the mean for Associate Professors in the same discipline. For 

instance, among the institutions in the 2009-10 peer comparison group, the average starting nine-

month salary for a new Assistant Professor of Accounting was $104,469, which is about 12% 

higher than the mean salary of $92,180 for all Assistant Professors in the discipline and 8% higher 

than the mean salary of $96,290 for all Associate Professors in this discipline. Indeed, the mean 

salary of Full Professors is just 3% higher than the mean for new Assistant Professors (see Table 3). 

Compression among salaries can have detrimental effects on faculty morale, can provide incentives 

for faculty members to move to another institution, and can pose difficulties in devising equitable 

ways to compensate faculty members. 

 

Table 3. Salary Compression – 2009-10 CUPA Peer Group Mean Salaries 
(Accounting & Related Services) 
 

 Comparison Group Statistics from CUPA 

52.03 Accounting & Related Srvcs 
(Based on Reported Average Salaries) 

N Average % of New Asst Prof 

Professor 129 $107,364 103% 
Associate Professor 113 $96,290 92% 
Assistant Professor 83 $92,180 88% 
New Assistant Professor 12 $104,469 100% 

Data Source: CUPA-HR – see Appendix C. 

 

Typical methods for determining inequities resulting from salary compression at an institution 

include: cross-sectional comparisons across departments, time series comparisons of junior to 

senior faculty members, and linear regression of salaries or the logarithm of salaries to mean 

salaries of assistant professors in a comparison group to determine an expected salary and a residual 

(Toutkoushian, 1998; Haignere, 2002). The present study relies primarily on a time series 

comparison of faculty salaries across ranks to a normative ratio of salaries among faculty ranks. 

Each faculty rank’s average salary was compared to that of an Assistant Professor, resulting in an 

appropriate ratio. While the average Assistant Professors’ salary for a discipline is sensitive to 

market conditions, averaging across disciplines maintains some stability because of the large size of 

the group. These data for 2009-10 were obtained from AAUP (2009) (see Table 4). The resulting 

ratios indicate that mean salaries of Associate Professors are 120% of the mean for Assistant 

Professors and the mean salaries of Full Professors are 148% of the mean for Assistant Professors. 

The annual ratios have remained within 2 percentage points over the past 6 years, suggesting that 

this is a relatively stable indicator. These data suggest that on average, an Associate Professor 

should be paid about 20% more than an Assistant Professor, and a Full Professor should be paid 

48% more than an Assistant Professor. 
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Table 4. Mean Salaries Across Disciplines in at Baccalaureate Institutions, 
Nationwide, Fall 2009 

 
Academic Rank Mean Salary Percentage of Asst. Professor Salary 

Full Professor $84,537 148 
Assoc. Professor $68,359 120 
Asst. Professor $57,001 100 
Instructor $44,476 78 
Data Source: 09-10 AAUP report on the Economic Status of the Profession 

 

Increases in salaries were projected over 30 years, assuming that these ratios should remain more or 

less constant over time and that the average annual cost of living salary increase would be equal to 

inflation; the 10 year average inflation rate of 2.56% was employed (see Appendix A). The salary 

of a hypothetical faculty member was then drawn onto these projected salary curves so that salary 

over his or her career would intersect the curves at the mean salary for rank at appropriate times. 

This hypothetical faculty member was assumed to have been hired at the CUPA average for 

Assistant Professors.  This is in keeping with recent practice at USCA to hire starting Assistant 

Professors at or near this value. It was also assumed that the hypothetical faculty member would 

adhere to a regular promotion schedule, earning the rank of Associate Professor after six years and 

the rank of Full Professor after another nine years. Normative salary increases of $5000 for 

promotion to Associate Professor and $7,000 at promotion to Full Professor, and $4667 for post-

tenure reviews every 6 years past tenure were included. The best-fit curve, where the hypothetical 

faculty member’s salary intersects an Associate Professor rank’s mean salary at 7 years and a Full 

Professor’s mean salary at 10 years in rank, reflects an average annual increase of 3.53%.  
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Given that salary increases are awarded as percent increases, salaries graphed over time represent 

logarithmic functions (see Chart 1c). As more senior faculty members spend more time at the rank 

of professor, their expected compensation will rise significantly above the mean. Since life 

expectancies and retirement ages will likely increase over time, some artificial caps may be 

appropriate for long-term planning, as an increasing number of faculty members may spend more 

than 25 years as Full Professors. To account for this eventuality, the 2009 salary inequity study 

limits the compression adjustment formula to 162.78% of the Assistant Professor Salary (or 10% 

more than the normatively calculated Full Professor’s average salary). 

 

This normative approach produces an expected ratio between a faculty member’s salary at a given 

point in his or her career and the salary of a starting Assistant Professor in the discipline. In this 

approach, the ratio accounts for rank as well as years in rank. In the 2009-10 salary study, this ratio 

was calculated for each year in a faculty member’s career, although credit for time in rank at the 

Assistant level is not awarded beyond six years and at the Associate Professor level is not awarded 

beyond nine years -- a limitation that parallels the Botsch Folsom formula (Hosch, 2005). Ratios for 

the 2009-10 salary study were calculated using the National mean starting salary of $57,001 for 

Assistant Professors (see Table 5). Because compression appears not to affect faculty in the 

Instructor rank, this compression adjustment formula was not applied to faculty at the rank of 

Instructor. 

 

Table 5. Compression Adjustment Percentages By Rank and Years in Rank Used in 
the 2009-10 Salary Study 

 
Percent Adjustment of Actual Salary to Mean 

Assistant Professor Salary 
Years in 

Rank 
Assistant 
Professor 

Associate 
Professor 

Full 
Professor 

1 100.00% 113.35% 131.77% 
2 100.95% 114.42% 133.02% 
3 101.90% 115.50% 134.28% 
4 102.86% 116.59% 134.60% 
5 103.84% 117.70% 135.55% 
6 104.82% 118.81% 136.83% 
7 104.82% 119.93% 144.25% 
8 104.82% 121.07% 145.61% 
9 104.82% 122.21% 146.99% 
10 104.82% 122.21% 148.38% 
11 104.82% 122.21% 149.78% 
12 104.82% 122.21% 151.20% 
13 104.82% 122.21% 156.77% 
14 104.82% 122.21% 158.25% 
15 104.82% 122.21% 159.75% 
16 104.82% 122.21% 161.26% 
17 104.82% 122.21% 162.78% 
18 104.82% 122.21% 162.78% 
19 104.82% 122.21% 162.78% 
20 104.82% 122.21% 162.78% 
21 104.82% 122.21% 162.78% 
22 104.82% 122.21% 162.78% 
23 104.82% 122.21% 162.78% 
24 104.82% 122.21% 162.78% 

 

To generate an expected salary for each faculty member, the CUPA average for Assistant 

Professors in their sub-discipline was multiplied by the appropriate percentage for their rank and 

years in rank (see Table 5). This expected salary was then subtracted from a faculty member’s 



Faculty Salary Study (2009-2010)  14 

adjusted 9-month salary and the resulting difference was divided by the expected salary to produce 

a compression-adjusted inequity percentage parallel to the Botsch Folsom inequity percentage. 

 

Appendix B presents compression adjustment calculations and percentages for each faculty member 

by ID# only, and Appendix F provides compression adjustment percent inequities by ID# only. 

Appendix D and Appendix G (not available in the web version of this study) present the same 

tables showing Botsch Folsom inequity percentages and compression adjustment inequity 

percentages for each faculty member with personally identifiable information included. 

 

Overview of USCA Faculty Salaries 
 

As one might expect given the economic realities in South Carolina, there were no legislated 

increases in salary in 2009. The changes in average salaries across ranks are due to the retirement 

and departure of faculty at the associate and full ranks and the hiring of new faculty at the Assistant 

Professor and Instructor level. Changes in the distribution of faculty across disciplines also 

contribute to this difference. It is important to observe that comparisons of mean salaries over time 

may be confounded by the distribution of faculty among high- and low-paying disciplines as well as 

by the departure of faculty with extended time in rank.  

 

Table 6. Mean Fulltime Teaching Faculty Salaries ($000) by Rank, 9-Month Basis 
 

 Professor Associate Assistant Instructor All 

1999-00 58.5 46.9 42.5 34.6 46.4 

2000-01 61.4 48.5 44.0 35.5 48.2 

2001-02 63.2 49.3 44.6 37.5 49.6 

2002-03 64.5 51.3 45.1 38.5 49.9 

2003-04 63.9 51.8 43.6 39.6 49.6 

2004-05 66.0 54.8 45.5 44.0 53.0 

2005-06 68.8 59.2 47.9 43.0 55.1 

2006-07 70.9 60.0 49.3 44.1 55.3 

2007-08 75.8 60.6 50.4 45.1 56.3 

2008-09 75.5 59.0 49.3 42.5 55.4 

2009-10 73.8 59.0 52.0 42.9 55.8 
Faculty salaries are reported according to CUPA definitions. Figures include 11/12 month contracts converted to 9-month basis (.818 
conversion factor) as suggested by AAUP. Source: AAUP Salary Survey results posted on The Chronicle of Higher Education website. 
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Table 7. 2009-10 Faculty Salaries ($000) by Rank in South Carolina Institutions 
 

Institution Class 
Full 

Professor 
Associate 

Prof. 
Assistant 

Prof. Instructor 

U of South Carolina Columbia  I 111.4 77.8 70.2 44.3 

Clemson U  I 105.5 75.8 67.9 50.8 

Furman U IIB 96.1 68.5 58.1 56 

Citadel  IIA 83.7 68.7 55.7 ---- 

Coastal Carolina U IIB 83.0 68.4 57.5 46.1 

Presbyterian C  IIB 62.2 76.2 71.3 41.9 

C of Charleston IIA 81.2 65.0 58.4 46.3 

Wofford C  IIB 78.5 63.8 57.4 50.0 

Winthrop U IIA 77.3 66.2 55.0 44.0 

U of South Carolina Upstate  IIB 75.2 61.2 51.6 46.4 

Francis Marion U IIA 76.9 59.3 51.7 45.8 

U of South Carolina Beaufort III 71.8 61.4 52.5 45.4 

U of South Carolina Aiken IIB 73.8 59.0 52.0 42.9 

Claflin U IIB 66.8 57.7 49.8 41.1 

U of South Carolina Lancaster III 64.1 56.8 46.8 45.4 

Charleston Southern U  IIB 66.8 53.5 47.9 41.7 

U of South Carolina Sumter III 68.7 56.7 46.6 33.9 

Limestone College IIB 57.1 51.6 46.6 36.9 

Erskine College IIB 63.5 49.4 44.4 ---- 

Columbia College IIB 54.8 50.6 44.6 ---- 

Converse College IIB 54.9 43.5 39.1 ---- 

U of South Carolina Salkehatchie  III ---- 45.6 44.4 42.2 

U of South Carolina Union III ---- ---- 47.9 45.8 
Source: The Chronicle of Higher Education reports online mean faculty salaries by institution collected by the American Association of 
University Professors (http://chronicle.com/stats/aaup/). Because of data collection anomalies, salaries reported by AAUP differ slightly 
from those available from the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education and may differ from salaries reported in IPEDS. 

 

http://chronicle.com/stats/aaup/
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Mean faculty salaries at each rank indicate that USC Aiken offers comparable salaries to the leading 

4-year teaching institutions in the state. As would be expected, tenured and tenure-track faculty at 

USC Columbia and Clemson University earn the highest salaries in South Carolina. Faculty at the 

most selective private universities in the state – Furman University and Wofford College also 

earned higher mean salaries than faculty at USC Aiken. 

 

Among all institutions in South Carolina, USC Aiken’s 2009-10 faculty salaries dropped in rank 

from #9 to #13 for Instructors, rose in rank from #12 to #11 for Assistant Professors, dropped in 

rank from #11 to #13 for Associate Professors, and dropped in rank from #8 to #13 for Full 

Professors.  

 

Overall mean salaries at USC Aiken in 2009-10 were the thirteenth highest in the state, representing 

a significant loss in ranking over previous years.  

 

Disciplinary distribution may also account for variation in mean salaries among institutions in the 

state. Universities with more faculty in high-paying disciplines such as computer science or 

business may appear to pay higher salaries, when in fact they do not. Institution-by-institution 

comparisons within the state at a disciplinary level or comparisons that control for years of service 

are not currently possible due to limitations on the availability of data. 
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Botsch Folsom Competitiveness Comparisons 
 

The mean inequity percentage for all 2009-10 faculty salaries using the Botsch Folsom formula, 

with appropriate adjustments for Full Professors with less than the average time in rank, was -3.0%, 

indicating that faculty members at USC Aiken are paid less than they would be expected to be paid 

based on the formula. This represents a significant departure from the trend established in previous 

years.  In 2008-09, the Botsch Folsom inequity percentage was -7.0%; in 2007-08, it was -5.2%, 

and in 2006-07, it was -3.2%.  The improvement in the inequity score is likely due to three factors.  

First, as senior faculty with high inequity scores (see Chart 1b) retire, overall average scores will 

improve.  Second, as new faculty members are hired, they are being offered salaries based upon 

their discipline and rank average. Finally, this year the average and capped number of years for 

Associate Professors was determined by examining both the average time in rank current Associate 

Professors hold and the average time as an Associate Professor held by current Full Professors.  

Both analyses indicated that Associate professors serve an average of 7 years at the Associate level.   

 

Mean inequity percentages varied significantly by faculty rank F(3,134)=3.164, p<.05. The mean 

salary of Instructors was 0.4% below the expected salary. For Assistant Professors the mean 

inequity percentage was -3.2%.  The inequity percentage for Associate Professors showed a 

significant improvement over previous years where the rate was calculated at -12.8% in 2008-09, -

10.6% in 2007-08 and -7.2 in 2006-07.  This year the rate for Associate professors was -2.1%.   For 

Full Professors, the inequity percentage rose to -7.9% (after special adjustments were made for 

faculty with less than 10 years of service) from -9.3% in 2008-09.  Post-hoc analyses indicated that 

the Full Professors had inequity rates significantly lower than Instructors (Tukey HSD test, p < .05). 

 

 

Table 8. Number of Faculty by Botsch Folsom Inequity Percentage Ranges 
 

  Number of Faculty 

  Instructor Asst. Prof. Assoc. Prof. Full Prof. Grand Total 

 

2
0

0
7

-0
8
 

2
0

0
8

-0
9
 

2
0

0
9

-1
0
 

2
0

0
7

-0
8
 

2
0

0
8

-0
9
 

2
0

0
9

-1
0
 

2
0

0
7

-0
8
 

2
0

0
8

-0
9
 

2
0

0
9

-1
0
 

2
0

0
7

-0
8
 

2
0

0
8

-0
9
 

2
0

0
9

-1
0
 

2
0

0
7

-0
8
 

2
0

0
8

-0
9
 

2
0

0
9

-1
0
 

≤ -20.0% 1 1 2 1 3  2 13  2 2 2 6 19 4 

   -15.0-19.9% 5 5 3  1 1 8 3 2 2 9 4 15 18 10 

   -10.0-14.9% 3 5 3 11 6 6 10 9 5 13 4 8 37 24 22 

    -5.0-9.9% 1 2 8 13 8 10 12 5 9 8 5 5 34 20 32 

     -0.0-4.9% 2 11 10 10 14 12 4 4 10 2 5 6 18 34 38 

    0.0-4.9% 11 7 6 4 7 6 1  5  2 1 16 16 18 

    5.0-9.9% 4 5 4 3 1   1 5 1  1 8 7 10 

  10.0-14.9% 2 3 3   2 1 1 1 1 3 1 4 7 7 

  15.0-19.9% 4 1      1 1 1  1 5 2 2 

  20.0-24.4% 3  2  1   1     3 2 2 

  25.0-29.9% 2 1           2 1 0 

≥ 30%  1 2   1   1 1   1 1 4 

Grand Total 38 42 43 42 41 38 38 38 39 31 30 29 149 151 149 
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Visual examination of the distribution of inequity percentages by rank (see Chart 4) indicates that 

the inequities generated by the Botsch Folsom formula have clustered in the -15% to +10% inequity 

range. Distributions of inequity statistics for academic ranks follow in Charts 5-8. 

 

 

Paid less 
than 

expected 

Paid more 
than 

expected 
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Gender and Race/Ethnicity Inequity Comparisons 

 

Salary Inequities Related to Gender 
Consistent with previous faculty salary inequity studies, the present analysis does not indicate that 

there are consistent patterns of salary inequities related to gender F(1,134)=0.865, p=.354. Further, 

no higher level interactions of gender with race or rank were found to be statistically significant. 

Table 9 shows the mean Botsch Folsom (adjusted) inequity measures for males and females across 

ranks for each of the past three years and Table 10 shows the average salaries across ranks for 

males and females. 

 

Table 9. Botsch Folsom (Adjusted) Inequity Percentages by Gender and Rank 
 

 

  
Rank 

Female Male Total 

N 
Mean % 

Ineq N 
Mean % 

Ineq N 
Mean % 

Ineq 

2
0
0

7
-0

8
 Instructor 25 1.9% 13 20.6% 38 2.9% 

Asst. Prof. 23 -5.7% 19 -4.1% 42 -5.8% 

Assoc. Prof. 13 -13.5% 25 -8.0% 38 -10.6% 

Professor 9 -10.5% 22 -1.5% 31 -7.7% 

2007 Total 70 -5.0% 79 -1.4% 149 -5.2% 

2
0
0
8
-0

9
 Instructor 28 -2.9% 14 1.7% 42 -1.4% 

Asst. Prof. 25 -6.1% 16 -4.8% 41 -5.6% 

Assoc. Prof. 11 -13.6% 27 -12.5% 38 -12.8% 

Professor 10 -11.1% 20 -8.4% 30 -9.3% 

2008 Total 74 -6.7% 77 -7.2% 151 -7.0% 

2
0
0
9
-1

0
 Instructor 27 -2.2% 16 2.5% 43 -0.4% 

Asst. Prof. 21 -5.7% 17 0.0% 38 -3.2% 

Assoc. Prof. 13 -4.2% 26 -1.0% 39 -2.1% 

Professor 9 -9.5% 20 -7.2% 29 -7.9% 

2009 Total 70 -4.6% 79 -1.7% 149 -3.0% 
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Table 10. Average Salaries by Gender and Rank 
 

 

  
Rank 

Female Male Total 

N 
Average 
Salary N 

Average 
Salary N 

Average 
Salary 

2
0
0
9
-1

0
 Instructor 27 $44,077 16 $41,091 43 $42,966 

Asst. Prof. 21 $49,836 17 $54,257 38 $51,814 

Assoc. Prof. 13 $56,490 26 $61,088 39 $59,555 

Professor 9 $68,555 20 $78,071 29 $75,118 

2009 Total 70 $51,257 79 $59,867 149 $55,822 

 

 

Together, Tables 9 and 10 highlight the importance of taking discipline specific factors into 

consideration when looking at salaries across gender.  Simple comparisons of male and female 

salaries across professional ranks, such as that which is reported annually to the Professional 

Women on Campus (PWC) organization, will likely confound important variables, particularly 

when one considers that there are likely large discrepancies in the representation of males and 

females within disciplines that have widely different average salaries. In this case, although males 

had an average salary slightly higher than females ($59,867 compared to $51,257), they showed no 

difference when discipline and time in rank is factored.  

 

Salary Inequities Related to Race or Ethnicity 
Unlike previous Faculty Salary studies that have found a statistically significant effect of race based 

upon the unadjusted Botsch Folsom inequity statistic, no such difference was found this year 

F(1,135) = 2.034, p=.156. While both groups of faculty had lower than expected salaries, on 

average and relative to their expected salaries based upon the Botsch Folsom formula, nonwhite 

faculty members had salaries that were closer to that which was expected (1.0% below) than white 

faculty (3.8% below), although this difference did not reach traditional levels of statistical 

significance. Trend analysis of faculty salaries by race or ethnicity at USCA is complicated by the 

recent changes in how race and ethnicity is reported.  The new Federal definitions have resulted in a 

significant increase in the number of minority (i.e., nonwhite) faculty.  In 2008-09, only 25 out of 

151 faculty members (16.6%) indicated their ethnicity as other than white. In 2009-10, 40 out of 

149 faculty members indicated their ethnicity as other than white (32.9%).  Further, there was no 

evidence of higher level interactions of race or ethnicity with gender or rank.  

 

 Table 11 shows the mean Botsch Folsom (adjusted) inequity measures for whites and non-whites 

across ranks for each of the past three years and Table 12 shows the average salaries across ranks 

for the two levels of race/ethnicity. 
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Table 11. Botsch Folsom (Adjusted) Inequity Percentages by Race and Rank 
 

  
Rank 

White Nonwhite Total 

N 
Mean 

% Ineq N 
Mean 

% Ineq N 
Mean 

% Ineq 

2
0
0
7
-0

8
 Instructor 33 2.4% 5 6.6% 38 2.9% 

Asst. Prof. 36 -6.3% 6 -2.6% 42 -5.8% 

Assoc Prof. 32 -11.0% 6 -8.0% 38 -10.6% 

Professor* 29 -8.4% 2  >2.3% 31 -7.7% 

2007 Total 130 -5.7% 19 -1.4% 149 -5.2% 

2
0
0
8
-0

9
 Instructor 36 -2.2% 6 3.2% 42 -1.4% 

Asst. Prof. 36 -5.6% 5 -5.5% 41 -5.6% 
Assoc Prof. 25 -13.7% 13 -11.0% 38 -12.8% 
Professor* 29 -10.1% 1 >12.5% 30 -9.3% 
2008 Total 126 -7.2% 25 -5.5% 151 -7.0% 

2
0
0
9
-1

0
 Instructor 32 -2.4% 11 5.4% 43 -0.4% 

Asst. Prof. 27 -3.1% 11 -3.3% 38 -3.2% 
Assoc Prof. 24 -1.9% 15 -2.3% 39 -2.1% 
Professor 26 -7.8% 3 -8.8% 29 -7.9% 
2009 Total 109 -3.8% 40 -1.0% 149 -3.0% 

* Data confuted to protect personally identifiable information 

  

 

 
 

Table 12. Average Salaries by Race and Rank 
 

 

  
Rank 

White Nonwhite Total 

N 
Average 
Salary N 

Average 
Salary N 

Average 
Salary 

2
0
0
9
-1

0
 Instructor 32 $43,004 11 $42,855 43 $42,966 

Asst. Prof. 27 $50,355 11 $55,395 38 $51,814 

Assoc. Prof. 24 $57,668 15 $62,575 39 $59,555 

Professor 26 $75,279 3 $73,718 29 $75,118 

2009 Total 109 $55,752 40 $56,014 149 $55,822 

 
 
 
 
 
 

[This space is intentionally blank.] 
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Compression Adjustment Salary Comparisons  
 

The mean compression adjustment inequity percentage for all Assistant Professors, Associate 

Professors, and Full Professors in 2009-10 was -6.1 up from -7.1 in 2008-09 (Instructors are not 

included in the compression adjustment calculations).  

 

All ranks showed changes in the mean compression inequity rates over last year. The 2009-10 mean 

compression inequity percentage for Assistant Professors was -6.6%, up from -8.3% in 2008-09. 

The 2009-10 mean compression adjustment inequity percentage for Associate Professors was -

5.7%, up from -7.8% in 2008-09. For Full Professors, the 2009-10 mean compression inequity 

percentage was -6.4, down from -4.1% in 2008-09. As has been observed in the past, the most 

significant patterns of compression appeared to correspond to faculty discipline more than rank. 

 

The 2009-10 salaries of eight faculty members generated compression adjustment inequity 

percentages that were more than 20% below the expect salary.  The 2009-10 salaries of another 28 

faculty members produced compression adjustment inequity percentages that were between 10% 

and 20% below expected values.  Faculty members with the largest compression-related inequities 

were again largely restricted to just a few disciplines; of the 41 faculty with compression inequities 

of at least 10% below expected salaries, twenty were in the College of Sciences; ten were in the 

School of Business; four were in the College of Humanities and Social Sciences, four were in the 

School of Education, and one was in the School of Nursing. This disciplinary distribution of 

compression adjustment inequity percentages essentially represents disciplines in which salary 

compression has occurred in the marketplace, such as business and technology-related fields. 

Among the salaries in the moderate compression group between 10% and 20% inequity, there was 

significantly more disciplinary variation. 
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Table 13. Compression Adjustment Inequity Percentages by Discipline 
 

Discipline 
Compression Index 

2009-10 2008-09 

Marketing -30.9% -24.8% 

Managerial Economics -28.1% -29.4% 

Finance & Financial Management Services -22.4% -25.4% 

Engineering -21.0% -8.5% 

Computer & Information Sciences and Support Services -19.6% -25.0% 

Accounting & Related Services -16.6% -16.6% 

Geography & Cartography -16.0% -18.8% 

Anthropology -15.1% -10.7% 

Psychology -11.3% -15.1% 

Music -11.3% -11.8% 

Education -10.0% -7.0% 

Fine & Studio Art -8.2% -7.7% 

Philosophy & Religious Studies -6.9% -7.9% 

Biological & Biomedical Sciences -6.2% -6.7% 

Nursing -6.0% -7.3% 

Dramatic/Theatre Arts & Stagecraft -5.9% -5.5% 

Sociology -5.6% -3.8% 

Chemistry -5.5% -24.7% 

Political Science & Government -3.1% -6.1% 

Communication, Journalism & Related Programs -3.1% 2.1% 

English Language & Literature/Letters -2.9% -3.4% 

Geological & Earth Science/Geosciences -2.4% -3.0% 

History -1.1% -3.5% 

Mathematics 0.0% -1.6% 

General Business 0.2% 9.8% 

Physics 2.8% -1.8% 

Parks, Recreation, Leisure & Fitness Studies 4.4% -0.8% 

Foreign Languages, Literatures, & Linguistics 14.8% 9.4% 
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Table 14. Number of Faculty by Compression Adjustment Inequity Percentage 
Ranges 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10 

 

 Number of Faculty 

 Asst. Prof. Assoc. Prof. Full Prof. Total 

Compression 
Inequity 

Adjustment 
Percentage 2

0
0
7
-0

8
 

2
0
0
8
-0

9
 

2
0
0
9
-1

0
 

2
0
0
7
-0

8
 

2
0
0
8
-0

9
 

2
0
0
9
-1

0
 

2
0
0
7
-0

8
 

2
0
0
8
-0

9
 

2
0
0
9
-1

0
 

2
0
0
7
-0

8
 

2
0
0
8
-0

9
 

2
0
0
9
-1

0
 

< -30.0%             1 3 2 1 3 2 

-25.0-25.9%  2   1 2 2 2 1   3 5 2 

-20.0-24.9% 1     3 2 2     2 4 2 4 

-15.0-19.9% 2 3 3 5 1 1 3 3 4 10 7 8 

-10.0-14.9% 15 13 9 6 6 8 2 6 3 23 25 20 

-5.0-9.9% 13 13 16 6 9 12 9 2 6 28 24 34 

-0.0-4.9% 8 6 5 11 11 4 2 3 4 21 20 13 

0.0-4.9% 3 3 2 3 4 5 5 5 1 11 12 8 

5.0-9.9%     2 2 2 4 2 4 3 4 6 9 

10.0-14.9%         2 2 1 2 2 1 

15.0-19.9%   1         2 1 3 2 2 3 

20.0-24.9%   1 1    1     2 0 1 

25.0-29.9%         1         0 1 0 

>30.0%           1       0 0 1 

Total 42 41 38 38 38 39 31 30 29 111 109 106 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As was observed in other recent faculty salary studies, the inequity percentages generated by the 

compression adjustment formula appear to fall into the semblance of normal distributions by rank. 

Paid less 
than 

expected 

Paid more 
than 

expected 
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These distributions appear somewhat closer to Bell curves that the inequities generated by the 

Botsch Folsom formula, although the number of faculty members in all of these populations is still 

slightly small to draw conclusions with a reasonable degree of confidence.  

 

It is significant to observe that application of the compression adjustment formula would 

necessarily shift funds available to address salary inequities toward compressed disciplines and 

leave less money for adjustments in disciplines that have not experienced significant salary 

compression. A sustained application of the formula, without checks or limits, could dramatically 

increase average faculty salaries in these compressed disciplines and could increase the disparity 

between faculty in different disciplines at the same rank, essentially promoting salary inequities 

across disciplines or making them less comparable (McLaughlin & Howard, 2003).  
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Appendix A: Legislated Percent Increases & Inflation 1987-2009 
 

Table A1. Legislated Percent Increases for South Carolina State Employees 1987-
2009 and Inflation Rates with 5- and 10-Year Moving Averages 

 

Year 

Legislated 
Percent 
Increase 

5 Year 
Average 
Increase 

10 Year 
Average 
Increase 

Annual 
Inflation 

5 Year 
Average 

10 Year 
Average 

1987 3.00 -- -- 3.60 -- -- 

1988 4.00 -- -- 4.10 -- -- 

1989 6.00 -- -- 4.80 -- -- 

1990 4.50 -- -- 5.40 -- -- 

1991 0.00 3.50 -- 4.20 4.42 -- 

1992 2.00 3.30 -- 3.00 4.30 -- 

1993 0.00 2.50 -- 3.00 4.08 -- 

1994 4.36 2.17 -- 2.60 3.64 -- 

1995 3.56 1.98 -- 2.80 3.12 -- 

1996 3.40 2.66 3.08 3.00 2.88 3.65 

1997 2.50 2.76 3.03 2.30 2.74 3.52 

1998 4.50 3.66 3.08 1.60 2.46 3.27 

1999 4.00 3.59 2.88 2.20 2.38 3.01 

2000 3.00 3.48 2.73 3.40 2.50 2.81 

2001 2.00 3.20 2.93 2.80 2.46 2.67 

2002 1.00 2.90 2.83 1.60 2.32 2.53 

2003 0.00 2.00 2.83 2.30 2.46 2.46 

2004 3.00 1.80 2.70 2.70 2.56 2.47 

2005 4.00 2.00 2.74 3.40 2.56 2.53 

2006 3.00 2.20 2.70 3.20 2.64 2.55 

2007 3.00 2.60 2.75 2.80 2.88 2.60 

2008 1.00 2.80 2.40 3.80 3.18 2.82 

2009 0.00 2.20 2.00 -0.40 2.56 2.56 
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Appendix B: Inequity Percentage Comparisons By Individual 

(Personally Identifiable Information Removed) 
 

Table B1. Inequity Percentage Comparisons for Instructors 
(Personally Identifiable Information Removed) 

 
Note: Positive inequity indicates a salary that is more than the expected salary generated by the formula. 
The compression adjustment formula does not apply to Instructors. 

 

ID Rank 

Years 

in 

Rank 

  
Percent 

Inequity 

Compression 
Adjustment 

Percent 
Inequity 

150 Instructor 4   -22.0% -- 

148 Instructor 7   -21.2% -- 

114 Instructor 26   -19.8% -- 

99 Instructor 22   -18.9% -- 

103 Instructor 19   -16.1% -- 

120 Instructor 7   -13.9% -- 

097 Instructor 23   -10.2% -- 

110 Instructor 17   -10.1% -- 

118 Instructor 18   -8.9% -- 

107 Instructor 9   -8.0% -- 

123 Instructor 13   -7.6% -- 

109 Instructor 2   -7.4% -- 

108 Instructor 2   -7.2% -- 

096 Instructor 15   -6.6% -- 

121 Instructor 2   -5.3% -- 

124 Instructor 2   -5.3% -- 

104 Instructor 2   -4.7% -- 

125 Instructor 4   -4.5% -- 

116 Instructor 3   -3.6% -- 

112 Instructor 1   -1.8% -- 

111 Instructor 4   -1.6% -- 

098 Instructor 4   -1.6% -- 

122 Instructor 4   -1.3% -- 

101 Instructor 3   -1.2% -- 

128 Instructor 2   -0.9% -- 

127 Instructor 3   -0.8% -- 

095 Instructor 7   0.3% -- 

130 Instructor 7   0.5% -- 

102 Instructor 3   0.8% -- 

126 Instructor 2   2.4% -- 

094 Instructor 1   2.8% -- 

106 Instructor 8   4.2% -- 

132 Instructor 1   6.1% -- 

131 Instructor 7   9.0% -- 

100 Instructor 7   9.3% -- 

119 Instructor 7   9.9% -- 

093 Instructor 2   11.1% -- 

149 Instructor 19   14.0% -- 

115 Instructor 2   14.7% -- 

129 Instructor 1   20.2% -- 

105 Instructor 9   21.1% -- 

113 Instructor 1   30.4% -- 
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Table B2. Inequity Percentage Comparisons for Assistant Professors 
(Personally Identifiable Information Removed) 

 
Note: Positive inequity indicates a salary that is more than the expected salary generated by the formula. 
 

 

ID Rank 

Years 
in 

Rank 
Actual Salary 

(9-Month) 
CUPA 

Average 

Botsch 
Folsom 

%Inequity 

Compression 

Adjustment 
Percent 
Inequity 

073 Asst. Prof. 6   -15.9% -16.79% 
088 Asst. Prof. 4   -13.7% -16.12% 
089 Asst. Prof. 3   -12.8% -16.04% 
071 Asst. Prof. 2   -10.7% -14.83% 
085 Asst. Prof. 4   -10.6% -13.04% 
091 Asst. Prof. 3   -10.3% -13.66% 
065 Asst. Prof. 2   -10.1% -14.42% 
058 Asst. Prof. 4   -9.2% -11.71% 
067 Asst. Prof. 4   -7.9% -10.46% 
070 Asst. Prof. 5   -7.9% -9.55% 
087 Asst. Prof. 3   -7.0% -10.51% 
060 Asst. Prof. 5   -6.1% -7.83% 
072 Asst. Prof. 2   -5.8% -10.20% 
084 Asst. Prof. 1   -5.5% -11.14% 
077 Asst. Prof. 3   -5.4% -8.98% 
063 Asst. Prof. 3   -5.2% -8.91% 
078 Asst. Prof. 3   -5.2% -8.91% 
056 Asst. Prof. 2   -4.7% -9.34% 
059 Asst. Prof. 6   -4.6% -5.51% 
080 Asst. Prof. 4   -4.4% -7.05% 
090 Asst. Prof. 4   -4.4% -7.05% 
361 Asst. Prof. 1   -4.0% -9.69% 
068 Asst. Prof. 2   -4.0% -8.65% 
064 Asst. Prof. 5   -3.5% -5.17% 
079 Asst. Prof. 5   -3.2% -5.04% 
086 Asst. Prof. 3   -3.1% -6.94% 
074 Asst. Prof. 2   -2.1% -6.94% 
081 Asst. Prof. 1   -1.3% -7.19% 
057 Asst. Prof. 5   -0.1% -2.79% 
066 Asst. Prof. 2   0.2% -4.92% 
082 Asst. Prof. 8   0.4% -0.60% 
083 Asst. Prof. 2   1.4% -3.79% 
092 Asst. Prof. 6   1.5% 0.52% 
061 Asst. Prof. 3   4.1% 0.30% 
069 Asst. Prof. 1   4.9% -0.81% 
062 Asst. Prof. 1   12.2% 7.79% 
075 Asst. Prof. 1   13.6% 9.11% 
076 Asst. Prof. 1   30.0% 24.88% 
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Table B3. Inequity Percentage Comparison for Associate Professors 
(Personally Identifiable Information Removed) 

 
Note: Positive inequity indicates a salary that is more than the expected salary generated by the formula. 

ID Rank 
Years 

in Rank 

Actual 
Salary 

(9-Month) 
CUPA 

Average 

Botsch 
Folsom 
Percent 
Inequity 

Compression 
Adjustment 
Percent 
Inequity 

047 Assoc. Prof. 2   -19.9% -25.29% 

033 Assoc. Prof. 7   -15.6% -20.97% 

054 Assoc. Prof. 6   -14.0% -16.01% 

029 Assoc. Prof. 2   -13.1% -22.38% 

043 Assoc. Prof. 3   -11.7% -28.14% 

036 Assoc. Prof. 7   -10.9% -11.59% 

028 Assoc. Prof. 6   -10.4% -11.87% 

023 Assoc. Prof. 7   -8.3% -9.47% 
030 Assoc. Prof. 3   -8.3% -13.95% 

038 Assoc. Prof 12   -8.0% -9.21% 

034 Assoc. Prof. 23   -7.9% -9.06% 

027 Assoc. Prof. 3   -6.6% -10.17% 

031 Assoc. Prof. 17   -6.4% -2.16% 

026 Assoc. Prof. 15   -6.1% -7.09% 

042 Assoc. Prof. 3   -6.0% -12.17% 

044 Assoc. Prof. 17   -5.1% -4.92% 

051 Assoc. Prof. 2   -4.2% -12.15% 

039 Assoc. Prof. 7   -3.9% -7.00% 

037 Assoc. Prof. 1   -3.6% -11.07% 

049 Assoc. Prof. 1   -3.5% -10.66% 

041 Assoc. Prof. 2   -3.3% -3.02% 

144 Assoc. Prof. 10   -3.1% -0.08% 

032 Assoc. Prof. 2   -2.5% -7.50% 

052 Assoc. Prof. 4   -1.1% -6.66% 

025 Assoc. Prof. 18   -1.1% -1.97% 

053 Assoc. Prof. 4   -1.0% -7.27% 

046 Assoc. Prof. 1   0.0% -4.59% 

040 Assoc. Prof. 2   1.8% -6.37% 

050 Assoc. Prof. 18   1.9% 2.75% 

048 Assoc. Prof. 20   2.6% 4.17% 

055 Assoc. Prof. 2   3.9% -4.47% 

143 Assoc. Prof. 12   5.3% 5.31% 

141 Assoc. Prof. 15   5.7% 9.85% 

035 Assoc. Prof. 1   6.5% 0.05% 

024 Assoc. Prof. 26   7.2% 7.93% 

142 Assoc. Prof. 3   8.2% 0.10% 

045 Assoc. Prof. 1   11.5% 2.27% 

140 Assoc. Prof. 2   19.7% 9.73% 

145 Assoc. Prof. 6   30.2% 31.80% 
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Table B4. Inequity Percentage Comparison for Full Professors 

(Personally Identifiable Information Removed) 
 
Note: Positive inequity indicates a salary that is more than the expected salary generated by the formula. 

ID Rank 

Years 
in 

Rank 

Actual 
Salary 

(9-Month) 
CUPA 

Average 

Botsch 
Folsom 
Percent 
Inequity 

Under  mean 
adjusted 
Botsch Folsom 
Percent 
Inequity 

Compression 
Adjustment 
Percent 
Inequity 

004 Professor 24   -23.5% -23.50% -7.75% 

018 Professor 14   -22.1%% -22.14% -19.87% 

021 Professor 16   -19.7% -19.66% -16.05% 

001 Professor 10   -19.1% -19.11% -19.94% 

002 Professor 19   -16.6% -16.59% -9.42% 

003 Professor 4   -12.1% -15.36% -30.31% 

022 Professor 2   -10.8% -14.61% -30.89% 

013 Professor 7   -13.3% -14.59% -14.62% 

015 Professor 6   -12.5% -14.25% -10.90% 

008 Professor 23   -13.9% -13.90% 3.52% 

005 Professor 2   -17.4% -12.65% -15.11% 

009 Professor 27   -11.4% -11.44% 9.27% 

014 Professor 4   -7.7% -10.59% -8.24% 

017 Professor 12   -10.3% -10.34% -4.76% 

139 Professor 6   -9.8% -8.98% -5.35% 

019 Professor 6   -7.8% -8.12% -2.95% 

136 Professor 13   -7.9% -7.93% -6.25% 

007 Professor 14   -6.1% -6.11% -14.67% 

020 Professor 3   -5.6% -5.43% -7.11% 

016 Professor 28   -4.9% -4.92% 15.23% 

011 Professor 2   23.6% -4.44% -20.59% 

135 Professor 19   -3.7% -3.69% 9.28% 

133 Professor 24   -2.6% -2.57% 17.23% 

012 Professor 3   22.8% -1.83% -20.04% 

006 Professor 1   -0.8% -0.94% -2.10% 

010 Professor 2   3.5% 4.20% -0.56% 

134 Professor 5   5.6% 5.75% 7.55% 

138 Professor 1   15.9% 14.08% 12.26% 

137 Professor 5   21.4% 19.91% 18.25% 

 

 
Table B5. Inequity Percentage Comparison for Librarians (Personally Identifiable 

Information Removed) 
Note: Positive inequity indicates a salary that is more than the expected salary generated by the formula. 
Note: The compression adjustment formula does not apply to Librarians. 

ID Rank 

Years 
in 

Rank 
Actual Salary 

(12-Month) 
ALA 

Average 
Botsch Folsom 
Percent Inequity 

Compression Adjustment 
Percent Inequity 

157     -31.8 -- 

154     -14.0 -- 

158     -2.3 -- 

156     2.4 -- 
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Table B7. Special Inequity Percentage Calculation for Full Professors with Fewer 
than the Mean Years in Rank 

Note: Positive inequity indicates a salary that is more than the expected salary generated by the formula. 

ID Percent Inequity 
Under mean adjusted  

Percent Inequity 
003 -12.1% -15.36% 

022 -10.8% -14.61% 

013 -13.3% -14.59% 

015 -12.5% -14.25% 

005 -17.4% -12.65% 

014 -7.7% -10.59% 

139 -9.8% -8.98% 

019 -7.8% -8.12% 

020 -5.6% -5.43% 

011 23.6% -4.44% 

012 22.8% -1.83% 

006 -0.8% -0.94% 

010 3.5% 4.20% 

134 5.6% 5.75% 

138 15.9% 14.08% 
137 21.4% 19.91% 
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Appendix C: CUPA-HR National Faculty Salary Survey: Multi-

Discipline Report 
 
Focus Institution: University of South Carolina - Aiken 

Comparison Group: Southeastern Peer for Faculty Salary Study 

Year: 2009-10, See pp. 5-6 above for comparison group institutions 

Statistics: Weighted 

N - Number of Incumbents. However, statistics will not display when the Number of 

Institutions is less than 5. 

 

 
Code/Title     N  Average Median Minimum Maximum 
 
[09.] COMMUNICATION, JOURNALISM AND RELATED PROGRAMS 
09.01 Communication & Media Studies      
Professor 107 77,785  79,953 61,193  108,511  
Associate Professor 30 60,247   61,752   46,776   68,499  
Assistant Professor 174  50,937   52,135   42,691   63,000  
New Assistant Professor 25 52,167 51,400 45,000 59,500 
Instructor 92  41,455  41,572 34,301  55,000 
 
[11.] COMPUTER AND INFORMATION SCIENCES AND SUPPORT SERVICES

6
 

11.01 General      
Professor 64  94,653  98,226 70,412 124,860 
Associate Professor 81  84,679  86,369 55,334 104,789 
Assistant Professor 85  73,695   75,739   47,500   89,802  
New Assistant Professor 16 60,359  56,250   43,156   100,000  
Instructor 36 43,940 42,170 28,096 61,200 
 
[13.] EDUCATION

7
 

 
    

13.01 General      
Professor 197 70,944 68,571 44,475 131,783 
Associate Professor 88 62,128 62,002 50,862 73,762 
Assistant Professor 130 53,502 53,281 44,625 62,000 
New Assistant Professor 59 49,120 49,000 39,750 70,000 
Instructor 42 43,656 42,366 30,690 53,910 
 
[14.] ENGINEERING

8
 

 
    

14.01 General      
Professor 64 109,832 103,559 69,980 191,658 
Associate Professor 72 83,817 84,330 55,474 120,869 
Assistant Professor 127 75,896 73,455 49,704 97,526 
New Assistant Professor 21 71,377 74,000 46,153 79,250 
Instructor 61 47,763 50,117 37,021 56,543 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
6
 Comparative salaries for 11.01 Computer and Information Sciences and Support Services New Assistant Professor and 

Instructor did not appear in the Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated 

using data from a National peer group of public institutions. 
7
 Comparative salaries for 13.01 Education Professor and New Assistant Professor did not appear in the Southeastern 

peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer group of public 

institutions. 
8
 Comparative salaries for 14.01 Engineering did not appear in the Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-HR. 

Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer group of public institutions. 
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Code/Title     N  Average Median Minimum Maximum 
 
[16.] FOREIGN LANGUAGES, LITERATURES, AND LINGUISTICS 

16.01 Linguistic, Comp & Rel Studies & Sv      
Professor 48 75,445  71,521  57,987 84,616 
Associate Professor 57 59,192  60,240  49,836 69,673 
Assistant Professor 71 48,220  46,807  39,340 61,170 
New Assistant Professor 16 45,315  43,833  38,500 52,000 
Instructor 48 40,258  39,956  32,241 48,925 
 
[23.] ENGLISH LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE/LETTERS 

23.01 General      
Professor 329 72,770 70,538 61,747 93,032 
Associate Professor 312 56,989 55,782 48,134 78,425 
Assistant Professor 393 47,878 47,325  39,864  60,962 
New Assistant Professor 59 48,857 49,623  36,000  57,592 
Instructor 279 37,620 38,861  25,000  54,662 
 
[26.] BIOLOGICAL AND BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES 

26.01 General      
Professor 245 77,613 74,878 57,918 106,798 
Associate Professor 254 59,662 59,328 49,595 68,964 
Assistant Professor 257 51,338 51,384 39,755 67,104 
New Assistant Professor 37 49,905 49,878 40,000 58,000 
Instructor 111 41,187 41,939 22,089 51,511 
 
[27.] MATHEMATICS AND STATISTICS 

 
    

27.01 Mathematics                                                              
Professor 233 77,324 75,986 63,915 94,208 
Associate Professor 238 61,638 60,708 52,159 81,749 
Assistant Professor 287 52,879 51,948 43,030 72,128 
New Assistant Professor 33 53,351 53,000 42,631 77,000 
Instructor 206 40,414 40,505 30,989 71,689 
 
[31.] PARKS, RECREATION, LEISURE AND FITNESS STUDIES 
31.05 Health & Physical Education/Fitness      
Professor 63 78,709     78,368      62,481  91,425 
Associate Professor 79 62,486     63,249      50,750  90,142 
Assistant Professor 107 51,107     50,620      44,512  60,339 
New Assistant Professor

9
 31 49,315 49,698 38,700 59,500 

Instructor 55 40,952     42,058      30,000  48,000 
 
[38.] PHILOSOPHY AND RELIGIOUS STUDIES 
38.01 Philosophy

10
      

Professor 51 75,521 75,204 61,669 97,824 
Associate Professor 49 59,654 58,214 46,716 92,408 
Assistant Professor 48 49,500 49,459 32,000 71,291 
New Assistant Professor 16 55,083 51,300 37,000 85,000 
Instructor 14 47,091 47,568 34,000 66,000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

    

                                                 
9
 Comparative salaries for 31.05 Health & Physical Education/Fitness New Assistant Professor did not appear in the 

Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer 

group of public institutions. 
10

 Comparative salaries for 38.01 Philosophy New Assistant Professor and Instructor did not appear in the Southeastern 

peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer group of public 

institutions. 
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Code/Title     N  Average Median Minimum Maximum 
 
[40.] PHYSICAL SCIENCES 

40.05 Chemistry      
Professor 148 80,568 77,572 55,826 137,786 
Associate Professor 144 61,537 62,145 52,394 84,081 
Assistant Professor 176 51,945 51,414 42,875 69,366 
New Assistant Professor 20 51,784 52,250 45,357 58,000 
Instructor 45 41,766 42,551 30,000 50,889 
40.06 Geological & Earth Sci/Geosciences      
Professor 61 78,649 77,471 61,957 93,882 
Associate Professor 37 62,660 63,460 52,160 70,852 
Assistant Professor 46 53,557 55,541 40,948 60,000 
New Assistant Professor

11
 42 55,742 56,499 40,000 70,000 

Instructor 14 40,129 40,072 32,745 49,000 
40.08 Physics      
Professor 104 81,142 82,454 57,558 103,153 
Associate Professor 75 62,828 62,428 46,849 81,593 
Assistant Professor 91 52,944 51,711 43,686 63,125 
New Assistant Professor 19 53,656 55,000 43,000 61,000 
Instructor 25 43,467 44,445 31,000 54,336 
 
[42.] PSYCHOLOGY 

 
    

42.01 General      
Professor 245 76,332 75,719 58,549 103,042 
Associate Professor 206 60,349 59,314 44,951 74,764 
Assistant Professor 238 50,639 51,154 40,248 61,214 
New Assistant Professor 54 49,422 50,000 37,000 58,000 
Instructor 30 40,735 40,593 32,000 53,200 
 
[45.] SOCIAL SCIENCES 

 
    

45.01 General
12

      
Professor 48 72,167 70,350 55,600 111,675 
Associate Professor 53 58,954 55,050 43,922 84,835 
Assistant Professor 43 50,177 48,151 38,717 72,481 
New Assistant Professor 3     
Instructor 5 38,687 39,000 35,000 42,230 
45.02 Anthropology

13
      

Professor 63 92,075 90,484 55,946 154,767 
Associate Professor 64 69,208 67,058 34,258 100,809 
Assistant Professor 54 58,559 61,022 40,448 75,700 
New Assistant Professor 14 55,044 56,500 42,500 67,000 
Instructor 47     39,559      38,322      30,000        52,000  
45.07 Geography & Cartography

14
      

Professor 16 73,662 73,344 53,488 85,077 
Associate Professor 40 61,574 63,177 44,635 73,864 
Assistant Professor 16 52,059 50,178 41,400 73,150 
New Assistant Professor 48     55,342      53,750      41,500        72,000  
Instructor 73     43,349      41,704      30,000        57,428  
 
 

 
    

                                                 
11

 Comparative salaries for 40.06 Geological & Earth Sci/Geosciences New Assistant Professor did not appear in the 

Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer 

group of public institutions. 
12

 Comparative salaries for 45.01 General Social Sciences did not appear in the Southeastern peer group report from 

CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer group of public institutions. 
13

 Comparative salaries for 45.02 Anthropology did not appear in the Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-HR. 

Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer group of public institutions. 
14

 Comparative salaries for 45.07 Geography & Cartography Assistant Professor, New Assistant Professor, and 

Instructor did not appear in the Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated 

using data from a National peer group of public institutions. 
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Code/Title     N  Average Median Minimum Maximum 
 
45.10 Political Science & Government 

Professor 122 78,868 77,061 53,300 105,032 
Associate Professor 115 61,566 61,985 42,752 73,180 
Assistant Professor 150 50,261 50,216 37,450 86,359 
New Assistant Professor 34 49,669 49,270 39,500 58,500 
Instructor 26 42,971 40,335 31,000 90,630 
45.11 Sociology      
Professor 111 77,988 75,276 60,745 106,779 
Associate Professor 98 59,215 58,003 47,925 78,000 
Assistant Professor 118 50,425 49,000 39,810 61,983 
New Assistant Professor 22 52,061 51,500 45,000 60,000 
Instructor 33 40,666 39,651 28,270 57,000 
 
[50.] VISUAL AND PERFORMING ARTS 

 
    

50.05 Dramatic/Theatre Arts & Stagecraft      
Professor 41 76,141 77,187     60,630  92,350 
Associate Professor 63 58,212 58,732     44,300  70,984 
Assistant Professor 91 48,100 47,790     39,792  57,890 
New Assistant Professor 10 46,520 47,000     41,500  51,000 
Instructor 26 39,607 37,376     32,800  52,500 
50.07 Fine & Studio Art      
Professor 149 71,535 73,117 58,664 96,183 
Associate Professor 124 56,529 56,556 41,819 69,542 
Assistant Professor 180 48,109 48,124 36,684 60,656 
New Assistant Professor 34 46,353 47,004 37,788 58,000 
Instructor

15
 29     

50.09 Music      
Professor 203 71,163     70,794      55,578  98,898 
Associate Professor 191 57,838     56,876      44,310  86,803 
Assistant Professor 210 48,848     47,649      40,475  58,188 
New Assistant Professor 32 47,275     46,362      39,204  55,000 
Instructor 67 43,274     40,379      29,000  77,120 
 
[51.] HEALTH PROFESSIONS AND RELATED CLINICAL SCIENCES 

51.16 Nursing      
Professor 94 82,405     83,630      67,378  115,000 
Associate Professor 166 68,924     67,399      58,104  110,000 
Assistant Professor 464 54,839     54,477      45,120  72,071 
New Assistant Professor 50 51,941     53,093      42,500  71,000 
Instructor 228 52,225     51,799      41,787  71,902 
 
[52.] BUSINESS, MANAGEMENT, MARKETING, AND RELATED SUPPORT SERVICES 
52.01 General

16
      

Professor 85 77,022 77,389 40,000 139,023 
Associate Professor 30 83,451     81,448      61,465  101,103 
Assistant Professor 25 76,073     77,065      61,968  88,884 
New Assistant Professor 23 60,538 53,955 35,000 86,666 
Instructor 20 46,982 43,997 23,256 66,348 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

    

                                                 
15

 Comparative salaries for 50.07 Fine & Studio Art Instructor did not appear in the Southeastern peer group report from 

CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer group of public institutions. 
16

 Comparative salaries for 52.01 General Business Professor, New Assistant Professor, and Instructor did not appear in 

the Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer 

group of public institutions. 
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Code/Title     N  Average Median Minimum Maximum 
 
52.02 Admin, Mgt & Operations

17
 

Professor 189 98,228 99,542 68,578 132,464 
Associate Professor 182 87,597     87,961      59,703  108,793 
Assistant Professor 199 80,288     81,760      55,322  106,449 
New Assistant Professor 45     
Instructor 70 55,773 51,342 43,365 93,100 
52.03 Accounting & Related Srvcs      
Professor 129 107,364 107,601 71,680 135,532 
Associate Professor 113 96,290 98,771 62,658 119,047 
Assistant Professor 83 92,180 92,489 50,733 122,000 
New Assistant Professor 12 104,469 112,500 50,733 130,000 
Instructor 55 55,804 54,819 39,294 119,560 
52.06 Managerial Economics

18
      

Professor 50 92,856     92,023      74,921  116,181 
Associate Professor 42 81,760     79,255      65,613  116,820 
Assistant Professor 34 69,167 67,505 30,000 96,726 
New Assistant Professor 31     85,328      81,000      65,000      174,999  
Instructor 7 47,920 46,125 42,624 54,910 
52.08 Finance & Financial Mgt Srvcs

19
      

Professor 65 106,808   107,508      85,304  139,025 
Associate Professor 48 97,687     99,581      71,883  117,110 
Assistant Professor 58 89,747     88,895      60,000  118,441 
New Assistant Professor 50   113,550    103,425      70,603      190,000  
Instructor 89     59,174      54,555      36,835      155,000  
52.14 Marketing

20
      

Professor 77 105,644   107,828      74,712  141,300 
Associate Professor 59 93,508     93,164      71,291  107,620 
Assistant Professor 65 90,889     91,667      56,689  108,196 
New Assistant Professor 14 87,903 85,250 41,000 117,500 
Instructor 27 54,812 55,000 30,000 75,000 
 
[54.] HISTORY GENERAL 

 
    

54.01 History      
Professor 217 75,017     74,350      55,776  119,542 
Associate Professor 195 58,232     58,150      37,500  71,362 
Assistant Professor 228 47,927     46,792      41,226  60,957 
New Assistant Professor 37 46,128     45,830      32,000  54,060 
Instructor

21
 21 43,388 43,645 26,000 66,500 

 

 

                                                 
17

 Comparative salaries for 52.02 Admin, Mgt & Operations New Assistant Professor did not appear in the Southeastern 

peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer group of public 

institutions. 
18

 Comparative salaries for 52.06 Managerial Economics Assistant Professor and New Assistant Professor did not 

appear in the Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a 

National peer group of public institutions. 
19

 Comparative salaries for 52.08 Finance & Financial Mgt Srvcs New Assistant Professor and Instructor did not appear 

in the Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National 

peer group of public institutions. 
20

 Comparative salaries for 52.14 Marketing Assistant Professor did not appear in the Southeastern peer group report 

from CUPA-HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer group of public institutions. 
21

 Comparative salaries for 54.01 History Instructor did not appear in the Southeastern peer group report from CUPA-

HR. Reported statistics were calculated using data from a National peer group of public institutions. 
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Appendix D: Salary Inequity Calculations (Personal Information 

Included) 

 

(Tables in Appendix D are not provided in the World Wide Web version of this study 
in order to protect personally identifiable information) 
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Appendix E: Compression Adjustment Salary Inequities 

 

(Tables in Appendix E are not provided in the World Wide Web version of this study 
in order to protect personally identifiable information) 
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Appendix F: Inequity Percentage Comparisons 
 

(Tables in Appendix F are not provided in the World Wide Web version of this study 
in order to protect personally identifiable information) 
 

 


