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Most parents and students would consider the best university to be the most 

recognized and most prestigious, and accordingly, the most expensive institution. 

However, universities realize they must focus on building a successful, research 

intensive faculty in order to establish qualified departments. In order to determine 

whether faculty salary can be reflective of more research intensive and better 

universities, faculty salary will be regressed on measures of school competitiveness, 

teaching characteristics, government funding, and demographic controls over different 

U.S. universities in two different year cohorts. 

The school quality variables, in particular Barron's Selector dummy variables, 

were shown to be influential in average faculty salary offered by universities, proving to 

have the largest impact when compared to other variables tested. Professors are 

compensated to teach larger classes and they are willing to receive lower salaries in 

order to teach smaller classes. Further, the percentage of full time faculty has a 

significant effect on salaries offered over time, indicating that universities offer higher full 

time salaries in order to establish strong research programs. There is evidence that 

state funding allocated to a university and a university's tuition level impact the level of 
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salaries offered by universities, and more money in either category of funding allows 

universities to offer higher salaries for more qualified professors. 

However, to better our understanding of the effects of university quality, teaching 

characteristics, funding, and demographic characteristics on average faculty salary, 

future research must done with other data sets beyond the scope of this paper. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

What situations qualify a university to be the best? Parents and students could 

consider the best to be the most recognized and most prestigious universities, and 

accordingly, the most expensive institutions. However, universities realize they must 

focus on building a successful, research intensive faculty in order to establish qualified 

departments. As a result, top universities offer the highest salaries to prominent 

professors in hopes of employing the most qualified research personnel. On the other 

hand, public universities, as compared to private universities, may offer lower salaries 

because of the fact that certain state legislatures may not see the benefit to research 

and thus cut funding to those universities. For instance, the top 10 public and private 

universities in 1999 had average faculty salaries of $124,435.18 and $142,889.11, 

respectively1. Also, the top 10 public and private universities in 2009 had faculty salaries 

of $133,716.30 and $166,439.20, respectively2. Regardless, the quality of the faculty 

may indicate the quality of education in that the better research programs will consist of 

the best faculty. 

Accordingly, parents believe that their children benefit from the skilled professors 

at these universities through the superior education they offer. Hence, parents are 

willing to pay for higher tuition that is associated with these institutions in order for their 

children to receive the most elite education. Higher university salaries and excellent 

education are then correlated. Because faculty salaries are such a “prominent feature of 

the reward systems” and a determinant of university productivity, attorneys, journalists, 

                                            
1
See Table 1-1. Data is retrieved from 2000 edition of U.S. News & World Report. 

2
See Table 1-2. Data is retrieved from 2010 edition of U.S. News & World Report. 
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and university administrators have been focused on policies modifying the framework 

and distribution of salaries in academia (Hearn 1999). In this paper, I choose to 

examine the determinants of faculty salary as a way of measuring the quality of 

education a student receives at a university in order to gain further knowledge about this 

reward system. 

Previous research has focused on determining the difference in faculty salary as 

a result of racial and gender discrimination. When comparing men and women faculty 

members of the same abilities, women tended to be underpaid, with this result seen 

greatest in research universities (Darland et al. 1974; Hoffman 1976; Hearn 1999). A 

motivation behind the difference may be that women spend more time with family and 

raising their family as compared to male professors, so their lower publication rate 

should lead to their lower salaries. Other research demonstrated that gender disparity in 

faculty salary relies heavily on the years since faculty attained their highest degree, 

whether faculty obtained a professional degree, what department they belong to, and 

the hours dedicated to teaching versus administrating (Bellas 1993). However, whether 

race had a prominent effect on salary discrimination continues to vary among studies 

(Darland et al. 1974; Koch and Chizmar 1973; Bellas 1993; Webster 1995). As a result, 

controls for gender and race are included in the model in order to improve on these 

findings and further see how these factors relate to average faculty salaries. 

Alternatively, research has focused on looking at specific university requirements 

to explain the difference in faculty salary. Most of the studies agree that publication rate, 

administrative experience, and rank of the professor affect the salary level (Koch and 

Chizmar 1973; Siegfried and White 1979; Schwab and Dyer 1979). Even though 
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Siegfried and White’s paper supported the notion that an effective researcher might not 

always be an effective teacher, other papers showed that teaching competence, the 

quality of the department, and the longevity within the institution strongly determines 

salary differences (Koch and Chizmar 1973; Schwab and Dyer 1979; Katz 1973; 

Webster 1995). A study conducted by Kenny and Studley (1995) aimed at identifying 

whether academic salaries captured current productivity, and whether they changed 

over time due to “lack of creativity or shifts in opportunities.” They concluded that journal 

quality and the experience of the faculty member affected their salary positively, and 

therefore professor productivity influences salary offers. 

Because of these previous findings, the more significant question becomes 

whether the quality of a university can be used to explain the disparities in faculty 

salary. The more notable and competitive schools may acquire the funding to hire better 

faculty for stronger research departments, offer more courses, and provide better 

facilities. Therefore, studying the determinants of faculty salary may get closer to 

answering these questions. This paper differs from previous work by choosing to 

compare hundreds of universities across the United States rather than focusing on a 

single or a few universities or departments. Moreover, most of the previous research 

has been as late as the mid-1990s to the early 1970s. This paper concentrates on more 

recent cohorts and focuses on the change in determinants over a 10 year span. 

Finally, the study attempts to include state funding and tuition as further 

determinants of faculty salary because the less state funding offered to the universities 

limits the salaries offered to hire faculty, requiring higher tuition to maintain the faculty. 

Previous studies on tuition focused on identifying the determinants of tuition and how 
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tuition and funding affect enrollment, but not on how these factors affect salary directly 

(See McPherson el al 1989; Heller 1998; Hauptman and Merisotis; Freeman and 

Mumper 2005; Ehrenber and Rizzo 2003). 

This paper studies the aspects of faculty salary by analyzing data from three 

sources: the U.S. News & World Report 2000 and 2010 edition of “America’s Best 

Colleges”, the 2000 and the 2010 edition of Barron’s Profiles of American Colleges, and 

the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System files (IPEDS) from the National 

Center for Education Statistics. In order to determine whether faculty salary can be 

reflective of research intensive and distinguished universities, faculty salary will be 

regressed on measures of school competitiveness, teaching characteristics, 

government funding, and demographic controls over many U.S. universities in two 

different year cohorts. In other words, the analysis will potentially determine whether 

higher salaries offered reflect more qualified professors being hired to improve research 

departments, which could enhance a university’s quality overall. 
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Table 1-1.  Top public and private universities in 1999.  

Name Real Salary 1999 

Top 10 Public Universities 

University of California at Berkley $139503.10 

University of Virginia $122599.00 

University of California at Los Angeles $135777.70 

University of Michigan Ann-Arbor $129913.40 

University of North Carolina Chapel Hill $120802.60 

College of William and Mary $110914.10 

University of California at San Diego $127268.30 

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign $117923.20 

University of Wisconsin at Madison $108807.30 

Georgia Institute of Technology $130843.10 

Average Salary $124435.18 

 
 

Top 10 Private Universities 

California Institute of Technology $152529.90 

Harvard University $167412.30 

Mass. Institute of Technology $143846.70 

Princeton University $154524.60 

Yale University $153287.10 

Stanford University $156006.80 

Duke University $139074.30 

Johns Hopkins University $115864.10 

University of Pennsylvania $147874.70 

Columbia University $143023.80 

Average Salary $142889.11 

Note: Real Salary 1999 is in 2009 dollars. The top 10 universities were rated as such by the U.S. News & 
World Report. 
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Table 1-2.  Top public and private universities in 2009 
Name Real Salary 2009 

Top 10 Public Universities 
University of California at Berkley $144569.00 
University of California at Los Angeles $147416.00 
University of Virginia $135702.00 
University of Michigan Ann-Arbor $143567.00 
University of North Carolina Chapel Hill $143048.00 
College of William and Mary $113631.00 
Georgia Institute of Technology $140556.00 
University of California at San Diego $134043.00 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign $126656.00 
University of Wisconsin at Madison $107975.00 

Average Salary $133716.30 
Top 10 Private Universities 

Harvard University $192859.00 
Princeton University $181013.00 
Yale University $174322.00 
California Institute of Technology $171649.00 
Mass. Institute of Technology $159620.00 
Stanford University $180225.00 
University of Pennsylvania $169736.00 
Columbia University $167680.00 
University of Chicago $184072.00 
Duke University $160990.00 

Average Salary $166439.20 
Note: Real Salary 2009 is in 2009 dollars. The top 10 universities were rated as such by the US News & 
World Report. 
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CHAPTER 2 
SAMPLE AND METHODS 

Sample 

The sample used in this study comes from the U.S. News & World Report 

“America’s Best Colleges” for the 2000 and 2010 editions, which covers the 1998-1999 

and 2008-2009 school years, respectively (U.S. News 1999-2009). U.S. News & World 

Report collects quantitative data from different universities all over the country through 

surveys. They then rank the colleges in three steps: by categorizing the universities by 

their mission and region; by gathering data on each college based on 16 indicators of 

academic excellence to create a composite weighted score; and finally, by ranking the 

colleges in each category against their peers based on their composite weighted score. 

In order to have a wide range of colleges, the sample was drawn from the U.S. News & 

World Report’s ranked National Universities and Regional Universities. National 

Universities consist of universities that offer a full range of undergraduate majors up to a 

full range of masters and PhD programs, while the Regional Universities include a wide 

range of undergraduate and master programs, but hardly offer any PhD programs. 

In the 2000 edition of U.S. News & World Report, 228 National Universities and 

504 Regional universities were recorded, while the 2010 edition recorded 262 National 

Universities and 572 Regional Universities. From these, schools were chosen only if 

they were available in both years for each category, and thus the sample included a 

total of 671 universities in 1999 and 2009, with at least one observation from all 50 

states. However, due to the fact that some universities did not have data for every 

variable analyzed in this study as others, the total number of observations drops in their 

respective regressions even further. The exact number of observations is listed at the 
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bottom of each regression in Tables 4-1, 4-2 and 4-3, but they range from 540 to 543, 

615 to 617, and 524 to 526 universities, respectively. 

Dependent Variable 

Average Faculty Salary: The average faculty salary is obtained from the 

National Center for Education Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 

System (IPEDS) for the years of 1999 and 2009 survey data. The average faculty salary 

data utilized consists of full professor status faculty with a 9 month contract. Further, full 

professor salary is selected because it better captures a university’s goal for a superior 

research department because full professors conduct the majority of the research at 

universities. The professors that answered the faculty salary survey provided by IPEDS 

included instructional/research staff whose major assignments were both instruction and 

time dedicated toward research (U.S. Department 1999-2009). In order to measure the 

changes in faculty salary over the 10 year span, a salary difference variable is created 

by taking the difference between the average faculty salaries of the two years1. 

In order to know the distribution of salaries across various universities in the 

United States, Table 2-1 and Table 2-2 list the percentiles of the smallest and largest 

nominal values of average faculty salary. In 1999, the bottom one percent of the 

universities has average faculty salaries as high as $38,877, with the smallest faculty 

salary recorded in the data set being $35,505.2 The 50th percentile has an average 

faculty salary of $66,259.50, and the top one percent have an average faculty salary of 

                                            
1
In order to create the Salary Difference variable, I first put Average Faculty Salary in 1999 in 2009 

dollars. Therefore, Real Average Faculty Salary 1999= Average Faculty Salary 1999*(214.537/166.600). 
Thus Salary Difference = Average Faculty Salary 09 – Real Average Faculty Salary 99. 
2
 Lincoln Memorial University 
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$114,833, with the largest salary reported being $130,0053. The mean salary for the 

668 universities is $68,444.484. 

In 2009, the salaries were reported for 669 available universities5. The bottom 

one percent of the universities has an average faculty salary of up to $50,384, with the 

lowest reported salary being $30,0006. The 50th percentile of the universities have 

average faculty salaries at $90,984, and the top one percent of the universities have 

average faculty salaries up to $171,649, with the largest salary reported being 

$192,8597. The mean university average faculty salary is $94,601.45. 

Independent Variables 

School Quality Variables 

Universities that offer higher salaries to professors may indicate that these 

universities hire more qualified professionals than others in order to support a strong 

research department, aiding in the quality of the university. Peer Assessment values, 

which are obtained from the U.S. News & World Report in the 2000, and the 2010 

edition (U.S News 1999-2009), and Barron’s Selectors (Barron’s 2000-2010) are used 

in order to try and capture the relationship between the selectivity in admission for a 

university and the faculty salary offered. 

Peer Assessment: This variable was developed by the U.S. News & World 

Report to capture the competitiveness of the various universities surveyed. It was 

                                            
3
 Harvard University 

4
 Lincoln University and Fresno Pacific University had missing observations for Average Faculty Salary. 

Also, Maharishi University of Management salary observation was dropped because it had an incredibly 
low salary of $13,502. Thus there were 668 universities with reported salaries. 
5
Fresno Pacific University had a missing observation for Average Faculty Salary. Further Maharishi 

University of Management salary observation was dropped because it had an incredibly low salary of 
$14,905. 
6
 Lincoln University 

7
 Harvard University 
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derived by surveying the presidents, provost, and deans of admission at the institutions 

about other universities within the same category (U.S. News 1999-2009). This group 

then rated peer schools’ academic programs on a five point scale, 1 being marginal in 

reputation and 5 being distinguished in reputation. The study uses the average of all the 

scores of those who rate the particular university on a five point scale as the reported 

score8. Because the peer assessment score can categorize undergraduate excellence 

in a variety of intangibles, such as faculty dedication for teaching and research, the 

higher the peer assessment score, the higher the average teacher salary will be. Thus a 

top institution offers higher salaries for more qualified faculty and effective research 

programs. 

Barron’s Selectors: Another variable that is used to describe a university’s 

academic reputation is the college admission selector from Barron’s Profiles of 

American Colleges. “[Barron’s Selector] is an indicator that attempts to describe, in 

general terms, the situations a prospective student will meet when applying for 

admissions” (Barron’s 1999-2009). The criteria used to develop this indicator were as 

follows: the percentages of the respective year’s freshman class scoring in a certain 

range of the SAT and ACT, if they were in the top of their high school graduating class, 

class rank, GPA, and the percent of applicants accepted by the university. 

There are six categories that a university could be classified as by the Barron’s 

Selector, and are converted into five dummy variables9 for this study. The top category 

is Most Competitive, which includes universities that admitted students with a high 

                                            
8
 The schools responded “Don’t Know” if they did not know how to evaluate the university they were 

asked about. These responses  were not used to calculate the average. 
9
 The residual category was “Non-Competitive”, which includes universities that only require evidence of 

graduating from an accredited high school from their admitted students, sometimes require an 
examination score for placement standards, and accept 98% or more of its applicants. 
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school rank in the top 10% to 20%, average grades of A and B+, SAT score between 

655 and 800 on each component of the SAT, and admitted a small percentage of 

students that apply to the university. The second highest category for a university is 

Highly Competitive, which are universities that admitted 50% of their applicants that had 

high school grades of B+ to B, were in the top 20% to 35% of their high school class, 

and had SAT scores ranging from 620 to 654 on verbal and math. 

The next category is Very Competitive, which indicates universities who admitted 

students with no less than a B-, rank in the top 30% to 35% of their high school class, 

had SAT scores ranging from 573 to 619 on verbal and math components, and accept 

only half of their applicant pool. The 4th category, Competitive, is one of the largest, and 

it pertains to universities that admitted students with SAT scores ranging from 500 to 

572 in the verbal and math sections, a minimum of a C+ high school average, and were 

in the top 50% to 60% of their graduating class. The final category is Less Competitive, 

which includes universities that admitted freshmen with averages below a C and with 

median score of 500 on the verbal and math sections on the SAT10. 

 Table 2-3 demonstrates all the universities with Most Competitive and Highly 

Competitive status between 1999 and 2009, and how real average faculty salary 

changes due to a university’s status. Almost all of the universities witness an increase in 

real salary regardless of whether the school remains in the same category or changed 

between Highly Competitive in 1999 to Most Competitive in 200911. Among the largest 

                                            
10

 However some of these universities accepted students that did not report there SAT scores or the 
university chose to not disclose that information.  
11

 There were no universities that had changed from Most Competitive in 1999 to Highly Competitive in 
2009. There were a few schools such that average faculty salary in 2009 fell even though Barron’s 
Selector stayed the same between 1999 and 2009.  
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increase in average salaries were from universities that had remained in the Most 

Competitive category. Also, the average increase in faculty salary in 2009 for the 

universities that moved from Highly Competitive to Most Competitive was $14,753.60; a 

greater increase than those that remained as Highly Competitive in both years12. 

Similar to the hypothesis of the Peer Assessment variable, it is predicted that the 

more competitive the school is categorized, such as Most Competitive, Highly 

Competitive, and Very Competitive, the higher the average faculty salary will be, 

because the more selective the university, the greater the quality of the school. 

Therefore they are more likely to offer competitive and higher salaries to better faculty in 

order to support a quality research department. 

Teaching Characteristic Variables 

As mentioned before, previous studies have discussed how research 

publications and teaching abilities are important in the determinants of the level of 

faculty salary (Katz 1973; Koch and Chizmar 1973; Shwab and Dyer 1979). These 

specific variables at the university level are not available for the large number of 

universities sampled. However, the variables indicating the percentage of classes with 

less than 20 students, the percentage of classes with more than 50 students, and the 

percentage of full time faculty are a good proxy. The data on these variables are 

obtained from the U.S. News & World Report to assess a university’s commitment to 

research, as well as the compensating differential to faculty for class size. 

                                            
12 See Figure 2-1. There are 12 universities that moved from Highly Competitive to Most Competitive, 

compared to 21 that didn’t change in Highly Competitive status. So the averages may be inflated, but the 
differences cannot be ignored. Even after averaging the 12 largest salaries of the universities that stayed 
Highly Competitive in both years ($14612.30), the average was still less than the average salary for 
universities that changed from Highly Competitive to Most Competitive. 
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Less than 20 Students: In a paper by Kenny and Denslow(1980), the number of 

students per teachers was an “important job associated amenity.” They gave evidence 

that teachers demanded a higher salary as the number of students increased in the 

class for various school districts in six states13. Teachers may be willing to have a lower 

salary if it means having the ability to teach smaller and more manageable classes. 

Therefore, as the number of classes with 20 students or less increases, average faculty 

salaries will fall. 

More than 50 Students: Different from the Less than 20 Students variable, this 

variable will have a positive relationship with average faculty salary because teachers 

require a higher salary to compensate them for instructing a larger class. 

Percent Full-Time Faculty: As the percentage of full time faculty increases, the 

average faculty salary offered to professors rises because full time professors focus on 

research more than non-full time faculty. Full time faculty members are likely to stay 

with a university department in order to commit to developing and completing better 

research studies. Thus universities offer higher salaries to full time faculty because they 

exemplify a university’s goal for better research. 

Funding Variables 

Changes in state government funding levels have significant impacts on tuition 

expenditures and allocation (Freeman and Mumper 2005). Hence, the variables 

discussed below are included in order to control for the fact that outside sources can 

influence professor salaries, and more research intensive universities usually obtain 

more financial resources. The data for these variables are obtained from the IPEDS 

                                            
13

 1419 school districts in six states (Florida, Georgia, Virginia, Louisiana, Michigan, and California) were 
examined (Kenny and Denslow,1980). 
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survey that asked universities about the salaries they offer to their faculty (IPEDS, 1999-

2009). 

Federal Appropriations: All regressions include the Federal Appropriations per 

student variable, which describes the amount of money received from the federal 

government through direct appropriations of congress, except for grants and 

contracts14. An increase in Federal appropriations towards universities allows them to 

afford better facilities, offer more courses, and hire better research faculty. Hence, the 

more money a university receives from the federal government, the higher the average 

faculty salary of the universities offered. 

State Appropriations: In some regressions, State Appropriations per student 

are used in conjunction with the Federal Appropriations variable to further capture the 

relationship of funding and teacher salary. Higher levels of state appropriations relate to 

higher levels of institutional scholarship support and lower levels of tuition and fees at 

both public and private institutions (Freeman and Mumper 2005). State Appropriations 

include amounts received from the state government through a direct appropriation of 

its legislative body, except for grants and contracts15. Similar to federal appropriations, 

as state appropriations increase, teacher salary will increase because universities can 

offer a higher salary. Also, this may indicate that more research intensive universities 

receive the greater appropriations, and therefore can hire the more qualified professors. 

Tuition and Fees: Due to the correlation between state funding and tuition, 

Tuition and Fees of the 1998-1999 and 2008-2009 school years will be used in place of 

                                            
14

 The data provided by the IPEDS survey is divided by the student population of full time enrolled 
students in the fall semester of the respective years to put it in per capita terms. 
15

 The data provided is put into per capita terms as well by dividing state appropriations by the number of 
full time enrolled students. 
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the State Appropriations variable in some regressions16. If state funding is limited or 

decreased, universities may choose to increase tuition and fees in order to offer the 

same level of salaries for faculty (Hauptman and Merisotis 1990). Therefore, as tuition 

charged increases, the more money a university has to go towards hiring better faculty 

and developing a qualified research program, which can indicate a better university 

program overall. 

Demographic Variables 

Women, Black, Hispanic, and Asian: From the IPEDS survey, the percent of 

women faculty, percent of Black faculty, percent of Hispanic faculty, and the percent of 

Asian faculty is derived. The variables are created by taking the total number of female, 

Black, Hispanic, and Asian full time, full professors and dividing each category by the 

total number of full time, full professors employed by the university. As mentioned in the 

introduction, women have been underpaid as compared to men, and thus as the 

percent of women increases as compared to men, the average faculty salary at the 

university will decrease. Accordingly, Table 2-4 and Table 2-5 demonstrate that the 25th 

percentile of women professors earn higher salaries as compared to male professors in 

that same percentile, but in the larger percentiles, women earn lower salaries as 

compared to male faculty in both 1999 and 2009. This could be due to not only the fact 

that female faculty are not publishing as highly as men, but a larger percentage of 

female faculty may be employed at the lower ranked universities and thus earning lower 

salaries. Because there is some different evidence as to whether there is salary 

                                            
16

 As state appropriations increase, tuition and fees can decrease because universities can cover some of 
the cost that tuition and fees were allocated towards with the greater amount of appropriations. 
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discrimination based on race and ethnicity, there is no prediction about the sign of the 

race coefficient. 

Regions: Dummy variables were created for 8 of the 9 census regions17: New 

England, Mid-Atlantic, East North Central, West North Central, South Atlantic, East 

South Central, West South Central, and Mountain. The more northern states of the U.S. 

have higher costs of living and tougher climate changes, which according to Kenny and 

Denslow may increase teacher salaries (1980). Thus it is predicted that universities in 

the more northern regions, such as New England, Mid-Atlantic, and East North Central, 

will have higher average faculty salary as compared to the omitted Pacific region.

                                            
17

 The 9
th
 region, Pacific, is used as the residual for the region dummy variables. 
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Table 2-1.  Summary of 1999 nominal average faculty salary 

 
Percentiles Smallest 

  
1% $38877 $35505 

  
5% $48489 $35570 

  
10% $52258 $37665 Obs 668 

25% $57574.50 $37876 Sum of Wgt. 668 

50% $66259.50 
 

Mean 68444.48 

  
Largest Std. Dev. 15108.38 

75% $77304 $119036 
  

90% $88781 $119997 Variance 2.28e+08 

95% $97383 $121148 Skewness .7944465 

99% $114833 $130005 Kurtosis 3.834275 

 
 
Table 2-2.  Summary of 2009 nominal average faculty salary 

 
Percentiles Smallest 

  
1% $50384 $30000 

  
5% $63984 $42070 

  
10% $69431 $44953 Obs 669 

25% $77771 $45859 Sum of Wgt. 669 

50% $90984 
 

Mean 94601.45 

  
Largest Std. Dev. 23678.84 

75% $107975 $180225 
  

90% $125631 $181013 Variance 5.61e+08 

95% $140298 $184072 Skewness .9171399 

99% $171649 $192859 Kurtosis 4.263808 
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Table 2-3.  Changes in real faculty salary per top Barron’s Selector universities between 
1999 and 2009 

Name of Institution Barron's Selector 99 Barron's Selector 09 
Change in  

Real Salary 

1999 Most Competitive to 2009 Most Competitive 
Boston College Most Most $15024.10 
Brown University Most Most $26394 
California Institute of Technology Most Most $19119.10 
University of California at Berkley Most Most $5065.90 
University of California at Los Angeles Most Most $11638.30 
Carnegie Mellon University Most Most $9067.10 
University of Chicago Most Most $31493.20 
Columbia University Most Most $24656.20 
Cornell University Most Most -$1924.99 
Dartmouth College Most Most $12682.80 
Duke University Most Most $21915.70 
Emory University Most Most $17072.80 
Georgetown University Most Most $23369.60 
Harvard University Most Most $25446.70 
Johns Hopkins University Most Most $30490.90 
Lehigh University Most Most $13049.50 
Mass. Institute of Technology Most Most $15773.30 
New York University Most Most $29785.20 
University of Notre Dame Most Most $12184.80 
Northwestern University Most Most $23089.50 
University of Pennsylvania Most Most $21861.30 
Princeton University Most Most $26488.40 
Rice University Most Most $19355.10 
Stanford University Most Most $24218.20 
Tufts University Most Most $11551.30 
University of Virginia Most Most $13103 
Wake Forest University Most Most $15401.90 
Washington University-St. Louis Most Most $28587.20 
College of William and Mary Most Most $2716.90 
Yale University Most Most $21034.90 

Note: There were no universities that had changed from Most Competitive in 1999 to Highly Competitive 
in 2009. Most= Most Competitive, and Highly=Highly Competitive. 
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Table 2-3.  Continued 

Name of Institution Barron's Selector 99 Barron's Selector 09 
Change in  

Real Salary 

1999 Highly Competitive to 2009 Highly Competitive 
Boston University Highly Highly $18174.90 
University of California at Irvine Highly Highly $6150.80 
University of California at San Diego Highly Highly $6774.70 
University of California at Santa Barbara Highly Highly $6019.70 
University of Florida Highly Highly $18948.09 
University of Georgia Highly Highly $892.70 
Georgia Institute of Technology Highly Highly $9712.90 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Highly Highly $8732.80 
University of Michigan Ann-Arbor Highly Highly $13653.60 
North Carolina State University at Raleigh Highly Highly $5170.70 
Pepperdine University Highly Highly $7850.40 
Rutgers -New Brunswick Highly Highly $12494.80 
Santa Clara University Highly Highly $14894.30 
Stevens Institute of Technology Highly Highly $10235.20 
SUNY at Binghamton Highly Highly $17104.30 
Syracuse University Highly Highly $16153.16 
Texas A&M University at College Station Highly Highly $10125.50 
Trinity University Highly Highly $874.40 
University of Texas-Austin Highly Highly $18230.70 
University of Wisconsin at Madison Highly Highly -$832.30 
Worcester Polytechnic Institute Highly Highly $15620.20 

1999 Highly Competitive to 2009 Most Competitive 
Brandeis University Highly Most $18580.90 
Case Western Reserve University Highly Most $8765.50 
George Washington University Highly Most $22641.70 
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute Highly Most $8374.70 
University of Miami Highly Most $20331.10 
University of North Carolina Chapel Hill Highly Most $22245.40 
College of New Jersey Highly Most $8884.90 
SUNY-Geneseo Highly Most $9595.73 
Tulane University Highly Most $14031.70 
University of Rochester Highly Most $22119.60 
Vanderbilt University Highly Most $17097.10 
Villanova University Highly Most $4374.90 

Note: There were no universities that had changed from Most Competitive in 1999 to Highly Competitive 
in 2009. Most= Most Competitive, and Highly=Highly Competitive.  
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Table 2-4.  Nominal mean salary of women faculty compared to men faculty, 1999  
Quartile Mean Salary for Women Mean Salary for Men 

1 $73537.80 $57259.70 
2 $72881.90 $44170 
3 $67379.40 $72168 
4 $61343 $68526.10 

Note: Quartile 1 corresponds to 25% and less of the sampled women faculty; Quartile 2 corresponds to 
25% to 50% of the sampled women faculty; Quartile 3 corresponds to 50% to 75% of the sampled women 
faculty; and Quartile 4 corresponds to 75% and more of the sampled women faculty. 

 
 
 
Table 2-5.  Nominal mean salary of women faculty compared to men faculty, 2009  
Quartile Mean Salary for Women Mean Salary for Men 

1 $107727 $76422 
2 $101895 $75699.5 
3 $86566.80 $82554.8 
4 $83386.60 $94879.8 

Note: Quartile 1 corresponds to 25% and less of the sampled women faculty; Quartile 2 corresponds to 
25% to 50% of the sampled women faculty; Quartile 3 corresponds to 50% to 75% of the sampled women 
faculty; and Quartile 4 corresponds to 75% and more of the sampled women faculty. 
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Highly Competitive 
2009 

Most Competitive 
2009 

Highly 
Competitive  

1999 

21 Universities 
 

$10332.45 

12 Universities 
 

$14753.60 

Most 
Competitive 

1999 
N/A 

30 Universities 
 

$18323.73 

 

Note: This is a matrix representation of the changes 
in average faculty salaries of universities as they 
move or do not move between 1999 and 2009 in the 
top two Barron’s Selector categories. The top line 
states the number of universities that stayed or 
moved in Barron’s Selector status, while the second 
line shows the average increase in real faculty salary 
for those schools. N/A means there was no record of 
universities changing from Most Competitive to 
Highly Competitive in 2009. Number of universities 
and the average salaries were calculated from Table 

2-3. 

 
Figure 2-1.  Matrix of the average increase in faculty salaries for universities with Most 

Competitive and Highly Competitive status between 1999 and 2009 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

In order to look at the determinants of faculty salary, I will estimate four separate 

regressions for average faculty salary in the 1999 cohort and 2009 cohort1. In 

regression (1) and regression (2), I will use the peer assessment score as a measure of 

a university’s quality, and in regression (3) and regression (4), I will use the Barron’s 

Selector dummy variables. All four regressions will include the variables indicating the 

percentage of classes with less than 20 students, percentage of classes with more than 

50 students, percentage of full time faculty, percent of women, Black, Hispanic, and 

Asian faculty, and the dummy variables that indicate the region the university is in2. As 

for the variables that describe university funding, all four regressions will include the 

variable for federal appropriations per capita, and in regression (1) and regression (3), 

state appropriations per capita will be used, and in regression (2) and regression (4), 

tuitions and fees will be used. 

The regression sequences in Tables 4-1 and Table 4-4 for 1999 and Table 4-2 

and Table 4-5 for 2009 are as follows: 

 

(1) Average Faculty Salary = β0 + β1*Peer Assessment Scorei + β2*Less 
than 20 Studentsi + β3*More than 50 Studentsi + β4*Full Time Facultyi + β5* 
Federal Appropriationsi + β6* Tuition and Feesi + β7* Womeni + β8* Blacki + 
β9*Hispanici + β10*Asiani + β11*New Englandi+ β12*Mid-Atlantici+ β13*East 
North Centrali + β14*West North Centrali + β15*South Atlantici + β16*East 
South Centrali + β17*West South Centrali + β18*Mountaini   

 

                                            
1
 Summary statistics for all variables can be seen in Table 3-1, Table 3-2, and Table 3-3. 

2
 The correlation coefficient between Less than 20 Students and More than 50 Students is -0.43, which 

means that it is unlikely there is any correlation between them. Also the correlation between the class size 
variables and the school reputation variables had correlation coefficients that were less than 0.3. 
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(2) Average Faculty Salary = β0 + β1*Peer Assessment Scorei + β2*Less 
than 20 Studentsi +β3*More than 50 Studentsi + β4*Full Time Facultyi + β5* 
Federal Appropriationsi + β6*State Appropriationsi + β7* Womeni + β8* 
Blacki + β9*Hispanici + β10*Asiani + β11*New Englandi+ β12*Mid-Atlantici+ 
β13*East North Centrali + β14*West North Centrali + β15*South Atlantici + 
β16*East South Centrali + β17*West South Centrali + β18*Mountaini 

(3) Average Faculty Salary = β0 + β1*Most Competitivei + β2*Highly 
Competitivei + β3*Very Competitivei + β4*Competitivei + β5*Less 
Competitivei +β6*Less than 20 Studentsi +β7*More than 50 Studentsi + 
β8*Full Time Facultyi + β9* Federal Appropriationsi + β10* Tuition and feesi + 
β11* Womeni + β12* Blacki + β13*Hispanici + β14*Asiani + β15*New Englandi+ 
β16*Mid-Atlantici+ β17*East North Centrali + β18*West North Centrali + 
β19*South Atlantici + β20*East South Centrali + β21*West South Centrali + 
β22*Mountaini 

(4) Average Faculty Salary = β0 + β1*Most Competitivei + β2*Highly 
Competitive + β3*Very Competitivei + β4*Competitivei + β5*Less 
Competitivei +β6*Less than 20 Studentsi +β7*More than 50 Studentsi + 
β8*Full Time Facultyi + β9* Federal Appropriationsi + β10* State 
Appropriationsi + β11* Womeni + β12* Blacki + β13*Hispanici + β14*Asiani + 
β15*New Englandi + β16*Mid-Atlantici+ β17*East North Centrali + β18*West 
North Centrali + β19*South Atlantici + β20*East South Centrali + β21*West 
South Centrali + β22*Mountaini 

To see if different determinants of average faculty salary have changed over 

time, I will estimate four regressions of the differences in average faculty salary from 

1999 to 2009, on the same variables as above, but each variable, except for the 

regions, represents the change in those said variables over time3. Each regression has 

the same order of variables as described above. Instead of each variable representing a 

single year, it represents the difference of the values between 1999 and 2009. The 

results of these regressions are seen in Table 4-3 and Table 4-6. 

                                            
3
 By changes I mean subtracting the values of the independent variables in 1999 from the values of the 

same independent variables in 2009. In order to create the Salary Difference variable, I first put the 
Average Faculty Salary in 1999 in 2009 dollars. Therefore Real Average Faculty Salary 1999= Average 
Faculty Salary 1999*[(214.537=CPI 2009/166.600=CPI 1999)]. Thus Salary Difference = Average Faculty 
Salary 09 – Real Average Faculty Salary 99. All other 1999 financial variables (Tuition and Fees, State 
Appropriations, Federal Appropriations) are derived the same way to put them in real 2009 terms, and 
create the difference financial variables.  
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Table 3-1.  Summary statistics, 1999 
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Average Faculty Salary 668 68444.48 15108.38 35505 130005 
Peer Assessment 671 2.901043 0.5454962 1.7 4.9 
Most Competitive 667 0.0449775 0.2074103 0 1 
Highly Competitive 667 0.0569715 0.2319621 0 1 
Very Competitive 667 0.2128936 0.4096602 0 1 
Competitive 667 0.4302849 0.4954875 0 1 
Less Competitive 667 0.1934033 0.3952628 0 1 
Less than 20 Students 587 0.4942419 0.1513046 0.05 1 
More than 50 Students 588 0.0639949 0.0611411 0 0.3 
Full Time Faculty 627 0.8081021 0.1371867 .06 1 
Federal Appropriations 671 117.3127 1503.913 0 34097.59 
State Appropriations 671 3055.108 3155.113 0 15666.87 
Tuition and Fees 671 8100.492 6407.784 1600 24162 
Women 635 0.220877 0.127822 0 1 
Asian 635 0.0362417 0.1061685 0 0.75 
Black 635 0.0533191 0.0515026 0 0.4545455 
Hispanic 635 0.0154591 0.0259986 0 0.2666667 
New England Region 671 0.0894188 0.2855601 0 1 
Mid-Atlantic Region 671 0.1684054 0.374505 0 1 
East North Central Region 671 0.1535022 0.3607398 0 1 
West North Central Region 671 0.0849478 0.279012 0 1 
South Atlantic Region 671 0.1609538 0.3677625 0 1 
East South Central Region 671 0.071535 0.2579087 0 1 
West South Central Region 671 0.1087928 0.3116114 0 1 
Mount Region 671 0.04769 0.2132685 0 1 
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Table 3-2.  Summary statistics, 1999 
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Average Faculty Salary 669 94601.45 23678.84 30000 192859 
Peer Assessment 671 2.81237 0.5625732 1.6 4.9 
Most Competitive 668 0.0643713 0.245597 0 1 
Highly Competitive 668 0.0748503 0.2633468 0 1 
Very Competitive 668 0.2260479 0.418584 0 1 
Competitive 668 0.507485 0.5003186 0 1 
Less Competitive 668 0.0928144 0.2903896 0 1 
Less than 20 Students 641 0.4801092 0.150348 0.14 0.94 
More than 50 Students 641 0.0648331 0.0604069 0 0.3 
Full Time Faculty 644 0.8047826 0.1252597 0.28 1 
Federal Appropriations 671 144.7245 2452.246 0 60207.61 
State Appropriations 671 2944.368 3229.691 0 19991.86 
Tuition and Fees 671 14831.15 10858 2708 40437 
Women 652 0.2897254 0.1214086 0 1 
Asian 650 0.072057 0.0589987 0 0.4615385 
Black 650 0.0433698 0.1081046 0 0.9 
Hispanic 650 0.0221432 0.029756 0 0.2834225 
New England Region 671 0.0894188 0.2855601 0 1 
Mid-Atlantic Region 671 0.1684054 0.374505 0 1 
East North Central Region 671 0.1535022 0.3607398 0 1 
West North Central Region 671 0.0849478 0.279012 0 1 
South Atlantic Region 671 0.1609538 0.3677625 0 1 
East South Central Region 671 0.071535 0.2579087 0 1 
West South Central Region 671 0.1087928 0.3116114 0 1 
Mount Region 671 0.04769 0.2132685 0 1 
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Table 3-3.  Difference between 2009 and 1999 summary statistics 
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Average Faculty Salary 668 6559.667 8447.991 -16385.09 55010.13 
Peer Assessment 670 -0.088806 0.2273065 -1.3 1 
Most Competitive 667 0.0194903 0.1383441 0 1 
Highly Competitive 667 0.017991 0.2621925 -1 1 
Very Competitive 667 0.0134933 0.4260274 -1 1 
Competitive 667 0.077961 0.556083 -1 1 
Less Competitive 667 -0.101949 0.4263602 -1 1 
Less than 20 Students 571    -0.0114011 0.1032055 -0.61 .37 
More than 50 Students 572 0.000993 0.0337049 -0.25 .16 
Full Time Faculty 610   -0.0024918 0.086522 -0.43 .56 
Federal Appropriations 671   -6.343453 685.0933 -3966.634 16298.88 
State Appropriations 671    -847.2038 929.302 -5752.399 0 
Tuition and Fees 671 4399.845 3191.185 -284.2969 24284.05 
Women 632 0.0672849 0.0839462 -.3636364 .55 
Asian 632 0.0365976 0.1036722 -.6147186 .3846154 
Black 632 -0.009963 0.0984756 -0.3 .7333333 
Hispanic 632 0.0068388 0.0239169 -.1757576 .2834225 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

This investigation proved to have insightful initial findings on the effects of 

various determinants on average faculty salary offered by universities and how they 

relate to their goal for strong research departments. Each of the independent variables 

is discussed in turn, describing the significant effect and the impact it held on faculty 

salary, as compared to the other variables. 

School Quality Variables 

Though the two indicators of university reputation have slightly different effects 

on average faculty salary, they indicate that after controlling for teaching characteristics, 

funding, gender, race, and regions, more prominent and competitive universities offer 

higher average salaries. This may explain why prestigious private universities offer 

higher salaries as compared to large public universities as was shown in Table 1-1 and 

Table 1-2. University selectivity may also be an attractive factor for well qualified 

professors because they may prefer working for those universities over others, and less 

prestigious institutions may suffer in quality. Hence, universities understand how the 

salaries they offer affect the quality of faculty they attract. 

Peer Assessment 

As predicted, Peer Assessment has a positive and significant effect on average 

faculty salary in regression (1) in 1999 and regression (2) in 2009, as seen in Table 4-1 

and Table 4-2. For instance, in regression (1) of Table 4-4, a one standard deviation 

increase in 1999 peer assessment scores leads to a $6,678.97 increase in average 

faculty salary. When controlling for State Appropriations instead of Tuition and Fees, a 

one standard deviation increase in 1999 peer assessment scores leads to a $7,924.61 
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increase in average faculty salary at universities1.  In 2009, Peer Assessment has a 

large impact on average faculty, where a one standard deviation increase in 2009 peer 

assessment scores leads to an $8,937.03 and $11,316.38 increase in average faculty 

salary in regression (1) and regression (2) respectively2. 

As shown in Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2, it appears that the higher scoring peer 

assessment universities in both 1999 and 2009 have higher average faculty salary as 

compared to the lower peer assessment scoring universities. This supports the 

hypothesis that universities with higher reputation, i.e. higher peer assessment scores, 

offer higher salaries in order to attract qualified professors to bolster a university’s 

research program. 

When considering how Peer Assessment varied from 1999 to 2009, Table 4-3 

indicates that this measure of university quality remains significant and positive, 

meaning that faculty salaries continue to increase more with peer assessment scores in 

2009 than in 1999. For instance, a one standard deviation increase in peer assessment 

scores leads to a $790.83 increase in average faculty salary when controlling for Tuition 

and Fees, and an $871.01 increase in average faculty salary when controlling for State 

Appropriations3. 

Barron’s Selectors 

As predicted, the Barron’s Selectors Most Competitive, Highly Competitive, and 

Very Competitive are positive and significant in regression (3) and regression (4) of 

Table 4-1 and Table 4-2, suggesting that the more selective the university, the higher 

the salaries offered to their faculty. The largest impact arises when schools move from a 

                                            
1
 As seen in regression (2) in Table 4-4. 

2
 Table 4-5 

3
 Regression (1) and Regression (2) in Table 4-6 
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Non-Competitive university status to a Most Competitive university status, where the 

change in average faculty salary is around $34,358.91 when controlling for Tuition and 

Fees and $38,852.52 when controlling for State Appropriations4. Highly Competitive and 

Very Competitive dummy variables had lower impacts than Most Competitive, as seen 

in Table 4-4. Competitive and Less Competitive are insignificant as seen in Table 4-1, 

meaning there is no difference in average faculty salary in Competitive and Less 

Competitive categories, as compared to universities in the Non-Competitive category.  

In 2009, universities have an almost $39,355.12 to $49,989.30 increase in 

average faculty salary as universities move from a Non-Competitive university status to 

a Most Competitive university status5. The other dummy indicators of Highly 

Competitive and Very Competitive are still significant and positive but have lower 

impacts than Most Competitive6. Similar to 1999, the rest of the dummy indicators for 

Barron’s Selectors are insignificant. When comparing the Barron’s Selector dummy 

variables between 1999 and 2009, the Most Competitive dummy variable remains 

significant, which means that the top and most competitive universities continue to offer 

higher salaries over time7. 

To get a better understanding of how Barron’s Selectors relate to research at 

various universities, Table 4-7 demonstrates the number of pages written in the top 50 

economic  journals by all faculty across different universities’ economics department8. 

                                            
4
 Regressions (3) and (4) of Table 4-4 

5
 Regressions (3) and (4) of Table 4-5 

6
Very Competitive is insignificant in regression (3) and regression (4) of Table 4-3. 

7
 In Table 4-3, Very Competitive and Competitive are marginally significant but have the incorrect signs.  

8
 The data for average number of pages was obtained from the paper “Ranking U.S. Economics 

Programs by Faculty and Graduate Publications: An Update Using 1994-2009 Data” by Michael A. 
McPherson (2012). The schools considered were 175 of 262 National Universities recorded by the 2010 
edition of the U.S. News & World Report because not all the national schools in the sample were listed in 
McPherson’s paper. The total number of pages reported for each of the schools in the category was 
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The universities with the Most Competitive status were writing the most pages in the top 

journals, as well as receiving the highest average salaries in 2009, as compared to the 

lower category schools. The difference in pages written between Most Competitive 

university professors and Highly Competitive university professors is over 1,000 pages. 

Accordingly, the difference in average salaries amongst these two categories is well 

over $20,000. Between the lower categories, such as Competitive and Less 

Competitive, the difference is considerably less, where each category differs in less 

than 100 pages written and less than $11,000 in average faculty salary. Thus 

universities with higher publications are offering the highest salaries. Consequently, 

Barron’s Selectors may explain the fact that more competitive universities offer higher 

salaries for better faculty to improve research programs9. A reason as to why the lower 

categories became insignificant over time is that universities in those categories were 

not as research intensive in 2009 as compared to the higher and more competitive 

universities. 

Now to compare the Peer Assessment and Barron’s Selector dummy variables. 

The significant Barron’s Selectors have a larger impact than Peer Assessment in every 

regression, as seen in Table 4-4 and Table 4-5. For instance, when moving from a Non-

Competitive status to a Most Competitive status, average faculty salary at those 

universities increases over $30,000 in 1999 as compared to a one standard deviation 

                                                                                                                                             
divided by the number of schools in each category to obtain the average number of pages. Likewise, the 
faculty salary of the universities in each Barron’s Selector category was summed and divided by the 
number of universities in the category. 
9
 The exact numbers in Table 4-7 are showing how Barron’s Selectors and average faculty salary relate 

to journal publication by economics department faculty. However, if this relationship, as mentioned above, 
is happening in economics departments, it can comparably be happing in other department’s research 
faculty publications. 
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increase in peer assessment scores in 199910. In 2009, a change from a Non-

Competitive status to a Most Competitive status also leads to an increase of over 

$40,000 to $ 50,000 in average faculty salary, as compared to a one standard deviation 

increase in peer assessment scores11. Further the adjusted R-squared is higher for all 

the regressions involving the Barron’s Selectors12 as compared to the regressions 

involving Peer Assessment13. Thus the Barron’s Selectors may explain average faculty 

difference better than peer assessment scores because Barron’s categorical indicators 

allow for a non-linear estimation of the model, therefore capturing more information than 

can the linear structure of Peer Assessment. 

Teaching Characteristics 

In all, the teaching characteristics variables indicate that professors are 

compensated to teach larger classes, and full time status professors have earned 

higher salaries over time. Thus schools that can offer better salaries will attract faculty 

that merit higher salaries, as well as attract professors that will work for a lower salary in 

order to teach smaller courses. When evaluating the salary of a faculty member and 

whether it is reflective of the quality of school or not, class size and full time status are 

factors to be considered. 

Less than 20 Students 

This variable was insignificant in regression (1) of Table 4-1 when controlling for 

1999 peer assessment scores14. However, in regression (3) of Table 4-1, when 

                                            
10

 In regression (1) and (2) of Table 4-4, a one standard deviation increase in peer assessment scores 
lead to an increase of around $7,000 in average faculty salary.  
11

 In regression (1) and (2) of Table 4-5, a one standard deviation increase in peer assessment scores 
leads to an increase of around $9,000 and $11,000 respectively in average faculty salary. 
12

 Regression (3) and (4) in Tables 4-1 through 4-3 
13

 Regression (1) and (2) in Tables 4-1 through 4-3 
14

 It was marginally significant in regression (2) of Table 4-1 but it had the incorrect sign. 
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controlling for the Barron’s Selectors, the smaller class size variable become significant 

and negative. This supports the hypothesis, as well as findings by Kenny and Denslow 

(1980), that professors teaching smaller classes are being compensated with lower 

salaries. For instance, a one standard deviation increase in the percentage of classes 

with less than 20 students leads to a decrease of $1851.97 in average faculty salary as 

seen in regression (3) of Table 4-4 when controlling for Tuition and Fees. In 2009, this 

variable was insignificant in regression (1) and regression (4) of Table 4-215. However, 

similar to the result in 1999, when Barron’s Selector dummy variables were included, 

this variable became significant and negative as seen in regression (3) of Table 4-2. 

Thus a one standard deviation increase in the percentage of smaller classes leads to a 

$2110 decrease in average faculty salary16. 

When looking at the change in average faculty salary over time, small class size 

coefficients are insignificant. So universities continue to maintain the same number of 

their classes the same size over time. 

More than 50 Students 

This variable, as predicted, supports the hypothesis that faculty members are 

compensated to teach larger classes. In 1999, all four regressions have statistically 

significant values as seen in Table 4-1, where a one standard deviation increase in the 

percentage of large classes leads to an increase in average faculty salary ranging from 

$2,898.74 to $5,381.03 amongst the four regressions17. Similarly in 2009, the 

coefficients for this variable are significant in all four regressions of Table 4-2, where a 

one standard deviation increase in the percentage of large classes leads to an increase 

                                            
15

 This variable was significant but it had the incorrect sign in regression (2) of Table 4-2. 
16

 Regression (3) of Table 4-5 
17

 All four regressions of Table 4-4 
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in average faculty salary ranging from $4,630 to $8,112.6518. However, when looking in 

the regressions of the change between 1999 and 200919, this variable becomes 

insignificant. 

Nevertheless, compared to the Less than 20 Students variable, this variable had 

a larger impact in regression (3) of both Table 4-4 and Table 4-5, where a one standard 

deviation increase in the percent of classes with more than 50 students has over a 

$2000 larger increase in average faculty salary, as compared to the percent of smaller 

classes. So it can be seen that universities offer compensating wages for larger class 

sizes. 

Percent Full-Time Faculty 

This variable was insignificant in both Table 4-1 and Table 4-2, meaning there 

was not enough evidence to suggest that the percentage of faculty that are full time has 

an effect on average faculty salary offered at those universities20. However, when 

considering the difference between 1999 and 2009, this variable becomes positive and 

statistically significant, where a one standard deviation increase in the percentage of full 

time faculty leads to an increase in average faculty salary ranging from $1,005.12 to 

$1,286.9321. This means that over time, more universities offer more full-time salaries. 

Hence, notably qualified professors receive higher full time salaries, indicative of many 

universities’ goal to create the foundation for a strong research department. 
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 All four regressions of Table 4-5 
19

 All four regressions of Table 4-3 
20

 This variable had the correct sign as the hypothesis in regressions (1) to (3) of Table 4-2. 
21

 As seen in Table 4-6 
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Funding Variables 

In all, State Appropriations and Tuition and Fees both capture the same effect in 

that more funds allocated towards universities can be used to hire better faculty to 

improve research programs at a university. Universities that have larger prestige can 

receive greater appropriations and thus have an ability to offer better wages to faculty. 

Also, if state appropriations fall, tuition and fees must increase to cover what state 

appropriations covered in paying for qualified faculty. 

Federal Appropriations 

This variable is insignificant in all regressions in 1999 and 2009, as well as the 

difference between 1999 and 2009. Therefore, there is not enough evidence to support 

that there is an effect of federal funding on average faculty salaries offered by 

universities across the United States. 

State Appropriations 

State appropriations are statistically significant and positive in regression (4) and 

marginally significant in regression (2) in 1999, as seen in Table 4-1. Therefore, a one 

standard deviation increase in state appropriations per capita leads to a $1,699.34 

increase in average faculty salary, as seen in Table 4-4. This supports the hypothesis 

that as state funding increases, universities allocate more of their funds to offer better 

and more competitive salaries for hiring top research faculty. In 2009, the variable is 

insignificant, and therefore there was not enough evidence to support that it had an 

effect on 2009 average faculty salary22.Further, in the regressions representing the 

changes in faulty salary as a result of State Appropriations between 1999 and 2009, 

State Appropriations are statistically insignificant, as shown in Table 4-3. Over the span 
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 As seen in Table 4-2 
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of 10 years, there is not enough evidence to support an effect on average faculty salary 

by State Appropriations. 

Tuition and Fees 

This variable also proves to be positive and significant in the 1999 and 2009 

regressions, as shown in Table 4-1 and Table 4-2 respectively. According to regression 

(1) of Table 4-4, a one standard deviation increase in Tuition and Fees leads to a 

$2,795.08 increase in average faculty salary, which has a larger impact than State 

Appropriations in regression (2). In regression (3) of Table 4-4, which uses Barron’s 

Selector indicators, a one standard deviation increase in Tuition and Fees leads to a 

$1375.11 increase in average faculty salary, which has a smaller impact than State 

Appropriations on average faculty salary in regression (4). Nevertheless, this supports 

the hypothesis that the tuition and fees charged by universities affect faculty salaries by 

allowing universities to offer higher wages. 

Further, 2009 Tuition and Fees has a larger impact than 2009 State 

Appropriations, where a one standard deviation increase in Tuition and Fees leads to a 

$7,095.70 increase in regression (1) and a $5,430 increase in regression (3) of average 

faculty salary23. Similarly, when looking at the changes between 1999 and 2009, a one 

standard deviation increase in Tuition and Fees leads to a $2,188.83 increase in 

average faculty salary in regression (1), and a $1999.92 increase in average faculty 

salary in regression (3), a lager impact than State Appropriations over time24. 

As can be seen in Figure 4-3 and Figure 4-4, higher tuition universities have 

considerably higher average faculty salaries than universities that offer lower tuition 
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 As seen in Table 4-5 
24

 As seen in Table 4-6 
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between $10,000 and $15,000. Also, the regressions including Tuition and Fees have a 

higher adjusted R-Squared as compared to the regressions that had State 

Appropriations, once controlling for Federal Appropriations. This means that tuition rates 

may explain the salary difference among universities better than state appropriations. 

More prestigious schools charge higher tuition, as compared to universities with lower 

tuition rates, and therefore offer higher salaries to hire qualified professors for better 

research programs. 

Demographic Variables 

In all, these variables add further explanation as to why average faculty salaries 

vary amongst different universities beyond a university’s overall goal for more qualified 

research programs and faculty25. 

Women 

This variable was statistically significant, as predicted, in all regressions for 1999 

and 200926. A one standard deviation increase in the percentage of women faculty 

members leads to a decrease of $1414.99 to $1670.63 in average faculty salary in 

199927 and a decrease of $2010 to $4482.41 in average faculty salary in 200928. This 

supports previous studies’ findings that women have had lower salaries as compared to 

men. This may be due to outside family requirements than can inhibit their ability to 

publish, or the tendency for female faculty member to be hired by lower ranked 

                                            
25

 The analysis on regions variables was excluded from this chapter. In both 1999 and 2009 regressions 
(Table 4-1 and Table 4-2), the New England and Mid-Atlantic regions had significant and positive 
coefficients, meaning that these regions, due to higher cost of living, offered higher salaries. The other 
regions were not significant as consistently as the above regions in all regressions, meaning that 
compared to the Pacific region there was not much difference in average faculty salary in these other 
regions. 
26

 Marginally significant in regressions (3) and (4) of Table 4-1   
27

 Table 4-4 
28

 Table 4-5 
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universities that offer lower average faculty salaries. When looking at the changes in the 

percentage of women faculty at universities between 1999 and 2009, a one standard 

deviation increase in the percentage of women faculty has a decrease of $1206.31 to 

$1544.61 in average faculty salary29. This indicates that over time universities offer 

lower salaries to women faculty, as compared to men, suggesting the possibility that 

female professors have not been publishing as much as male professors, or are hired at 

the lower ranked universities that offer lower salaries. 

Asian, Black, and Hispanic Faculty 

The Asian faculty variable seems to be biased towards higher salaries because 

all regressions are statistically significant and positive for all tables30. A one standard 

deviation increase in Asian faculty leads to an increase of $1,255.46 to $1,854.85 in 

average faculty salary in 199931. In 2009, a one standard deviation increase in the 

percentage of Asian faculty leads to $3,298.14 to $3,710 increase in salary, as 

compared to White faculty32. Between 1999 and 2009, the Asian faculty variable was 

statistically insignificant in all regressions, meaning there was not enough evidence to 

support the hypothesis that the percentage of Asian faculty affected the average faculty 

salary at universities between 1999 and 2009, as compared to White faculty. 

The Black faculty variable only showed positive and significant results in 199933. 

A one standard deviation increase in the percentage of Black faculty leads to an 

increase of $648.32 to $1257.07 in average faculty salary, as compared to White 

                                            
29

 As seen in Table 4-6 
30

 Insignificant in regression (4) of Table 4-1, but it is significant otherwise in all other tables 
31

 As seen in Table 4-4 
32

 As seen in Table 4-5 
33

 Regressions (1) to (3) are significant in Table 4-1. 
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faculty34. However, this has a lower impact than the Asian faculty variable in 1999. In 

2009 and the regressions of the change in average faculty salary, the Black faculty 

variable was insignificant, meaning there was not enough evidence to support the 

hypothesis that the percentage of Black faculty affected average faculty salary at 

universities, as compared to White faculty. 

The Hispanic faculty variable was also positive and significant in all regressions 

of Table 4-1 and Table 4-235. The 1999 Hispanic faculty variable has an increase in 

average faculty salary of $1082.14 to $1504.20 for a one standard deviation increase of 

the percentage of Hispanic faculty, as compared to White faculty36. In 2009, a one 

standard division increase in the percentage of Hispanic faculty leads to an increase of 

$1970 to $2489.67 in average faculty salary, as compared to White faculty37. However, 

when looking at the changes between 1999 and 2009, the Hispanic variable was only 

marginally significant38 in regression (1), regression (3) and regression (4) of Table 4-3, 

where a one standard deviation increase in the percentage of Hispanic faculty leads to 

an increase of $568.87 to $649.82 in average faculty salary39. Thus the overall trend 

over time is that universities are offering similar competitive salaries to all culturally 

different professors. 

 

                                            
34

 As seen in Table 4-4 

35
 Marginally significant in regression (4) of Table 4-1 

36
 Table 4-4 

37
 Table 4-5 

38
 Marginal significance in regression (1) and (4) that controlled for Tuition and Fees and Barron’s 

Selector of Table 4-3 
39

 As seen in Table 4-6 
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Table 4-1.  Determinants of nominal average faculty salary in 1999 

 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average 

Faculty Salary 

Peer Assessment 
12243.8348*** 

(987.4494) 
14527.3421*** 

(907.7042)   

Most Competitive 
  

34358.9142*** 
(3169.6827) 

38852.5167*** 
(2844.9399) 

Highly Competitive 
  

16409.0359*** 
(2760.5182) 

18601.2130*** 
(2580.2348) 

Very Competitive 
  

7762.3235*** 
(2151.5111) 

9575.4856*** 
(2052.6541) 

Competitive 
  

1838.0394 
(2000.9209) 

2315.9291 
(1976.3281) 

Less Competitive 
  

-2282.8455 
(2132.2372) 

-1810.9730 
(2112.8384) 

Less than 20 
Students 

-3586.3740 
(4015.1314) 

7024.1532' 
(3720.7554) 

-1.224e+04** 
(3970.3256) 

-6443.9621' 
(3732.2445) 

More than 50 
Students 

88009.9753*** 
(9595.5990) 

75950.3617*** 
(10176.0936) 

62166.5135*** 
(9820.9991) 

47410.7771*** 
(10070.1308) 

Full Time Faculty 
-2873.7600 
(4289.0966) 

-7535.9110 
(4459.8239) 

-1773.8959 
(4208.4321) 

-6573.2797 
(4297.9018) 

Federal 
Appropriations 

-0.2172 
(0.5539) 

-0.0861 
(0.5638) 

0.3607 
(0.5362) 

0.5485 
(0.5347) 

State 
Appropriations  

0.3314' 
(0.1885)  

0.5386** 
(0.1820) 

Tuition and Fees 
0.4362*** 

(0.0976)  
0.2146* 

(0.1019)  

Women 
-1.107e+04* 

(4326.2318) 
-1.307e+04** 

(4377.4630) 
-7250.6421' 
(4203.5820) 

-7748.0021' 
(4183.5463) 

Asian 
15807.1951* 
(6657.6248) 

11825.1357' 
(6737.4534) 

17386.0215** 
(6463.3609) 

15046.7176* 
(6422.4675) 

Black 
29436.7560** 
(10219.7539) 

24407.9401* 
(10472.7906) 

21116.5219* 
(9845.5159) 

15239.5859 
(9891.5545) 

Hispanic 
57857.0395** 
(19048.0373) 

49888.0742* 
(19429.3694) 

41623.1543* 
(18741.8103) 

31968.4983' 
(18697.0330) 

Constant 
25788.0229*** 
(4976.0467) 

21681.0946*** 
(5014.5688) 

66337.4621*** 
(4876.5356) 

67899.4956*** 
(4832.2870) 

N 543.0000 543.0000 540.0000 540.0000 
Adj. R Squared 0.5702 0.5565 0.6015 0.6048 
Root MSE 9961.2400 10119.3906 9581.4802 9542.0237 

Note: Entries are coefficients from ordinary least squares regressions; standard errors are in parentheses.  
Dependent variable is the 1999 average full professor faculty salary. Omitted (baseline) race category is 
White, non-Hispanic, omitted (baseline) region category is Pacific and the omitted (baseline) Barron’s 
Selector is Non-Competitive. ʹ p <.10, * p<0.05, **p<0.01, *** p<0.01. Coefficients from region variables 
are excluded.
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Table 4-2.  Determinants of nominal average faculty salary in 2009 

 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 

Peer Assessment 
15885.9801*** 
(1290.6641) 

20115.3869*** 
(1259.8980)   

Most Competitive 
  

39355.1160*** 
(4643.7276) 

49989.3027*** 
(4513.9326) 

Highly Competitive 
  

16462.4349*** 
(4172.3473) 

22721.3236*** 
(4176.0475) 

Very Competitive 
  

5240.4785 
(3611.7358) 

9548.2452** 
(3671.3770) 

Competitive 
  

-1860.6095 
(3417.6603) 

-110.7721 
(3517.8965) 

Less Competitive 
  

-5432.4848 
(3787.9946) 

-4907.7602 
(3905.6255) 

Less than 20 
Students 

3052.9038 
(5460.0497) 

23490.9062*** 
(5198.1015) 

-1.406e+04* 
(5549.4509) 

-2779.4938 
(5449.0725) 

More than 50 
Students 

1.343e+05*** 
(13780.5617) 

1.135e+05*** 
(15276.6051) 

1.035e+05*** 
(14243.1158) 

76721.9929*** 
(15089.5126) 

Full Time Faculty 
8114.5473 

(6615.9190) 
1298.3188 

(7071.5695) 
6355.3357 

(6529.4720) 
-941.8277 

(6811.1393) 
Federal 
Appropriations 

0.1657 
(0.7279) 

0.0370 
(0.7700) 

1.0423 
(0.7134) 

1.1491 
(0.7371) 

State 
Appropriations  

-0.1345 
(0.2470)  

0.0908 
(0.2407) 

Tuition and Fees 
0.6535*** 

(0.0784)  
0.5004*** 

(0.0815)  

Women 
-2.649e+04*** 

(6079.2273) 
-3.692e+04*** 

(6305.1125) 
-1.657e+04** 

(6045.8561) 
-2.142e+04*** 

(6203.5324) 

Asian 
62383.0809*** 
(12125.6292) 

55901.8317*** 
(12832.2991) 

62840.0684*** 
(11900.4900) 

57907.7836*** 
(12308.1303) 

Black 
517.0988 

(7939.9922) 
-645.2941 

(8414.6968) 
-1.110e+04 

(7796.1332) 
-1.358e+04 

(8060.2705) 

Hispanic 
83669.8066*** 
(20747.8456) 

81032.3237*** 
(21914.0679) 

69260.8306*** 
(20564.0858) 

66209.1335** 
(21199.5835) 

Constant 
21291.3235** 
(7097.1457) 

21065.0555** 
(7501.4966) 

77589.1766*** 
(7941.0658) 

87114.8156*** 
(8069.4592) 

N 617.0000 617.0000 615.0000 615.0000 
Adj. R Squared 0.6402 0.5986 0.6566 0.6349 
Root MSE 14075.6276 14868.0127 13762.4717 14191.9094 

 Note: Entries are coefficients from ordinary least squares regressions; standard errors are in 
parentheses. Dependent variable is the 2009 average full professor faculty salary. Omitted (baseline) 
race category is White, non-Hispanic, omitted (baseline) region category is Pacific and the omitted 
(baseline) Barron’s Selector is Non-Competitive. ʹ p <.10, * p<0.05, **p<0.01, *** p<0.01. Coefficients from 
region variables are excluded.
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Table 4-3.  Difference in determinants of real average faculty salary, 1999-2009 

 
Salary Difference Salary Difference Salary Difference Salary Difference 

Peer Assessment 
3479.1160* 
(1665.9903) 

3831.8557* 
(1719.9831)   

Most Competitive 
  

4374.8020 
(3357.7925) 

6222.9560' 
(3424.8216) 

Highly Competitive 
  

-275.1866 
(2487.4947) 

-294.0650 
(2551.5166) 

Very Competitive 
  

-1941.6444 
(2030.0501) 

-2684.4282 
(2076.6104) 

Competitive 
  

-2660.9210 
(1852.6295) 

-3629.2311' 
(1890.3021) 

Less Competitive 
  

-2149.6149 
(1888.8438) 

-2982.3868 
(1930.0231) 

Less than 20 Students 
1790.6435 
(3936.7156) 

4457.9180 
(4043.1182) 

927.2235 
(3950.9562) 

2931.6725 
(4042.9682) 

More than 50 Students 
5608.3107 
(11795.1255) 

3670.0966 
(12232.9941) 

395.8871 
(11803.3380) 

-2237.5023 
(12149.9952) 

Full Time Faculty 
11616.9659** 
(4427.2735) 

13759.4384** 
(4551.7400) 

12778.9595** 
(4482.2949) 

14874.0271** 
(4577.5656) 

Federal Appropriations 
-1.7469 
(1.1919) 

-1.7061 
(1.2510) 

-1.7514 
(1.1901) 

-1.7338 
(1.2420) 

State Appropriations 
 

0.5708 
(0.3947)  

0.5489 
(0.3914) 

Tuition and Fees 
0.6859*** 

(0.1160)  
0.6267*** 

(0.1184)  

Women 
-1.437e+04** 

(4764.2365) 
-1.816e+04*** 

(4871.9222) 
-1.507e+04** 

(4757.0318) 
-1.840e+04*** 

(4835.4626) 

Asian 
11549.0311 
(6790.9710) 

10721.9797 
(7015.5921) 

10387.5707 
(6777.1391) 

9939.1555 
(6958.4873) 

Black 
-1.207e+04 

(7555.7898) 
-1.374e+04 

(7800.3489) 
-1.209e+04 

(7571.6530) 
-1.302e+04 

(7771.6836) 

Hispanic 
23785.1470' 
(14778.2755) 

21779.6946 
(15244.2953) 

27170.6329’ 
(14782.3453) 

25403.7033' 
(15157.1094) 

Constant 
3376.7629* 
(1308.4992) 

7526.1895*** 
(1212.8796) 

3256.2162* 
(1306.4682) 

6941.0588*** 
(1210.9307) 

N 526.0000 526.0000 524.0000 524.0000 
Adj. R Squared 0.1503 0.0954 0.1582 0.1146 
Root MSE 7856.3413 8106.0376 7819.8681 8019.8884 

Note: Entries are coefficients from ordinary least squares regressions; standard errors are in parentheses. 
Dependent variable is the difference in average full professor faculty salary from 1999 to 2009. Omitted 
(baseline) race category is White, non-Hispanic, omitted (baseline) region category is Pacific and the 
omitted (baseline) Barron’s Selector is Non-Competitive. ʹ p <.10, * p<0.05, **p<0.01, *** p<0.01. 
Coefficients from region variables are excluded. 
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Table 4-4.  Impact of determinants on nominal average faculty salary in 1999 

 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 

Peer Assessment 6678.97 7924.61 
  

Most Competitive 
  

34358.9142 38852.52 
Highly Competitive 

  
16409.04 18601.21 

Very Competitive 
  

7762.3235 9575.486 
Competitive 

  
N/A N/A 

Less Competitive 
  

N/A N/A 
Less than 20 
Students 

N/A 1062.79 -1851.97 -975.001 

More than 50 
Students 

5381.03 4643.69 3800.93 2898.747 

Full Time Faculty N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Federal 
Appropriations 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

State Appropriations 
 

1045.60 
 

1699.344 
Tuition and Fees 2795.08 

 
1375.11 

 
Women -1414.99 -1670.63 -926.79 -990.365 
Asian 1678.23 1255.46 1845.85 1597.487 
Black 648.32 1257.07 1087.56 N/A 
Hispanic 1504.20 1297.02 1082.14 831.1362 

Note: The impact is calculated by multiplying the significant coefficients from Table 4-1 with the standard 
deviation for that variable from Table 3-1. The Barron’s Selector category variables represent the change 
from moving from a Non-Competitive category to another category. Therefore, the impact is just the 
coefficient of the variable calculated in Table 4-1. N/A means the variable was insignificant in Table 4-1 
so no impact was calculated. 
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Table 4-5.  Impact of determinants on nominal average faculty salary in 2009 

 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average 

Faculty Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 
Average Faculty 

Salary 

Peer Assessment 8937.02666 11316.37758 
  

Most Competitive   39355.116 49989.3027 
Highly Competitive   16462.439 22721.3236 
Very Competitive   N/A 9548.2542 
Competitive   N/A N/A 
Less Competitive 

  
N/A N/A 

Less than 20 Students N/A 3531.810765 -2.11E+03 N/A 
More than 50 
Students 

8112.64667 6856.18315 6.25E+03 4.63E+03 

Full Time Faculty N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Federal 
Appropriations 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

State Appropriations 
 

N/A 
 

N/A 
Tuition and Fees 7095.703 

 
5.43E+03 

 
Women -3216.113814 -4482.405512 -2.01E+03 -2.60E+03 
Asian 3680.520675 3298.135398 3.71E+03 3.42E+03 
Black N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Hispanic 2489.678765 2411.197824 2.06E+03 1.97E+03 

Note: The impact is calculated by multiplying the significant coefficients from Table 4-2 with the standard 
deviation for that variable from Table 3-2. The Barron’s Selector category variables represent the change 
from moving from a Non-Competitive category to another category. Therefore, the impact is just the 
coefficient of the variable calculated in Table 4-2. N/A means the variable was insignificant in Table 4-2 
so no impact was calculated. 
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Table 4-6.  Impact of determinants on the difference in real average faculty salary, 
1999-2009 

 
Salary 

Difference 
Salary 

Difference 
Salary Difference Salary Difference 

Peer Assessment 790.83 871.01   
Most Competitive   N/A 6222.96 
Highly Competitive   N/A N/A 
Very Competitive   N/A N/A 
Competitive   N/A -3629.23 
Less Competitive 

  
N/A N/A 

Less than 20 Students N/A N/A N/A N/A 
More than 50 Students N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Full Time Faculty 1005.12 1190.49 1105.66 1286.931 
Federal Appropriations N/A N/A N/A N/A 
State Appropriations 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

Tuition and Fees 2188.83 
 

1999.92 
 

Women -1206.31 -1524.46 -1265.07 -1544.61 
Asian N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Black N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Hispanic 568.87 N/A 649.8221 607.5778 

Note: The impact is calculated by multiplying the significant coefficients from Table 4-3 with the standard 
deviation for that variable from Table 3-3. The Barron’s Selector category variables represent the change 
from moving from a Non-Competitive category to another category. Therefore, the impact is just the 
coefficient of the variable calculated in Table 4-3. N/A means the variable was insignificant in Table 4-3 
so no impact was calculated. 
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Table 4-7.  Economic publications by Barron’s Selectors in the top 50 journals in 2009 

Barron's Selector 
2009 

Number of 
Universities 

Average Number of 
Pages 

Average Salary in 
2009 

Most Competitive 40 2442.2 $147617.30 
Highly Competitive 34 1127.0 $125783.91 
Very Competitive 47 442.8 $112401.79 
Competitive 47 288.8 $104198.23 
Less Competitive 4 228.0 $93334.75 
Non-Competitive 3 107.5 $106631.67 

Note: The data for average number of pages was obtained from the paper “Ranking U.S. Economics 
Programs by Faculty and Graduate Publications: An Update Using 1994-2009 Data” by Michael A. 
McPherson (2012). The schools considered were 175 of 262 National Universities recorded by the 2010 
edition of the U.S. News & World Report because not all the national schools in my sample were listed in 
McPherson’s paper. The total number of pages reported for each of the schools in the category was 
divided by the number of schools in each category to obtain the average number of pages. Likewise, the 
faculty salary of the universities in each Barron’s Selector category was summed and dived by the 

number of universities in the category. 



 

56 

 
Figure 4-1.  Average faculty salary against peer assessment scores, 1999 

 
 

 
Figure 4-2.  Average faculty salary against peer assessment scores, 2009 
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Figure 4-3.  Average faculty salary against tuition and fees, 1999 

 
 

 
Figure 4-4.  Average faculty salary against tuition and fees, 2009  
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSION 

This investigation proved to have insightful initial findings on the effects of 

various determinants on average faculty salary offered by universities and how they 

relate to their goal for strong research departments. The school quality variables, in 

particular Barron's Selector dummy variables, were shown to be influential in average 

faculty salary offered by universities, proving to have the largest impact when compared 

to other variables. Professors are compensated to teach larger classes and they are 

willing to receive lower salaries in order to teach smaller classes. Further, the 

percentage of full time faculty has a significant effect on salaries offered over time, 

presenting evidence that universities offer higher full time salaries in order to establish 

strong research programs. 

There is evidence that state funding allocated to a university and a university's 

tuition rate influences the level of salaries offered by universities, and more money in 

either category of funding allows universities to offer higher salaries for more qualified 

professors. Also, women professors receive lower salary offers as compared to male 

professors, indicating that this difference could be due to a larger percentage of women 

faculty not being able to publish as much as men due to outside family responsibilities. 

The overall trend over time is that universities are offering similar competitive salaries to 

all culturally different professors, regardless of race. 

However, to better our understanding of the effects of university reputation, 

teaching characteristics, funding, and demographic characteristics on average faculty 

salary, future research must done with other data sets beyond the scope of this paper. It 

would be beneficial to exam faculty level data for all of the variables discussed in the 
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paper, especially if average faculty salaries were at the individual level. There are some 

limitations with the paper in that it was not possible to find such specific data for all the 

variables in the university sample. Nevertheless, to further answer the question of 

whether average faculty salary is reflective of school quality, the scope of the data must 

become more faculty focused. 

Further, incorporating departmental data that discusses the publication 

tendencies for different departments, like economics, sciences, or mathematics, for 

multiple universities would support whether faculty salary offered is associated to a 

universities research program. Figure 4-7 showed preliminary results that average 

salary and economics department publications are indeed correlated, but it would be 

beneficial to include data from other departments into the model. Also, including faculty 

level data for the department could create a more representative sample of universities 

and their faculty. The effects of university quality and teacher characteristics on salaries 

might also be estimated more accurately since there would be more variability in the 

types of teachers sampled. 

Most importantly, using data that can distinguish which departments get the most 

funding for research and salaries would be essential to the model. Funding is an issue 

for universities, and being able to use data that can identify how the funds are allocated 

would be necessary to evaluate whether average faculty salary is determined by school 

competitiveness and teaching characteristics, or the quality of the faculty. In all, to find a 

better method of evaluating teacher quality at differing universities as well as the factors 

that determine university quality, research on faculty teaching, publication, university 

quality, and funding must be continued.
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