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Executive Summary

Background

The goal of this study was to assess the reliability and quality of human resources (HR)
data collected through the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) from

postsecondary institutions in the academic year 2004-2005.

An assessment of the quality of the 2004-05 IPEDS Salaries (SA) and Employees by
Assigned Position (EAP) component data was made by comparing HR data from several external

sources. The following external sources and associated surveys were included in this study:

e 2004-05 American Association of University Professors (AAUP): Faculty
Compensation Survey (FCS)

e 2004-05 College and University Professional Association (CUPA):
Administrative Compensation Survey (AdComp) and National Faculty Salary
Survey (NFSS)

e 2005-06 College Board: Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC)'
e 2004-05 Oklahoma State University (OSU): Faculty Salary Survey (FSS)

Descriptions of surveys included in this study, along with all other surveys considered for the

study, are listed in appendix B.

An assessment of the quality of the 2004-05 IPEDS Fall Staff component data was also
made. The assessment involving the Fall Staff component differed from the assessment
involving the IPEDS SA and EAP components, because the reporting of Fall Staff data was
optional in 2004-05, while the reporting of SA and EAP data was required in 2004-05 for Title

IV institutions that met the minimum criteria for applicability.

A summary of the methodology used for the IPEDS SA, EAP, and Fall Staff components

is provided in the next section.

! Despite the “2005-06” reference to the Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC), the faculty data collected for this survey
are from Fall 2004.

111



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Methodology

IPEDS SA and EAP Components
For the IPEDS SA and EAP components, the initial step was to establish the

comparability of the IPEDS data with the external sources. None of the external sources
included as many postsecondary institutions as IPEDS. Further, reporting categories were not
always consistent across data sources. Before any analytic work could be done, it was necessary

to solve these matching problems.

The study began by comparing the data definitions and available data elements in each of
the external surveys to identify those that were compatible with IPEDS. In cases where
definitions or elements were incompatible, the potential effect of the dissimilarity was evaluated
and an adjustment was made to either the IPEDS data or the external source data. In some cases,
the magnitude of the differences precluded a correction, and the element or external source was
eliminated from the study. Once the data definitions and elements were evaluated, a comparison
of institutions across data sources was conducted. Institutions were divided into analysis groups,
which were formed using a combination of institutional type and control and Carnegie

Classification. The IPEDS SA study was conducted using the following seven analysis groups:?

Public research institutions

Public other 4-year institutions

Public 2-year institutions

Private not-for-profit research institutions
Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions

Private not-for-profit 2-year institutions

A U o

Private for-profit 4- and 2-year institutions
The EAP study was conducted using the following eight analysis groups:*

Public research institutions
Public other 4-year institutions

3. Public 2-year institutions

? Since the IPEDS SA component is applicable to degree-granting institutions only, less-than-2-year institutions
were not considered as an analysis group.

3 The external surveys did not include any public less-than-2-year institutions or private for-profit less-than 2-year
institutions; therefore, comparisons involving these two groups of institutions could not be made.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Private not-for-profit research institutions
Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions
Private not-for-profit 2-year institutions

Private not-for-profit less-than-2-year institutions

® =N bk

Private for-profit 4- and 2-year institutions

Frequencies, descriptive statistics, scatter plots and correlation coefficients between
IPEDS and the external sources were computed and reported. Where individual institutional
records were provided, the number of faculty and the average salaries (where applicable) for
each institution were computed for IPEDS and the appropriate external source. Institutional
results were aggregated by analysis group. The distribution of differences between each external
source and IPEDS was computed on each measure by analysis group. For each subgroup (e.g.,
male professors on 9/10-month contracts), the average was provided for each respective data
element. The percent difference between the IPEDS data and the external source data was then
computed. The magnitude of the percent differences was considered very small to large, based

on the following definition:

e Less than 5.0 percent Very small
e 5.0to0 9.9 percent Small

e 10.0to 19.9 percent Moderate
e 20.0 percent or more Large

IPEDS Fall Staff Component

The methodology used for the 2004-05 IPEDS Fall Staff component differed from the
methodology used for the 2004-05 IPEDS SA and EAP components for a few reasons. For one,
the 2004-05 academic year was an optional reporting year for the Fall Staff component, and
many institutions elected not to report Fall Staff data in 2004-05.* Of the institutions required to
respond to the Fall Staff component during 2003-04, nearly one-half (45 percent) responded to
the Fall Staff component in 2004-05. Secondly, the IPEDS Fall Staff data collected in even-
numbered reporting years does not undergo the same extensive data review and cleaning as in
odd-numbered reporting years. And lastly, one part of the Fall Staff component did not include

the necessary edits in detail in the data collection system during the time the data were collected.

* The Fall Staff component is optional in even-numbered years (2004-05, 2006-07, etc.) and required in odd-
numbered years (2003-04, 2005-06, etc.).



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The analysis of the IPEDS Fall Staff data focused primarily on two consecutive reporting
years (2003-04 and 2004-05). One of the objectives of the Fall Staff assessment was to
determine the reliability of the optional year data compared with the previous required year data,
since the Fall Staff data reported in optional reporting years did not undergo the same rigorous
data review and cleaning as data collected in required reporting years. The results of this study
will aid in deciding if more rigorous data review and cleaning should be performed on Fall Staff
component data reported in optional years. Another objective of the Fall Staff assessment was to
determine if the current year and prior year (CYPY) edit checks for the Fall Staff component
should be adjusted. The Fall Staff analysis also included an evaluation of the data for a single
reporting year (2004) to determine the quality of the data reported on newly hired permanent
employees (part G), since some edits in the data collection system were not functioning properly

during the actual data collection.

For degree-granting institutions responding to the Fall Staff component, the analysis was

conducted using the following seven analysis groups:

Public research institutions

Public other 4-year institutions

Public 2-year institutions

Private not-for-profit research institutions
Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions

Private not-for-profit 2-year institutions

NSk w =

Private for-profit (includes 4-year and 2-year institutions combined)

For non-degree-granting institutions responding to the Fall Staff component, the analysis

was conducted using the following three analysis groups:

1. Public institutions
2. Private not-for-profit institutions

3. Private for-profit institutions
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Analysis and Results

IPEDS SA Component

After the comparison of the data definitions and data elements was conducted, and
determination of the institutions reporting to each survey was made, the following external data

sources were judged to be comparable with the IPEDS SA component.

e CUPA NFSS
e OSUFSS
e AAUPFCS

e (ollege Board ASC

The differences and similarities among the four above external data sources are

summarized in table A.

CUPA NFSS
CUPA NFSS provided data by analysis group (e.g., public research institution, public

other 4-year institution). Establishing comparability required the identification of differences
between the IPEDS SA component and CUPA NFSS reporting categories. CUPA NFSS
excluded the following three faculty member groups that the IPEDS SA component included:
full-time adjunct faculty members, visiting faculty members, and replacement faculty members
for those on sabbatical leave. While there was no method of identifying these faculty members
on the IPEDS SA component database in order to exclude them and create a comparative set to
CUPA, these three types of faculty members tend to be a relatively small portion of institutional
staff. In all cases, the IPEDS SA component included a larger number of full-time faculty
members than did CUPA NFSS, which could be due to the previously mentioned exclusions.
Discrepancies in the number of full-time faculty members reported were larger for assistant

professor and instructor than for professor and associate professor.

Institutions combined 9/10- and 11/12-month full-time faculty members in CUPA NFSS,
after reducing the 11/12-month salaries by 0.818 (9 divided by 11); this adjustment was also
made to the IPEDS SA component data. The magnitude of the salary difference between the
IPEDS SA component and CUPA NFSS was less than 3 percent in all cases, with the exception
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Table A. Summary of survey characteristics for CUPA NFSS, OSU FSS, AAUP FCS, and College Board ASC: 2004-05

Survey characteristic CUPA NFSS OSU FSS AAUP FCS College Board ASC
Aggregate or institutional data Aggregate Aggregate Institutional Institutional
Number of matching institutions 812 93 1,431 3,098

Institutional types Public 4-year
Private not-for-profit 4-year

Private for-profit 4-year

Contract length 9/10- and 11/12-month
combined
Academic ranks Professor

Associate professor
Assistant professor
Instructor

Data Number of faculty

Average salaries

Land-grant public 4-year

9/10- and 11/12-month
combined

Professor

Associate professor
Assistant professor
Instructor

Number of faculty
Average salaries

Public 4-year

Public 2-year

Private not-for-profit 4-year
Private not-for-profit 2-year
Private for profit 4- and 2-year
9/10- and 11/12-month
separately

Professor

Associate professor
Assistant professor
Instructor

Lecturer

Faculty without rank
Number of faculty

Average salaries

Public 4-year

Public 2-year

Private not-for-profit 4-year
Private not-for-profit 2-year
Private for-profit 4- and 2-year
9/10- and 11/12-month
combined

Total faculty

Number of faculty

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05
Salaries (SA) component; College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 National Faculty Salary Survey (NFSS);
Oklahoma State University (OSU), 2004-05 Faculty Salary Survey (FSS); American Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty
Compensation Survey (FCS); and The Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College

Board).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

of instructors at private not-for-profit research institutions, where CUPA NFSS reported an

average salary 10 percent greater than the IPEDS SA component.

OSU FSS
OSU FSS provided data by analysis group (public research institution and public other 4-

year institution). The instructions for the IPEDS SA component contained detailed information
about reporting certain faculty members; however, the instructions for the OSU FSS were not as
detailed. Consequently, it was unclear how some faculty members reported to OSU FSS were
handled. Another issue that may have contributed to the differences between the IPEDS SA
component data and the OSU FSS data involved the possible double counting of full-time faculty
members that held split appointments (those who worked in more than one academic department
simultaneously; for example, the mathematics and science departments). According to OSU FSS
definitions, the faculty member should be reported on OSU FSS in only one Classification of
Instructional Programs (CIP) code, by choosing either the department that funded more of the
faculty member’s salary, or the department in which the faculty member had tenure (if
applicable). Unfortunately, survey respondents were not always able to use only one CIP code to
report faculty members that had split appointments. Consequently, these respondents chose to
count the faculty member and the corresponding salary in more than one discipline, leading to

double counting.

The OSU FSS data consisted of the number of 9/10- and 11/12-month full-time faculty
members combined. The salaries of 11/12-month faculty members were adjusted by a factor of
0.818 (9 divided by 11). Consequently, the number and salaries of full-time faculty members
were also adjusted for the IPEDS SA component data, for comparative purposes. Between the
two sources, the difference in the number of full-time faculty members varied by academic rank
and analysis group. Average salaries were in close proximity between the two sources, with the
largest difference being 4 percent for instructors in both public research and public other 4-year

institutions.

AAUP FCS

AAUP FCS provided individual institution data. There was only one potential
definitional question between the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS: while the IPEDS SA
component instructed institutions not to include faculty on leave without pay, it was unclear how
these faculty members were handled on the AAUP FCS.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The AAUP FCS data included the number of, and salary data for, 9/10- and 11/12-month
full-time faculty members separately, by academic rank. Marginal differences were found
between the number of full-time faculty members reported on AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA
component; large percent differences tended to be in areas reflecting small numbers of faculty
members, such as the ranks of instructor, lecturer, and faculty with no rank, and faculty members

on 11/12-month contracts.

Correlation analysis indicated that the relationship between the number of 9/10-month
full-time faculty members reported on the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS was stronger
than that reported for the number of 11/12-month full-time faculty members.

Overall, the percent differences in the reported average salaries between the IPEDS SA

component and AAUP FCS were very small to moderate.

While the majority of the data elements for 11/12-month full-time faculty members had
strong correlations between the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, the relationship between

the two data sources for the 9/10-month salary data was even stronger.

College Board ASC

The College Board ASC provided the number of full-time faculty members at the
institution level. The College Board ASC does not collect salary data on full-time faculty
members. There were a few definitional differences between the IPEDS SA component and
College Board ASC. For example, College Board ASC did not clearly state which faculty
members should be reported by contract length. Since the instructions for College Board ASC
reference the AAUP FCS definition, it was highly likely that respondents to ASC followed the
AAUP reporting guidelines on contract length, which stated to include faculty members on 9/10-

and 11/12-month contracts.

The percent difference in the average number of full-time faculty members reported on
the IPEDS SA component and the College Board ASC varied, with public research and 2-year
institutions having small differences and private not-for-profit 2-year and private for-profit 4-

and 2-year institutions having large differences.

Conclusions from the IPEDS SA Component Study

Two conclusions were drawn from the IPEDS SA component analysis. First, after taking

into consideration definitional differences, data elements, and comparable institutions, the data
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reported to the IPEDS SA component and to the external sources were fairly consistent with one
another. Where data for 9/10- and 11/12-month full-time faculty members could be separated,
data for 9/10-month faculty were more consistent between the data sources. Results were strong,
but less consistent, for 11/12-month faculty. Second, the academic ranks of professor, associate
professor, and assistant professor showed more consistency than instructor, lecturer, and faculty

with no rank.

IPEDS EAP Component

The evaluation of data on the IPEDS EAP component was more limited because of the
limited number of organizations that collect data on non-instructional higher education staff.
After the comparison of the data definitions and data elements was conducted and determination
of the institutions reporting to each survey was made, the following external data sources were

judged to be comparable with the IPEDS EAP component.
e CUPA AdComp
e AAUPFCS
e College Board ASC

The differences and similarities among the three above external data sources are

summarized in table B.
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Table B. Summary of survey characteristics for CUPA AdComp, AAUP FCS, and College Board ASC: 2004-05

Survey characteristic CUPA AdComp AAUP FCS College Board ASC
Aggregate or institutional data Aggregate Institutional Institutional
Number of matching institutions 1,270 1,433 3,168
Institutional types Public 4-year Public 4-year Public 4-year
Public 2-year Public 2-year Public 2-year
Private not-for-profit 4-year Private not-for-profit 4-year Private for-profit 4-year
Private not-for-profit 2-year Private not-for-profit 2-year Private for-profit 2-year
Private for-profit 4- and 2-year Private for-profit 2- and 4-year Private not-for-profit less-than-2-year
Private for-profit 4- and 2-year
Employment categories Full-time administrative positions  Full-time faculty, by faculty status Full- and part-time faculty

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05
Employees by Assigned Position (EAP) component; College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05
Administrative Compensation Survey (AdComp); American Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey
(FCS); and The Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).

AIVWIWNS JAILND3IXT



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CUPA AdComp

CUPA AdComp data were provided in aggregate form by analysis group. The CUPA
AdComp to IPEDS EAP comparison involved full-time administrative staff. An attempt was
made to align the job titles between CUPA AdComp and the IPEDS EAP component, but it was
found that CUPA AdComp included detailed staff categories, while the IPEDS EAP component
included broad staff categories, within the executive/administrative/managerial primary function.
For example, the instructions for CUPA AdComp ask institutions to report the number of
“deans” by department (Dean of Education, Dean of Engineering, Dean of Fine Arts, etc.) while
the instructions for the IPEDS EAP component simply instruct institutions to report deans in the
executive/administrative/managerial category “if their principal activity is administrative and not
primarily instruction, research, or public service.” (A detailed list of the job titles and
corresponding numeric codes for CUPA AdComp and the IPEDS EAP component can be found
in appendix C. The numeric codes listed for CUPA AdComp are unique to that particular
survey, while the numeric codes listed for the IPEDS EAP component are based on the Standard
Occupational Classification (SOC)' codes.) The IPEDS EAP component data that were
compared against the CUPA AdComp data revealed large differences in the numbers of
executive/administrative/managerial staff at public and private not-for-profit research institutions
(61 and 77 percent, respectively); these differences did seem to be large enough to indicate that
the data were not consistent between the two sources. The differences in the numbers of
executive/administrative/managerial staff at public 2-year institutions, private not-for-profit other
4-year institutions, and public other 4-year institutions ranged from small to moderate (3 to 15

percent). The dissimilarity in staffing categories could account for the observed differences.

AAUP FCS

The comparison of the number of full-time faculty members reported on the IPEDS EAP
component and AAUP FCS indicated that nearly one-half (47 percent) of institutions reported
identical numbers of total full-time faculty members. Another 30 percent reported differences of
less than 5 percent. Further, 1 percent of institutions reported data that differed by 20 percent or
greater between the two sources. By analysis group and data element, the larger differences

between the two data sources were in the not on tenure track/no tenure system category.” For

' The Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) system is used by federal statistical agencies to classify workers
in occupational categories for the purpose of collecting, calculating, or disseminating data.

? Faculty reported in the not on tenure track/no tenure system category in the IPEDS EAP component were
combined with faculty reported in the without faculty status category.
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full-time faculty members in the not on tenure track/no tenure system category, the percent
difference ranged from 12 to 26 percent by analysis group. With the exception of public 2-year
institutions, the number of full-time tenured faculty members for each analysis group differed
between the IPEDS EAP component and AAUP FCS by 3 to 4 percent. The number of full-time
on tenure track faculty members for each analysis group differed between the IPEDS EAP
component and AAUP FCS by 4 to 13 percent.

College Board ASC

The comparison of the number of full- and part-time faculty members indicated small to
large differences between the IPEDS EAP component and College Board ASC, and the two data
sources did not correspond as closely as the IPEDS EAP component to AAUP FCS match.
Fourteen percent of institutions included in the IPEDS EAP component to College Board ASC
comparison reported identical data, while 22 percent of institutions reported differences of less
than 5 percent. The correlation analysis for full-time faculty members between the IPEDS EAP
component and College Board ASC showed higher correlation than for part-time faculty
members in the following analysis groups: public research institutions, public 2-year institutions,
private not-for-profit research institutions, and private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions.

The reverse was true for the remaining analysis groups (public other 4-year, private not-for-profit

2-year, and private for-profit institutions).

Conclusions from the IPEDS EAP Component Study
In summary, the IPEDS EAP component data that were compared against the CUPA

AdComp data revealed differences in the number of executive/administrative/managerial staff,
ranging from 3 percent in public 2-year institutions to 77 percent in private not-for-profit
research institutions, with the IPEDS EAP component number consistently larger than CUPA

AdComp. The dissimilarity in staffing categories could account for the observed differences.

The IPEDS EAP component data that were compared against the AAUP FCS data were
consistent for full-time tenured and on tenure track faculty members, with a few exceptions.
When results differed between the IPEDS EAP component and AAUP FCS, or correlations were
not as strong, it was in the not on tenure track/no tenure system category for full-time faculty
members. The difference may be partly due to the combination of the not on tenure track/no
tenure system category and the without faculty status category on the IPEDS EAP component.
When results differed between the IPEDS EAP component and College Board ASC, or

correlations were not as strong, it was in the part-time faculty category.
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IPEDS Fall Staff Component
This portion of the study provided information on the quality of the 2004-05 Fall Staff

component data, since the Fall Staff data reported in optional reporting years did not undergo the

same rigorous data review and cleaning as data collected in required reporting years.

The 2004-05 Fall Staff component data contained 1,864 public, private not-for-profit, and
private for-profit institutions—1,612 degree-granting, and 252 non-degree-granting. For this

study, several quality checks were conducted on the 2004-05 Fall Staff data.

First, a current year to prior year (CYPY) ratio analysis® was conducted to determine the
number of out-of-range data cells. Out of a possible 26 data elements checked for degree-
granting institutions, 27 percent of institutions had zero data elements that failed the CYPY
analysis, while another 22 percent of institutions had only one data element that failed. Eight
percent of institutions had more than five data elements that failed the CYPY ratio analysis. For
non-degree-granting institutions, CYPY ratio analysis was conducted on four data elements.
Seventy-four percent of non-degree-granting institutions had zero data elements that failed the
CYPY ratio analysis, while another 19 percent of institutions had only one data element that
failed the CYPY ratio analysis.

NCES provided an edit file containing changes made to the 2003-04 Fall Staff
component data submission. The edit file was used to identify the number of survey elements
that were out of range based on the CYPY ratio analysis. Ratio analysis was then conducted on
the final 2003-04 Fall Staff component file to determine the number of survey elements that were
still out of range, but were accepted based on explanations reported by institutions. Subtracting
the number of out-of-range cells after the institutions edited their data from the original number
of flags on the edit file allowed an estimation of the number of survey elements that were

changed due to the ratio analysis flag.

A comparison was made between the number of data elements that were out of range on
the 2003-04 and 2004-05 Fall Staff components. This analysis indicated that the frequencies of
out-of-range data elements on the optional year data submission were not higher than those
reported in the 2003-04 required year data submission. Out-of-range survey elements were less

frequent among 2004-05 optional survey responses than on the original report in 2003-04 for

3 CYPY ratio analysis indicates if the current report on a data element is outside of a predetermined range based on
the institution’s prior year report. If the data element is determined to be out of range, the institution must either
provide an explanation or correct the report.
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degree-granting institutions. However, the average number of out-of-range survey elements per
institution was higher for the 2004-05 optional year when compared with the corrected 2003-04
data. For non-degree granting institutions, the average number of out-of-range survey elements
per institution on the 2004-05 data submission was similar to that of the 2003-04 submission

once institutions corrected the required-year data submission.

The analysis of the data on newly-hired staff revealed that only a handful of institutions
reported a number of newly-hired staff by primary function/occupational activity, gender, and
race/ethnicity that was greater than the number of total staff by primary function/occupational

activity, gender, and race/ethnicity.

Conclusions from the IPEDS Fall Staff Component Study
The results suggest that, overall, the 2004-05 optional year Fall Staff component data are

at least as accurate as the original 2003-04 required year data submissions for both degree- and

non-degree-granting institutions.

Summary and Conclusion
For the IPEDS SA component, where data for 9/10- and 11/12-month full-time faculty

members could be separated, data for 9/10-month faculty were more consistent between the data
sources. Results were strong, but less consistent, for 11/12-month faculty. In general, the
academic ranks of professor, associate professor, and assistant professor showed more
consistency than instructor, lecturer, and faculty with no rank. Data provided to IPEDS on 9/10-
month full-time faculty members with the academic ranks of professor, associate professor, and
assistant professor indicated high correlations to external data sources for both the numbers of
full-time faculty members and average salaries. The academic ranks of instructor, lecturer, and
faculty with no rank on 9/10-month contracts, and instructors on 11/12-month contracts,
displayed weaker correlations between IPEDS data and data from the various external sources.
This may reflect the lack of agreement as to what these categories mean in the different external

data sources.

The IPEDS EAP component data on non-instructional staff were more difficult to
evaluate due to the limited number of organizations that collect data on non-instructional higher
education staff. For example, aligning the full-time executive/managerial/administrative staffing
categories within the IPEDS EAP component with the full-time administrator staff categories

within CUPA AdComp closely enough to be confident that both reporting systems included the
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same categories of occupations was difficult. The comparison of the number of full-time faculty
members reported on the IPEDS EAP component and AAUP FCS indicated that approximately
77 percent of institutions reported either identical numbers of total full-time faculty members or
differences in the number of full-time faculty members of less than 5 percent. The comparison
of the number of faculty members reported on the IPEDS EAP component and College Board
ASC indicated that approximately 36 percent of institutions reported either identical numbers of

total faculty members or differences in the number of faculty members of less than 5 percent.

Regarding the IPEDS Fall Staff component, analysis of the 2004-05 optional year data
revealed that frequencies of out-of-range data elements were not higher than those reported in the

2003-04 required year data submission.

While this study provided insight on HR data reported on IPEDS versus HR data reported
to the external sources for 4- and 2-year institutions, the study does not include analysis of less-
than-2-year institutions because only one of the external sources was able to include information
on one less-than-2-year institution. Also, while this study provided insight on HR data reported
on IPEDS versus HR data reported to the external sources for full-time faculty members on 9/10-
and 11/12-month contracts, the study does not include analysis of faculty on less-than-9-month

contracts because none of the external sources collected information on these faculty members.
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Chapter 1: Study Background and Methodology

This report is the result of a study for the United States Department of Education (ED) to
conduct an evaluation of human resources (HR) data collected from approximately 6,800
postsecondary institutions. This evaluation assessed the reliability and quality of human
resources data collected through the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), a
large, complex web-based data collection, which was designed as a series of cross-sectional data
collections mandated by the Higher Education Act of 1965 (as amended). The evaluation
culminated in this report, which describes the reliability and quality of the HR data collected
from postsecondary institutions in academic year 2004-05 via the IPEDS Web-based data

collection system.

The Postsecondary Institutional Studies Program at the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) is authorized by law under the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 (H.R.
3801), Part C, section 153(a) General Duties:

The Statistics Center shall collect, report, analyze, and disseminate statistical data
related to education in the United States and in other nations, including...collecting,
acquiring, compiling...and disseminating full and complete statistics...on the condition
and progress of education, at the preschool, elementary, secondary, postsecondary, and
adult levels in the United States....

In 1985, NCES established IPEDS as its core postsecondary education data collection
program. IPEDS consists of institution-level data that describe trends in postsecondary
education at the institution, state and/or national levels in enrollments, program completions,

faculty, staff, finance, and financial aid.

Following the redesign of the IPEDS system in 2000, the group of postsecondary
institutions with Title IV Program Participation Agreements became the primary universe for the
full set of data collected by IPEDS. Institutions that do not participate in Title IV programs may
participate in the IPEDS data collection on a voluntary basis. Title IV and non-Title IV
institutions that responded to the 2004-05 IPEDS data collection were included in this data
quality study.

This evaluation was tasked to undertake the following analyses:
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1. Compare HR data reported by survey respondents during the Winter 2004-05 data
collection period using the IPEDS Salaries (SA) component and the [IPEDS
Employees by Assigned Position (EAP) component to comparable data from external

sources.

2. Compare HR data reported by survey respondents using the IPEDS Fall Staff
component during the Winter 2004-05 data collection period with IPEDS Fall Staff
component data collected during the Winter 2003-04 data collection period.

Brief descriptions of the three IPEDS HR components—Salaries (SA), Employees by

Assigned Position (EAP), and Fall Staff—follow:

The SA component collects headcount information for full-time instructional faculty by
contract length/teaching period, gender, and academic rank. The SA component also
collects total salary outlays and fringe benefits for full-time instructional faculty. The SA
component is required annually from all Title IV degree-granting institutions unless one
or more of the following are true: all instructional faculty members are employed on a
part-time basis; all instructional faculty members are military personnel; all instructional
faculty members contribute their services (e.g., are members of a religious order); or all

instructional faculty teach pre-clinical or clinical medicine.

The EAP component collects headcount information for employees by full- and part-time
status; by primary function/occupational category; and by faculty status and tenure status
(if applicable). Institutions with medical schools (those that have M.D. programs) are
required to report their medical school employees separately. The EAP component is

required annually from all Title IV institutions.

The Fall Staff component collects headcount information for employees by full- and part-
time status; number of full-time faculty by race/ethnicity and gender, contract
length/teaching period, and salary class intervals; number of other full-time persons by
race/ethnicity, gender, primary function/occupational activity, and salary class intervals;
number of part-time employees by race/ethnicity, gender, and primary
function/occupational activity; faculty status and tenure status of full-time faculty by
race/ethnicity, gender, and academic rank; and new hires (full-time permanent) by
race/ethnicity, gender, primary function/occupational activity, and faculty status and

tenure status of full-time faculty. The Fall Staff component is required biennially in odd-
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numbered years (e.g., 2003-04) from all Title IV institutions and administrative offices
with 15 or more full-time employees. The Fall Staff component is optional in even-
numbered years (e.g., 2004-05).

Methodology

This section describes the methodology used for each of the three components of the
study: SA, EAP and Fall Staff. The section also includes basic definitions used throughout the
study.

Analysis Groups

Analyses were conducted by analysis groups. The analysis groups were defined by
institutional level and control, and additionally, for the 4-year institutions, by Carnegie
classification.' The analysis groups are listed below; however, not all analysis groups were
applicable to every part of the study. The individual chapters on the IPEDS SA, EAP, and Fall

Staff components list detailed information about which analysis groups were used.

e Public 4-year
o Public research institutions
o Public other 4-year institutions
e Public 2-year institutions
e Public less-than-2-year institutions
e Private not-for-profit 4-year
o Private not-for-profit research institutions
o Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions
e Private not-for-profit 2-year institutions
e Private not-for-profit less-than-2-year institutions

e Private for-profit 4-year and 2-year institutions®

" The 2000 Carnegie Classification includes all colleges and universities in the United States that are degree-
granting and accredited by an agency recognized by the U.S. Secretary of Education. The 2000 edition classifies
institutions based on their degree-granting activities from 1995-96 through 1997-98. Institutions classified as
“research institutions” fall into 1 of 2 categories: (1) Doctoral/Research institutions, extensive: institutions that
typically offer a wide range of baccalaureate programs and are committed to graduate education through the
doctorate. They award 50 or more doctoral degrees per year across at least 15 disciplines; (2) Doctoral/Research
institutions, intensive: institutions that typically offer a wide range of baccalaureate programs and are committed to
graduate education through the doctorate. They award at least ten doctoral degrees per year across three or more
disciplines, or at least 20 doctoral degrees per year overall.

? None of the external sources contained data reflecting private for-profit less-than-2-year institutions; therefore, this
group of institutions was not included in the analysis involving the external data sources.
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Perturbation

In order to preserve the confidentiality of individuals’ salaries, data collected in the
IPEDS SA and Fall Staff components were subject to perturbation. Perturbation of the salaries
data was performed in such a manner that the average salaries by institutional level were not
affected. For purposes of conducting this analysis, the IPEDS SA component unperturbed data
file for 2004-05 was provided by NCES.? The Fall Staff component data included in this study
that were collected in 2004-05 and 2003-04 were perturbed; the Fall Staff component data
collected in 2001-02 were not. The expectation was that the effects of the perturbation did not
cause statistical differences between the years. Further, the overall effects of perturbation were
designed to be neutral in the aggregate. Also, the data cells that were most likely affected during
perturbation were small, and therefore did not require explanations under the range-edit rules.

For these reasons, the expectation was that data perturbation would not affect this study.

IPEDS SA and EAP Components

The IPEDS SA component and EAP component shared similar methodologies; therefore,
the following description of their methodologies is combined. The few instances where their

methodologies differed are indicated.

Several steps were taken to analyze the quality of the IPEDS SA component and the EAP
component data. First, data definitions from the various external data sources were reviewed to
determine which definitions corresponded to the IPEDS SA component and the EAP component
definitions. Second, an evaluation of the extent of the differences in data elements between
IPEDS and the external data sources was conducted. Next, institutions in the IPEDS SA
component and the EAP component databases were compared with institutions in each external
source. One problem that was anticipated was the handling of branch and main campuses by the
various data sources. Finally, the differences by analysis groups were aggregated, and the
frequencies and descriptive statistics on the differences were computed. Details of each of the

analytical steps are discussed in turn.

Definitional Differences

When differences were discovered in survey definitions between the IPEDS SA

component or EAP component and the external data sources, the potential effect the differences

? In order to maintain the confidentiality of individuals in this report, a determination was made as to whether there
were any data cells contained within this report in which the salaries of fewer than three people were displayed.
There was no such occurrence. This was verified for both the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.

4



STUDY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

would have on the analysis was evaluated. Where possible, adjustments were made to arrive at
more congruent definitions. In some cases, however, the definitions were too disparate to
include the data element or external source in the analysis. During the review of the data
definitions, an evaluation of the magnitude of the definitional differences between the IPEDS SA
component or the EAP component data and the external source data was conducted. This

analysis resulted in one of the following outcomes:

1. The external source definition was the same as that on the IPEDS SA component

or the EAP component.

2. The external source definition was different from that on the IPEDS SA
component or the EAP component, but a correction was made to make it more similar to the
IPEDS SA component or the EAP component.

3. The external source definition was different from that on the IPEDS SA
component or the EAP component, but a correction could not be made. However, the effect of
the difference on the outcome of the study was not considered large enough to cause exclusion

from the study.

4. The external source definition was different from that on the IPEDS SA
component or the EAP component, but a correction could not be made. The definitional
difference was deemed to have a significant enough effect on the study results to exclude the

element.

Data Elements

Details regarding the handling of data elements are provided in the respective analysis
sections for the IPEDS SA and EAP components.

Comparable Institutions

The next step of this analysis involved matching institutions that reported data separately
on the IPEDS SA and EAP components to institutions that reported corresponding data to each
external source. The institutions included in each source’s database were assessed to determine
the common institutions between the IPEDS SA component or the EAP component and the

external data sources. Institutions were matched on IPEDS UNITID, when available. If the
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IPEDS UNITID was not available, variables such as FICE code,* institution name, city, state,

and Carnegie classification were used.

Once the data definitions and elements across the data sources were reconciled and the
set of institutions to be analyzed was determined for each data source, detailed analysis was
performed on comparable data elements between the IPEDS SA component or the EAP

component and each applicable external source.

Data Comparison to External Source by Institution and Analysis Group

To begin the data analysis, at the institutional level, for each corresponding subgroup
from each source, total headcounts were computed on the IPEDS SA and EAP components and
external source data. Average salaries were also computed on the IPEDS SA component and
each external source, where salary data were available. The headcounts and average salaries
(where applicable) for the external data sources were compared with the corresponding data
element on the IPEDS datasets.

Data from the external sources were provided in one of two ways: individual institutional
records, or aggregated by analysis group (e.g., public 2-year institutions). The type of analysis
conducted differed slightly depending on the type of data provided; each type is described below.

Where data were aggregated and provided by analysis group, the total number of faculty
and the corresponding average salaries for comparable subgroups (e.g., professors) were
computed. The magnitude and percent difference between the IPEDS data and the external

source data were then computed.

Where individual institutional records were provided, the following computations were

conducted for the analysis:

1. The number of faculty and the average salaries (where applicable) for each institution

were computed for IPEDS and the appropriate external source.

2. The absolute value of the difference between IPEDS and the external source was then

computed.

* The FICE code is a 6-digit identification code originally created by the Federal Interagency Committee on
Education (FICE). The code was used to identify all schools doing business with the Office of Education during the
early 1960s. While this code is no longer used as the main institutional identifier in IPEDS, several organizations
continue to use the FICE code as their institutional identifier.
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3. Institutional results were aggregated by analysis group: The average of the data
element studied, for both data sources, along with the average of the absolute value of
the difference was computed on each measure between each external source and

IPEDS, by analysis group.

4. The percent difference between the IPEDS data and the external source data was
computed by dividing the average absolute difference for the institutions in the
subgroup by the average value of the respective IPEDS data element for institutions
in the subgroup. The magnitude of the percent differences was considered very small

to large, based on the following definition:

e Less than 5.0 percent Very small
e 5.0t09.9 percent Small

e 10.0to 19.9 percent Moderate
e 20.0 percent or more Large

Scatter Plots

Scatter plots displaying each analysis group and each studied data element were then
created for analyses involving individual institutional data. The scatter plots visually
demonstrate the degree of similarity or difference between the IPEDS SA component or the EAP
component and the external sources. Correlation coefficients were computed for each
comparison. The correlation coefficients indicate the strength of the relationship between the
data provided on the IPEDS SA component or the EAP component, as compared with the data
from the external sources. For purposes of this analysis, the strength of the correlation

coefficients is defined as follows:

e 0.90to01.00 Very strong
e 0.80t00.89 Strong
e 0.60t00.79 Moderate

e Less than 0.60 Weak

IPEDS Fall Staff Component
For the IPEDS Fall Staff data collected in even-numbered reporting years, NCES data

review and cleaning were not as extensive as in odd-numbered reporting years. This analysis
helped determine if Fall Staff data reported in optional years should undergo more rigorous data

review and cleaning. This analysis also helped determine if the edit checks that compare current
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year data to prior year data should be adjusted, in addition to determining the quality of the data

reported on newly hired permanent employees (part G).

Data Elements

For the long version® of the Fall Staff component, a total of 26 data elements were
analyzed. The data elements included were full-time faculty (survey part A), other full-time
employees (survey part B), part-time employees (survey part D), and full-time faculty by faculty
status and tenure status (survey part F). Data elements in part G (full-time permanent new hires)
were also analyzed, but are described separately from the analysis involving parts A, B, D, and F
of the long version. For the short version® of the Fall Staff component, the following four data
elements were analyzed: full-time men and women (survey part A) and part-time men and

women (survey part B).

Comparable Institutions

The analysis of the IPEDS Fall Staff component was conducted by comparing the data
collected during two consecutive data collection periods. To complete this task, institutional
data submissions on the 2004-05 optional Fall Staff component were compared with the
submissions on the 2003-04 required Fall Staff component. To ensure that comparisons were
conducted across the same set of institutions for each year, all analyses on the Fall Staff data,
with the exception of analysis on new hires (survey part G) data, were limited to institutions
reporting on the Fall Staff component in the 2004-05 optional year, as well as both the 2003-04
and 2001-02 required years.

Current Year to Prior Year (CYPY) Ratio Analysis

To determine the quality of the optional year data, institutional data submissions from the
2004-05 optional Fall Staff component were compared with submissions from the 2003-04
required Fall Staff component. The number of data elements that were deemed out of range on
the 2003-04 submission (where CYPY ratio analysis was required) was also compared with
those on the 2004-05 optional year submission. These analyses are described in further detail

below.

First, CYPY ratios were computed on the 2004-05 data based on the following NCES

range-edit rules that were also included in the IPEDS data collection system. The rules help

> This version is applicable to degree-granting institutions that have 15 or more full-time staff.
% This version is applicable to non-degree-granting institutions that have 15 or more full-time staff.
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identify reported data that appear suspiciously large or small when compared with corresponding
data from a prior year. Table 1.1 lists the CYPY range-edit rules for the 2004-05 Fall Staff

component.

Table 1.1. Current year to prior year range-edit rules for the Fall Staff component: 2004-05

Number reported
If current year And prior year
value is: value is: Expected current year range is: Action required:
1 <25 <25 No current year/prior year edits performed None
2 >=25 >0 and <25 Between 0.75 and 1.30 of prior year value =~ Explanation required
3 Any value >=25and <=150 Between 0.75 and 1.30 of prior year value = Explanation required
4 Any value >150 Between 0.85 and 1.20 of prior year value ~ Explanation required

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Fall Staff edit specifications.

CYPY edits were implemented separately for full-time men and full-time women in each
of the primary function/occupational activity categories in parts A, B, and F of the Fall Staff
component that were applicable to degree-granting institutions. For part-time employees at
degree-granting institutions, CYPY edits were implemented separately for total part-time men
and total part-time women (part D), but not separately by primary function/occupational activity.
Institutions were required to provide explanations to NCES in instances where the CYPY ratio of
employees as indicated previously was greater or less than the acceptable ranges defined in table
1.1. For example, if a degree-granting institution reported 30 employees in the current year and
24 employees in the prior year, the range edit rule in row number 2 of table 1.1 would apply and
the CYPY ratio would be 30/24, or 1.25. Consequently, the institution would not be required to
offer an explanation, because the ratio value was in the expected range between 0.75 and 1.30.
However, if the institution reported 50 employees in the current year and 25 employees in the
prior year, the range edit rule in row number 3 of table 1.1 would apply, and the CYPY ratio of
2.00 would not be in the expected range of 0.75 to 1.30. Therefore, the institution would be
required to provide an explanation as to why the change in the number of employees was larger

than expected.

For non-degree-granting institutions, CYPY edits were implemented separately for total
full-time men, total full-time women, total part-time men, and total part-time women, but not

separately by primary function/occupational activity.

Since counts of employees over two years (2001-02 versus 2003-04) are more variable

than counts over one year (2003-04 versus 2004-05), the acceptable range of the CYPY ratio for

9



STUDY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

the optional to required year analysis was adjusted. Operating under the assumption that staff
changes over one year are approximately one-half of those over two years, the acceptable edit

ranges for the optional to required year analysis were reduced to one-half of the above ranges.

The range-edit rules as revised for the optional to required year analysis are listed in table
1.2.

Table 1.2. Revised current year to prior year range-edit rules for the Fall Staff component: 2004-05

Number reported
If current year And prior year
value is: value is: Expected current year range is: Action required:
1 <25 <25 No current year/prior year edits performed None
2 >=25 >0 and <25 Between 0.8875 and 1.1625 of prior year value Explanation required
3 Any value >=25and <=150 Between 0.8875 and 1.1625 of prior year value Explanation required
4 Any value >150 Between 0.9385 and 1.1125 of prior year value Explanation required

SOURCE: Revision of current year to prior year range-edit rules as defined by U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-
05.

Two main reports resulted from the CYPY ratio analyses:

1. A summary report on the analyses for the optional to required and required to required

year comparisons, by institutional group.

2. A report displaying selected characteristics of institutions that submitted data, including a

comparison of institutions with and without flags based on the CYPY ratio analysis.

Institutional Analysis

For each institution, the optional to required year analysis began with a computation of
the ratio of the current year reported value (2004-05) to the prior year reported value (2003-04)
separately by employment status (full-time and part-time) and gender (men and women) on the
Fall Staff component, using the revised CYPY range-edit rules. In addition to the previously
mentioned data elements (employment status and gender), parts A, B, and F of the long version
of the Fall Staff component also included computations at the primary function/occupational
activity level. For example, the number of women reported in the clerical/secretarial category in
2004-05 was compared with the corresponding number reported in 2003-04 in order to determine
when survey elements required an explanation according to the revised CYPY range-edit rules.

The results of the computations were used in the next stage of the analysis.

10
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Edit File Analysis

An edit file provided by NCES, containing 2003-04 Fall Staff component elements that
required explanation based on a ratio analysis of the 2001-02 and 2003-04 data, was analyzed.
The number of survey elements requiring explanation in 2003-04 was compared with the number
in 2004-05. Also, the number of 2003-04 survey elements in which institutions changed their
data so that the resulting data report did not fall outside the CYPY ratio range-edit check was
identified. These results were compared with the number of survey elements flagged on the
2004-05 data submission file.

The analysis included:

e Each group’s number of changed survey elements on the 2003-04 Fall Staff component

submission due to the CYPY ratio analysis.
e The number that still fell out of range (where the data were accepted as out of range).

e The number of out-of-range survey elements on the 2004-05 Fall Staff component

submission.

This analysis compared the number and percentage of survey elements that required
explanation on the optional year survey with the corresponding number and percentage in the
previous required year, and the number and percentage that were changed. For example, an
institution may have had an average of four flagged elements resulting from the required year to
required year comparison—three being valid submissions and one requiring an edit explanation.
Therefore, if the optional to required year ratio analysis flagged an average of two elements, this
would be judged as insignificant, and would be considered as reliable as the 2003-04 required

data submission.
A couple of notes associated with this analysis follow:

1. The Fall Staff component data for 2003 and 2004 were perturbed; the Fall Staff
component data for 2001 were not. The expectation was that the effects of the
perturbation did not cause statistical differences between the years. Further, the overall
effects of perturbation were designed to be neutral in the aggregate. Also, the data cells
that were most likely affected during perturbation were small, and therefore did not
require explanations under the range-edit rules. For these reasons, the expectation was

that data perturbation would not affect this part of the analysis.
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2. For the 2001-02 data collection period, a new category called "other administrative" (OA)
was included on the Fall Staff component. The OA category was removed for the
subsequent data collection period (2002-03). While many institutions most likely moved
some of their employees from the executive/administrative/managerial and other
professional (support/service) categories to the OA category in 2001, IPEDS instructions
did not specify which employees to include in the new OA category. Institutions were,
however, instructed to classify their employees in the appropriate categories based on job
functions. Further, when the OA category was removed in 2002, institutions once again
were not instructed in which employment category to place their previously reported OA
employees. Instead, institutions were simply instructed to classify their employees in the
appropriate categories based on job functions. This issue affects parts of this analysis,
and the handling of these employment categories differed depending on the type of
analysis. Details of the handling of these specific employment categories are provided in

the appropriate sections of the analysis.

Analysis of Full-time Permanent New Hires

The number of full-time permanent new hires by primary function/occupational activity,
gender, and race/ethnicity (part G) was compared with the number of full-time employees by
primary function/occupational activity, gender, and race/ethnicity (part A and B) to identify the
frequency of institutions that reported greater numbers of newly hired staff by primary
function/occupational activity, gender, and race/ethnicity than corresponding staff by primary
function/occupational activity, gender, and race/ethnicity. The results of this analysis indicated
how many institutions reported more new hires in part G than the corresponding data element in

either parts A or B, and the magnitude of the difference.

Limitations and Exclusions

A ratio analysis of the magnitude of the change in the required year (2003-04) survey
elements, along with a comparison of the variance in CYPY ratios between the 2004-05 data
submission and the original 2003-04 data submission, would have been beneficial. However,
when an institution submits its data and the ratio analysis indicates that the institution must either
provide an explanation or change an out-of-range response, the corrected data overwrite the
original responses. Therefore, it was not possible to determine the magnitude of the changes
made by institutions on out-of-range data, or to analyze the variance between the values reported
on the 2003-04 and 2004-05 data submissions.
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Chapter 2: IPEDS 2004-05 Salaries Component
Study

Overview

This chapter assesses the quality of the 2004-05 IPEDS SA component data by evaluating
survey elements against comparable data from external sources. The IPEDS SA component
collects the number of, and salary outlays for, full-time instructional faculty members by contract
length/teaching period, gender, and academic rank. The IPEDS SA component also collects data
on fringe benefits of full-time instructional faculty members. This chapter includes an analysis
of the number of full-time instructional faculty members and the related salary data reported on
the IPEDS SA component and several external sources. Fringe benefit data are not analyzed in
this study.

Several factors may reduce the potential matching across datasets. Differences in data
definitions and elements, in addition to non-corresponding institutions, all have the potential to
limit the comparisons. The methodologies used to match the IPEDS SA component data to the

external datasets are described below, followed by the results and implications of the analyses.

Introduction

The IPEDS SA component is applicable to degree-granting institutions unless one or
more of the following are true: (1) all instructional faculty members are employed on a part-time
basis, (2) all instructional faculty members are military personnel, (3) all instructional faculty
members contribute their services (e.g., are members of a religious order), or (4) all instructional
faculty members teach pre-clinical or clinical medicine. While the IPEDS SA component
collects the number of, and salary outlays for, full-time instructional faculty members by contract
length/teaching period, gender, and academic rank, and data on fringe benefits of full-time
instructional faculty members, this chapter focuses on the number and salary of full-time
instructional faculty members. For the remainder of this chapter, the term “faculty” will be used

to refer to “full-time instructional faculty,” except in cases where clarification is needed.

To attempt to determine the quality of the IPEDS SA component data, the following

external data sources were investigated as potential comparable sources:

1. 2004-05 College and University Professional Association (CUPA): National Faculty
Salary Survey (NFSS)
13
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2. 2004-05 CUPA: Community College Faculty Salary Survey (CCFSS)
3. 2004-05 Oklahoma State University (OSU): Faculty Salary Survey (FSS)

4. 2004-05 American Association of University Professors (AAUP): Faculty Compensation
Survey (FCS)

5. 2005-06 College Board: Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC)’

All of the above external sources include full-time faculty member headcounts. With the

exception of the College Board ASC, the above external sources also include salary data.

When differences in survey definitions between the IPEDS SA component and the
external data sources were discovered, the potential effect the differences would have on the
analysis was evaluated. Where possible, adjustments were made to arrive at more congruent
definitions. In some cases, however, the definitions were too dissimilar to include the data
element or external source in the analysis. During the review of the data definitions, an
evaluation of the magnitude of the definitional differences between the IPEDS SA component
and external sources was conducted. Table 2.1 provides information on each definition

compared across the data sources.

" Despite the “2005-06" reference to the Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC), the faculty data collected for this survey
are from Fall 2004.
14
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Table 2.1. Comparison of faculty definition and survey characteristics between the IPEDS SA component and CUPA NFSS and CCFSS, OSU FSS,

AAUP FCS, and College Board ASC: 2004-05

Faculty definition and survey
Characteristic

IPEDS SA component

CUPA: NFSS and CCFSS

OSU FSS!

AAUP FCS

College Board ASC?

Full-time faculty definition

Instructional faculty
employed full-time and
classified as either

Faculty on annual
contracts of at least nine
months and whose

Faculty in which at
least 50 percent of
salary came from

Instructional/research
staff employed full-
time and whose major

Instructional/research
staff employed on a
full-time basis and

primarily instruction or teaching/research | instruction, research, or (at least 50 percent) whose major regular
instruction combined with represented more than some combination. regular assignment assignment was
research and/or public half of their duties. was instruction, instruction, including
service. regardless of whether those with released
they were formally time for research.
designated "faculty."
Base salary only Yes Yes Yes Yes T
Other pay included No No No No T
Less-than-9-month faculty Yes No No No No
data provided separately
Faculty data provided by Yes No No Yes No
contract length
11/12-month faculty salaries No Yes® Yes® Yes* T
adjusted to equated 9-month
data
Academic ranks included Professor, Associate Professor, Associate Professor, Associate Professor, Associate Unknown
professor, Assistant professor, Assistant professor, Assistant professor, Assistant
professor, Instructor, professor, New assistant professor, and professor, Instructor,
Lecturer, and No academic professor, and Instructor Instructor Lecturer, and No
rank academic rank
Data provided by gender Yes No No Yes Yes®
Data provided by No No No No Yes®
race/ethnicity
Included faculty on leave No No Unknown Unknown No
without pay
Included faculty on sabbatical Yes Yes Yes’ Yes Yes
leave
Included department chairs (if
their principal activity was
instruction) s
Yes Yes Yes Yes Unknown

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2.1. Comparison of faculty definition and survey characteristics between the IPEDS SA component and CUPA NFSS and CCFSS, OSU FSS,

AAUP FCS, and College Board ASC: 2004-05—Continued

Faculty definition and survey
Characteristic

IPEDS SA component

CUPA: NFSS and CCFSS

OSU FSS!

AAUP FCS

College Board ASC?

Included adjunct faculty
employed full-time

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Included administrative
officers with titles such as dean
of instruction, dean of students,
etc.; librarian; registrar, coach,
etc.; even though they may
have devoted part of their time
to classroom instruction

No

Yes (partially)’

Unknown

No

No

Included visiting faculty paid
by host institution

No

Unknown

Included full-time faculty in
medical schools

Unknown

No

Included faculty in the military
or religious orders who were
not paid by institution, faculty
whose services were contracted
by or donated to the institution

No

Unknown

Handling of low n records on
database provided for the study
and the study report

Institutional records
provided; small cells
suppressed on study
report where necessary.

Summary data provided,
salaries for small cells
suppressed on provided
database.

Summary data
provided; salaries for
small cells suppressed
on provided database.

Institutional records

provided; small cells
suppressed on study

report where

necessary.

Institutional records
provided; small cells
suppressed on study
report where necessary.

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2.1. Comparison of faculty definition and survey characteristics between the IPEDS SA component and CUPA NFSS and CCFSS, OSU FSS,
AAUP FCS, and College Board ASC: 2004-05—Continued

Faculty definition and survey

Characteristic IPEDS SA component = CUPA: NFSS and CCFSS OSU FSS! AAUP FCS College Board ASC?
Individual institutional records Individual institutional Summary data Summary data Individual Individual institutional
or summary data provided for records institutional records records
the study

+Not applicable.

'According to OSU FSS definitions, the faculty member should be reported on OSU FSS in only one Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) code by choosing either the
department that funded more of the faculty member’s salary, or the department in which the faculty member had tenure (if applicable). Unfortunately, survey respondents were no
always able to use only one CIP code to report faculty members that had split appointments.

’The instructions for College Board ASC did not include reporting requirements for several items that were addressed in the instructions for reporting faculty in the IPEDS SA
component. Since the instructions for College Board ASC referenced the AAUP FCS instructions, it was highly likely that survey respondents to College Board ASC followed the
AAUP FCS reporting guidelines.

3Survey participants that had full-time faculty members on 11/12-month contracts were instructed to combine the number of full-time faculty members on 11/12-month contracts
with the number of full-time faculty members on 9/10-month contracts. The resulting sum was then reported on the survey. Survey participants were also instructed to reduce
salaries for full-time faculty on 11/12-month contracts by a factor of 0.818 and then combine the adjusted salary with the salary outlays for full-time faculty on 9/10-month
contracts.

“Some survey participants voluntarily elected to convert data for full-time faculty on 11/12-month contracts to equated 9-month data. For example, the number of full-time faculty
on 11/12-month contracts was combined with the number of full-time faculty on 9/10-month contracts and the resulting sum (number of equated 9-month faculty) was then
reported on the survey. Some survey participants also reduced salaries for full-time faculty members on 11/12-month contracts by a factor of 0.818 or by a factor provided by the
institution, then combined the adjusted salary with the salary outlays for full-time faculty members on 9/10-month contracts.

3Although the number of faculty members by gender was requested for this survey, the majority of institutions that responded to the survey chose to report faculty member totals
(men and women combined) instead of faculty members by gender.

®The race/ethnicity data collected by College Board ASC included a broad, combined "minority faculty" category that included faculty members designating themselves as Black,
non-Hispanic; American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; or Hispanic.

"The description of full-time faculty members, which stated "50 percent of salary must come from instruction, research, or some combination," should have allowed faculty on
sabbaticals to be included; however, some sabbaticals were 0.50 FTE for a full year, which disqualified them as “full-time” faculty members. Institutions decided whether to
include sabbaticals; however, OSU FSS suggested institutions include them.

8Included department heads with faculty rank and no other administrative title. Institutions are asked not to include administrative stipends from the reported salary.

%Included coaches if more than one-half of their time was spent on instruction independent of their coaching, but did not include administrative officers such as deans, librariang
and registrars.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component;
College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 National Faculty Salary Survey (NFSS) and Community College Faculty Salary Survey
(CCFSS); Oklahoma State University (OSU), 2004-05 Faculty Salary Survey (FSS); American Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation
Survey (FCS); and The Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).
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External Data Sources

External Data Sources Eliminated from this Analysis

CUPA CCFSS
The CUPA CCFSS was slated for inclusion in this analysis; however, the CCFSS data

were not included in the database originally provided for the purposes of this study, and the
results of a special study could not be provided by CUPA in time to be included in this analysis.
Therefore, CUPA CCFSS was eliminated from this analysis.

External Data Sources Included in this Analysis

Upon completion of the examination of definitions, the following four data sources were
determined to contain data elements that corresponded closely enough to be compared with the
IPEDS SA component data: CUPA NFSS, OSU FSS, AAUP FCS and College Board ASC.

Details of the four external sources follow.

CUPA NFSS
1. Provided data for 338 public 4-year and 485 private not-for-profit and for-profit 4-year

identifiable institutions.

2. Collected data for professors, associate professors, assistant professors, and instructors,

but did not collect data for faculty members who were lecturers or had no academic rank.

3. Collected actual salaries for faculty members on 9/10-month contracts and instructed
responding institutions to reduce salaries for 11/12-month faculty members by 9/11, or a
factor of 0.818.

4. Did not collect data for faculty members on less-than-9-month contracts.
5. Did not collect data for faculty members by gender.

6. Did not collect data by faculty status (e.g., tenure, on tenure track, etc).

18
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OSU FSS

1.

Provided data for 94 public land-grant universities.®

2. Collected data for professors, associate professors, assistant professors, and instructors,
but did not collect data for faculty members who were lecturers or had no academic rank.

3. Collected actual salaries for faculty members on 9/10-month contracts and instructed
responding institutions to reduce salaries for 11/12-month faculty members by 9/11, or a
factor of 0.818.

4. Did not collect data for faculty members on less-than-9-month contracts.

5. Did not collect data for faculty members by gender.

6. Did not collect data by faculty status.

AAUP FCS

1. Provided data for approximately 1,400 institutions.

2. Collected data for professors, associate professors, assistant professors, instructors,
lecturers, and faculty members with no academic rank.

3. Collected data for faculty members on 9/10- and 11/12-month contracts separately and
combined. Also, allowed institutions to adjust salary data for faculty members on 11/12-
month contracts by a factor of 0.818, or by a factor provided by institutions.

4. Did not collect data for faculty members on less-than-9-month contracts.

5. Collected data for faculty members by gender.

6. Collected data by faculty status separately for faculty classified as tenured, on tenure

track, or not on tenure track, but not for faculty members without faculty status.
(Institutions that did not have a tenure system were instructed to report their faculty

members in the not on tenure track category.) The AAUP FCS instructions state to

¥ A land-grant university is defined by the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
(NASULGQC) as “an institution that has been designated by its state legislature or Congress to receive the benefits of
the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890. The original mission of these institutions, as set forth in the first Morrill Act, was
to teach agriculture, military tactics, and the mechanic arts as well as classical studies so that members of the
working classes could obtain a liberal, practical education.”
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include instructional staff regardless of whether they were formally designated as

“faculty.”

College Board ASC

1.

6.

Provided data for approximately 3,400 institutions.
Did not collect data separately by academic rank.
Did not collect any data on salaries.

Did not clearly state which faculty members should be reported by contract length;
however, since the instructions for ASC reference the AAUP FCS definition, it was
highly likely that respondents to ASC followed the AAUP reporting guidelines on
contract length, which state that institutions should include faculty members on 9/10- and
11/12-month contracts. Also, preliminary analysis revealed that the faculty member
counts in ASC aligned closely with the sum of the 9/10-month faculty members and
11/12-month faculty members on the IPEDS SA component, rather than just 9/10-month

or 11/12-month faculty members separately.

Collected data for faculty members by gender; however, the majority of institutions
responding to ASC provided the total number of faculty members rather than the number

by gender.

Did not collect data by faculty status.

Definitional Differences

Although data providers were contacted throughout the analysis period to clarify data

interpretations, a few important differences between the IPEDS SA component data and the

external data could not be resolved. These differences are listed below:

While the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS collected data separately for all six
academic ranks (professor, associate professor, assistant professor, instructor, lecturer,
and no academic rank), CUPA NFSS and OSU FSS collected data separately for the first
four previously mentioned ranks, but not for the last two previously mentioned ranks.

College Board ASC did not collect any data separately by rank.
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e The IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS collected data separately for faculty members
on 9/10- and 11/12-month contracts. AAUP FCS also allowed institutions to adjust
salary data for faculty members on 11/12-month contracts by a factor of 0.818, or by a
factor provided by institutions. CUPA NFSS and OSU FSS collected the number of
faculty members on 9/10- and 11/12-month contracts in aggregate form and instructed
responding institutions to reduce salaries for 11/12-month faculty members by 9/11, or a
factor of 0.818. College Board ASC did not clearly state which faculty members should
be reported by contract length; however, the instructions for ASC reference the AAUP
FCS definition, so it was highly likely that respondents to ASC followed the AAUP
reporting guidelines on contract length, which stated to include faculty members on 9/10-

and 11/12-month contracts.

e Although the IPEDS SA component collected the number of faculty members on less-
than-9-month contracts, none of the external sources collected data on these faculty
members. Therefore, this analysis does not include faculty members on less-than-9-

month contracts.

e The IPEDS SA component, AAUP FCS and College Board ASC collected faculty
member data by gender; however, CUPA NFSS and OSU FSS did not collect faculty
member data by gender. While the College Board ASC collected the data by gender,
many institutions chose not to report data by gender. Therefore, the analysis between the
IPEDS SA component and the College Board ASC included the total number of faculty

members, but not the number of faculty members by gender.

e Although data on faculty members with faculty status (tenured, on tenure track, and not
on tenure track”) and faculty members without faculty status were not collected
separately in the IPEDS SA component, data on these faculty members were included in
aggregate form in the IPEDS SA component. AAUP FCS collected data separately on
faculty members who were tenured, on tenure track, and not on tenure track. AAUP FCS
was the only external survey that collected faculty status data on faculty members. The
AAUP FCS instructions state to include instructional staff regardless of whether they

were formally designated as “faculty.”

? Includes institutions that do not have a tenure system.
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The reporting of the following personnel categories also varied among sources:
department chairs (if their principal activity was instruction), adjunct and visiting faculty
members, and administrative officers with titles such as dean of instruction or dean of
students. While the documentation for some of the external surveys clearly stated which
of the previously mentioned staff members to include or exclude, some of the
documentation did not include specific instructions for reporting the previously

mentioned staff members.
The following definitions were determined to be the same across the data sources:
Of the surveys that collect salary information, base salary was collected.

The definition of full-time faculty member was basically consistent across the data

sources.

Data Elements

The external data sources were examined in detail to determine which data elements

could be compared with the IPEDS SA component. Table 2.2 indicates which data elements

were determined to be comparable between the IPEDS SA component and the external data

Sources.
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Table 2.2. Data elements matched from IPEDS SA component to CUPA NFSS, OSU FSS, AAUP FCS, and
College Board ASC, by data element: 2004-05

College Board
Data element CUPA NFSS OSU FSS AAUP FCS ASC
Number of faculty

All faculty
Professor Yes Yes Yes T
Associate Yes Yes Yes T
Assistant Yes Yes Yes T
Instructor Yes Yes Yes T
Lecturer T T Yes T
No Rank T T Yes T
Total T T Yes Yes

Men
Professor T T Yes +
Associate T T Yes T
Assistant + T Yes T
Instructor + T Yes +
Lecturer T T Yes +
No Rank T T Yes T
Total T T Yes Yes'

Women
Professor T T Yes +
Associate T T Yes T
Assistant + ¥ Yes T
Instructor i T Yes +
Lecturer T T Yes +
No Rank T T Yes T
Total T T Yes Yes'

Salary data

All faculty
Professor Yes Yes Yes T
Associate Yes Yes Yes ¥
Assistant Yes Yes Yes ¥
Instructor Yes Yes Yes T
Lecturer T T Yes T
No Rank T T Yes T
Total T T Yes T

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2.2. Data elements matched from IPEDS SA component to CUPA NFSS, OSU FSS, AAUP FCS, and
College Board ASC, by data element: 2004-05—Continued

College Board
Data element CUPA NFSS OSU FSS AAUP FCS ASC
Salary data—Continued
Men
Professor T + Yes T
Associate i T Yes +
Assistant i i Yes T
Instructor T T Yes T
Lecturer T T Yes T
No Rank T T Yes i
Total T T Yes T
Women
Professor T + Yes T
Associate T T Yes +
Assistant T T Yes T
Instructor T T Yes T
Lecturer T + Yes T
No Rank T T Yes +
Total 1} + Yes i
Number of faculty and/or faculty salary
Less than 9-month faculty + T + T
9/10-month alone T Yes Yes’ T
11/12-month alone T Yes® +
9/10- and 11/12-month combined Yes® Yes® T Yes®
+Not applicable.

'Only some institutions provided the data by gender; the majority provided data for total full-time or total part-time
faculty only. Analysis was conducted on total full-time faculty only.

*AAUP provided data for 9/10- and 11/12-month faculty, along with the correction factor used by the institution.
3CUPA and OSU reported 9/10- and 11/12-month faculty together, with the 11/12 month faculty salaries corrected
to reflect a 9/10-month equivalent.

*The College Board reported the number of faculty only; salary data were not collected.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component; College and University Professional
Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 National Faculty Salary Survey (NFSS); Oklahoma State
University (OSU), 2004-05 Faculty Salary Survey (FSS); American Association of University Professors (AAUP),
2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS); and The Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and
Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).

Comparable Institutions

The next step of this analysis involved matching institutions that reported the IPEDS SA
component data to each external source. The institutions included in each database were
assessed to determine common institutions on the IPEDS SA component and external data
sources. Institutions were matched on IPEDS UNITID, when available. If the IPEDS UNITID
was not available, variables such as FICE code, institution name, city, state and Carnegie
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classification were used. The following data elements were utilized to match the institutions by

data source:
1. CUPA NFSS: Institution FICE code, institution name, city, state.
2. OSU FSS: Institution name, Carnegie classification.
3. AAUP FCS: IPEDS UNITID.
4. College Board ASC: Institution name, city, state.

Parent/Child Relationships

On the IPEDS SA component, institutions occasionally reported data as a parent
institution, with no data reported separately for an institution considered a child, or vice versa;
however, institutions did not necessarily use the same method when reporting to other
organizations. For the 2004-05 IPEDS SA component, the parent/child reporting issue affected
0.93 percent of reporting institutions, with 29 parents and 35 children. The IPEDS SA

component database included flags to denote if institutions were reported as parents or children.

When comparing the IPEDS SA component data with the other datasets, parent and child
institutions were identified in order to determine if their data were reported in the same manner
on the external data sources. For purposes of this analysis, institutions for which valid
comparisons could be made were retained; all other institutions were eliminated. Given the
small percentage of institutions in this group, the results were not appreciably affected. The

following parent/child issues were noted.

1. CUPA NFSS: Four institutions included on CUPA NFSS were identified as either a
parent or child record on IPEDS; however, it was not clear how these records were
handled on the CUPA NFSS database. Given the late date at which the CUPA NFSS
data were obtained, and the relatively few records this phenomenon affected, the four
records with unclear parent/child reporting were eliminated from the IPEDS SA
component to CUPA NFSS analysis.

2. OSU FSS: None of the institutions were affected by parent/child relationships.

3. AAUP FCS: Approximately 10 institutions on AAUP FCS were combined in order to
agree with parent/child relationships on the IPEDS SA component.
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4. College Board ASC: None of the institutions were affected by parent/child relationships.

For purposes of conducting this analysis, a 2004-05 IPEDS SA component unperturbed
data file containing 4,116 records was provided by NCES. An additional 23 institutions in the
IPEDS SA component database that reported only less-than-9-month faculty members were
excluded from this analysis because none of the external data sources collected data on less-than-
9-month faculty members. (The 23 institutions that were deleted from this analysis reported a

total of 555 faculty members on less-than-9-month contracts only.)

Table 2.3 provides the number of institutional matches made between the IPEDS SA
component and each external data source by analysis group. Also reported is the number of
institutions (918, or 22 percent) in the IPEDS SA component that did not match any of the
external databases. Thus, this analysis matched over three-quarters of the institutions responding
to the 2004-05 IPEDS SA component to at least one external source. All public research
institutions on the IPEDS SA component were matched to at least one external source. All but 2
percent of private not-for-profit research institutions were matched, and for public other 4-year
institutions, all but 5 percent were matched. Although three of the four external sources (CUPA
NFSS, AAUP FCS, and College Board ASC) include private for-profit institutions in their
survey population, one source (AAUP FCS) did not receive any data from private for-profit
institutions for 2004-05, and another source (CUPA NFSS) received data from only one private
for-profit institution. Of the 786 private for-profit institutions that responded to the IPEDS SA

component, forty-seven percent were matched to the College Board ASC.
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Table 2.3. Summary of institutional matching between IPEDS SA component and CUPA NFSS, OSU FSS, AAUP FCS, and College Board ASC, by
external source and analysis group: 2004-05

Number of institutions responding to IPEDS Number of institutions responding to
SA component that were matched to an IPEDS SA component that were not matched
Number of external source matched to an external source
institutions
responding to College
IPEDS SA CUPA OSU  AAUP Board
Analysis group component NFSS' FSS? FCS ASC Number Percent
Total 4,116 812 93 1,431 3,098 918 223
Public research institutions 166 92 72 158 162 0 0.0
Public other 4-year institutions 473 238 21 328 436 22 4.7
Public 2-year institutions 1,064 0 0 267 912 127 11.9
Private not-for-profit research institutions 90 41 0 76 85 2 2.2
Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions 1,426 440 0 598 1,049 327 22.9
Private not-for-profit 2-year institutions 111 0 0 4 81 28 25.2
Private for-profit 4- and 2-year institutions 786 1’ 0 0* 373 412 52.4

'CUPA data were provided in the aggregate by analysis group; only summary data were compared with IPEDS.

*0SU data were provided in the aggregate by analysis group; only summary data were compared with IPEDS. OSU only provided data on public 4-year
institutions.

*Reporting standards not met. The number of institutions in the external data source was too small to yield reliable analysis; therefore, data analysis between
the external source and IPEDS SA component could not be conducted.

*Although AAUP FCS collected data from private for-profit 4- and 2-year institutions, none of the private for-profit 4- and 2-year institutions that reported to
AAUP FCS for the 2004-05 academic year matched those on the IPEDS SA component.

NOTE: The IPEDS SA component is applicable to degree-granting institutions only.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05
Salaries (SA) component; College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 National Faculty Salary Survey (NFSS);
Oklahoma State University (OSU), 2004-05 Faculty Salary Survey (FSS); American Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty
Compensation Survey (FCS); and The Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College
Board).
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Data Analysis

The results of the analysis measuring the differences between each external data source
and the related IPEDS SA component within analysis group follow. The analysis groups'
utilized in this part of the study were:

Public research institutions

Public other 4-year institutions

Public 2-year institutions

Private not-for-profit research institutions
Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions

Private not-for-profit 2-year institutions

NSk w D=

Private for-profit 4- and 2-year institutions

Where only external summary data were provided (CUPA NFSS and OSU FSS), the total
number of faculty members and the average salary for each analysis group were computed for
the IPEDS SA component and the external data sources. The data were then analyzed to
determine the magnitude of the difference between that reported on the IPEDS SA component
and the external sources. Where individual institutional records were provided for the analysis
(AAUP FCS and College Board ASC), the average number of faculty members and the average
salary (where applicable) for each subgroup (e.g., full-time faculty) within each analysis group
were determined. The average for the analysis group, the average absolute difference, and the
percent difference between the IPEDS SA component and the external sources were computed.
These analyses provided the ability to identify the magnitude and percent of the difference

between the IPEDS SA component data and the data from the external datasets for each analysis

group.

CUPA NFSS Analysis
For purposes of this analysis, CUPA NFSS provided summary data by analysis group and

academic rank. Ofthe 4,116 four-year and two-year degree-granting institutions that responded
to the IPEDS SA component, 812 four-year degree-granting institutions were matched to CUPA
NFSS. CUPA NFSS excluded the following three faculty member groups that the IPEDS SA
component included: full-time adjunct faculty members, visiting faculty members, and

replacement faculty members for those on sabbatical leave. There was no method of identifying

1% Since the IPEDS SA component is applicable to degree-granting institutions only, less-than-2-year institutions
were not considered as an analysis group.
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these faculty members on the IPEDS SA component database in order to exclude them and
create a comparative set to CUPA. Therefore, it was hypothesized that the number of faculty
members reported on the IPEDS SA component would be slightly more than CUPA NFSS, and
that the exclusion of the three previously mentioned types of faculty members would cause
inconsequential variation in the average salaries, especially since the excluded faculty members

tend to be a relatively small portion of institutional staff.

Tables 2.4a and 2.4b compare the total number of faculty members and the average salary
on the IPEDS SA component to CUPA NFSS, by analysis group and academic rank. CUPA
NEFSS provided data on 9/10-month faculty and 11/12-month faculty, in aggregate, by academic
rank. To compare the number of faculty members reported on the IPEDS SA component and
CUPA NFSS, the numbers of 9/10- and 11/12-month faculty members reported on the IPEDS
SA component were summed to create a comparative group to CUPA NFSS. The salaries data
provided by CUPA NFSS included data for faculty members on 9/10-month contracts in addition
to data for faculty members on 11/12-month contracts; however, the 11/12-month salary data
were adjusted by 9/11, or a factor of 0.818. Therefore, to conduct this analysis, the salaries of
11/12-month faculty members on the IPEDS SA component were also adjusted by a factor of
0.818.

As table 2.4a displays, the IPEDS SA component included a larger number of full-time
faculty members than did CUPA NFSS for all analysis groups and academic ranks; the majority
of the differences were small to moderate. The largest percent difference between the two
sources occurred in the instructor rank at private not-for-profit research institutions: CUPA
NFSS reported 28 percent fewer instructors in this category than the IPEDS SA component
(defined as a large difference). This was followed by instructors at private not-for-profit other 4-
year institutions and public other 4-year institutions (24 percent and 22 percent fewer,
respectively, reported by CUPA NFSS, also defined as large differences). Following instructors,
assistant professors had the next largest discrepancy in numbers reported between the two
sources, again with larger numbers reported by the IPEDS SA component: a 20 percent
difference at private not-for-profit research institutions, and 17 percent each at public other 4-
year institutions and private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions. The differences in the
previously mentioned excluded categories (e.g., adjunct faculty members, etc.) between the two

data sources could account for the differences in the numbers of faculty reported.

In terms of average salaries, the magnitude of the differences was very small (less than 3
percent) in all cases, with the exception of instructors at private not-for-profit research
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institutions, where CUPA NFSS reported an average salary that was $4,728 greater than the
IPEDS SA component—a 10 percent, or moderate, difference (table 2.4b).

Table 2.4a. Total number of full-time faculty members reported on IPEDS SA component and CUPA NFSS,
and the magnitude and percentage of the difference, by analysis group and academic rank: 2004-

05
Number of faculty Difference
IPEDS SA Magnitude of Percent

Analysis group and academic rank component CUPA NFSS difference’ difference’
Public research institutions

Professor 23,574 21,439 -2,135 -9.1

Associate professor 19,333 17,740 -1,593 -8.2

Assistant professor 18,509 16,088 -2,421 -13.1

Instructor 4,735 4,022 -713 -15.1
Public other 4-year institutions

Professor 18,020 16,389 -1,631 9.1

Associate professor 16,688 14,837 -1,851 -11.1

Assistant professor 19,770 16,430 -3,340 -16.9

Instructor 5,900 4,601 -1,299 -22.0
Private not-for-profit research institutions

Professor 6,289 5,867 -422 -6.7

Associate professor 5,341 4,600 -741 -13.9

Assistant professor 4,607 3,690 -917 -19.9

Instructor 754 543 2211 -28.0
Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions

Professor 13,920 13,148 =772 -5.5

Associate professor 14,611 13,242 -1,369 9.4

Assistant professor 16,156 13,440 -2,716 -16.8

Instructor 3,163 2,393 -770 -24.3

'"The computation for the magnitude of the difference between CUPA NFSS and IPEDS SA component is: CUPA
NFSS — IPEDS SA component.

The computation for the percent difference between CUPA NFSS and IPEDS SA component is: (CUPA NFSS —
IPEDS SA component) / IPEDS SA component.

NOTE: Data in this table represent 811 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and CUPA NFSS.
Percent differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and College and
University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 National Faculty Salary Survey
(NFSS), Data on Demand data file.
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Table 2.4b. Average salaries reported for full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component and CUPA
NFSS, and the magnitude and percentage of the difference, by analysis group and academic

rank: 2004-05

Average salary Difference
IPEDS SA Magnitude of Percent
Analysis group and academic rank component CUPA NFSS difference’ difference’
Public research institutions
Professor $93,846 $94,655 $809 0.9
Associate professor 67,210 67,415 205 0.3
Assistant professor 56,345 56,889 544 1.0
Instructor 38,801 38,924 123 0.3
Public other 4-year institutions
Professor 72,616 72,919 303 0.4
Associate professor 58,618 58,614 -4 0.0
Assistant professor 49,406 49,703 297 0.6
Instructor 38,268 37,997 =272 -0.7
Private not-for-profit research institutions
Professor 102,709 103,108 398 04
Associate professor 72,763 72,703 -60 -0.1
Assistant professor 61,153 61,337 185 0.3
Instructor 46,238 50,966 4,728 10.2
Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions
Professor 75,522 75,851 328 0.4
Associate professor 59,143 59,647 503 0.9
Assistant professor 49,012 49357 345 0.7
Instructor 40,042 41,057 1,015 2.5

"The computation for the magnitude of the difference between CUPA NFSS and IPEDS SA component is: CUPA

NFSS — IPEDS SA component.

The computation for the percent difference between CUPA NFSS and IPEDS SA component is: (CUPA NFSS —

IPEDS SA component) / IPEDS SA component.

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 811 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and CUPA NFSS.
Percent differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and College and
University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 National Faculty Salary Survey

(NFSS), Data on Demand data file.

OSU FSS Analysis

For purposes of this analysis, OSU FSS provided summary data by analysis group and

academic rank. OSU FSS collected data from public land-grant institutions only—public

research institutions and other 4-year institutions. The OSU FSS database included 94 public
land-grant institutions; 93 institutions were matched to institutions in the IPEDS SA database.
OSU FSS provided data on 9/10-month faculty and 11/12-month faculty, in aggregate, by
academic rank. To compare the number of faculty members on the IPEDS SA component and

OSU FSS, the numbers of 9/10- and 11/12-month faculty members reported on the IPEDS SA
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component were summed to create a group of faculty members comparable to that reported on
OSU FSS. OSU FSS handled 11/12-month faculty salaries using the same method as CUPA
NFSS—adjusting the salaries of 11/12-month faculty members by a factor of 0.818. Therefore,
to conduct this analysis, the salaries of 11/12-month faculty members on the IPEDS SA

component were also adjusted by a factor of 0.818.

The instructions for OSU FSS were not as detailed as the instructions for the IPEDS SA
component. Therefore, it was unclear how the reporting of some faculty members on OSU FSS
was handled. Also, while the instructions for completing OSU FSS contained detailed
information for reporting employees on split appointments, the IPEDS SA component did not
include such instructions. For example, OSU FSS encouraged institutions to report split
appointments in only one Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) code, by choosing either
the department that funded more of a faculty member’s salary, or perhaps the department in
which he/she had tenure. Unfortunately, survey respondents were not always able to use only
one CIP code to report faculty members that had split appointments. Consequently, these
respondents chose to count the same faculty member and corresponding salary in more than one
discipline, leading to double counting in some instances. There was no way to identify cases

where double counting existed.

Tables 2.5a and 2.5b display the results of the comparison of the IPEDS SA component
data to the OSU FSS data. The differences in the number of faculty members reported on the
IPEDS SA component and OSU FSS varied by analysis group and academic rank. For example,
the number of associate and assistant professors in public research institutions and public other
4-year institutions was greater in IPEDS than in OSU, while the opposite was true for professors
in both of these sectors. In the public other 4-year institution category, there were approximately
21 percent more instructors reported by IPEDS than by OSU, a large difference; however, in
public research institutions, there was a very small difference, with approximately 3 percent
more instructors reported by OSU than by IPEDS (table 2.5a).

Albeit a very small difference, the largest difference reported for average salaries
between the two data sources was for instructors in both sectors, where the average salary
reported by OSU FSS was 4 percent higher than that reported on the IPEDS SA component
(table 2.5b). For public research institutions, the average salaries for professors, associate
professors and assistant professors differed between the two data sources by 1 percent or less. In

public other 4-year institutions, the average salaries for professors, associate professors and
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assistant professors differed by 3 percent or less. In all cases, OSU reported higher average
salaries than IPEDS.

The definitional difference previously explained may account for some of the differences
in the number of faculty members seen in this analysis. The average salary data appeared to
show little variation between the two data sources, despite the difference in the number of faculty

members reported.

Table 2.5a. Total number of full-time faculty members reported on IPEDS SA component and OSU FSS, and
the magnitude and percentage of the difference, by analysis group and academic rank: 2004-05

Number of faculty Difference
IPEDS SA Magnitude of Percent
Analysis group and academic rank component OSU FSS difference’ difference’
Public research institutions
Professor 32,931 32,962 31 0.1
Associate professor 21,424 20,268 -1,156 -54
Assistant professor 19,518 18,218 -1,300 -6.7
Instructor 3,014 3,105 91 3.0
Public other 4-year institutions
Professor 3,662 3,859 197 5.4
Associate professor 3,494 3,442 -52 -1.5
Assistant professor 3,661 3,345 -316 -8.6
Instructor 925 734 191 -20.6

'"The computation for the magnitude of the difference between OSU FSS and IPEDS SA component is: OSU FSS
—IPEDS SA component.

The computation for the percent difference between OSU FSS and IPEDS SA component is: (OSU FSS — IPEDS
SA component) / IPEDS SA component.

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 93 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and OSU FSS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and Oklahoma State
University (OSU), 2004-05 Faculty Salary Survey (FSS) data file.
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Table 2.5b. Average salaries of full-time faculty members reported on IPEDS SA component and OSU FSS,
and the magnitude and percentage of the difference, by analysis group and academic rank: 2004-

05
Average salary Difference
IPEDS SA Magnitude of Percent
Analysis group and academic rank component OSU FSS difference’ difference’
Public research institutions

Professor $99,823 $100,789 $966 1.0
Associate professor 69,008 69,140 132 0.2
Assistant professor 59,717 60,171 455 0.8
Instructor 39,449 40,934 1,485 3.8

Public other 4-year institutions
Professor 85,459 87,171 1,712 2.0
Associate professor 63,942 65,118 1,176 1.8
Assistant professor 52,851 54,390 1,539 2.9
Instructor 37,778 39,261 1,483 3.9

'"The computation for the magnitude of the difference between OSU FSS and IPEDS SA component is: OSU FSS
—IPEDS SA component.

The computation for the percent difference between OSU FSS and IPEDS SA component is: (OSU FSS — IPEDS
SA component) / IPEDS SA component.

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 93 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and OSU FSS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and Oklahoma State
University (OSU), 2004-05 Faculty Salary Survey (FSS) data file.

AAUP FCS Analysis

AAUP FCS provided data by institution; data were provided for 1,431 institutions that
matched to the IPEDS SA component. AAUP FCS provided data by gender and contract length
separately; therefore, a much more in-depth analysis of the IPEDS SA component to AAUP FCS
comparison was conducted. The only potential definitional difference between the IPEDS SA
component and AAUP FCS was the handling of faculty members on leave without pay: they
were not collected on the IPEDS SA component, and it is unknown how they were handled on
AAUP FCS.

In this analysis, the number of faculty members and the average salary in each subgroup
(for example, men professors) for each institution were compared. These results were
aggregated for each analysis group, in order to compare the averages, the average absolute
difference, and the percent difference between the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. The
correlation coefficient between the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS was computed to
determine the strength of the relationship between the data provided on the IPEDS SA
component and AAUP FCS.
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Descriptive Statistics

Tables 2.6al through 2.6e2 provide the results of the comparison of the number of faculty
members reported on the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS; tables 2.7al through 2.7¢2

provide the results for the reported faculty salaries.

Of the 210 data elements compared for the number of faculty, 57 of the percent
differences were very small, and an additional 18 were small; therefore, 36 percent of the
comparisons (75 of the 210 comparisons made) resulted in very small or small percent
differences. Ninety-one of the percent differences were large (43 percent of the comparisons

made), and the balance, 44 (21 percent of the comparisons made), were moderate.

In all but three cases, where the percent differences were large, the data differed by less
than ten faculty members, and the average number of faculty members were relatively small—
usually ten or less. A difference of one faculty member in a group that only has three faculty
members results in a large percent difference. Of the 91 data elements resulting in large percent
difference, 63 data elements had an average absolute difference of two or less, and 28 of the data
elements had an average absolute difference of zero. Thus, although the percent differences may
be large in these cases, they often reflect reports differing by one or two faculty members.
Differences in data reported to the IPEDS SA component as compared to AAUP FCS were more
often large in the faculty ranks where there were fewer faculty members, such as lecturer and no
rank, especially for faculty members on 11/12-month contracts. The details for each analysis

group follow:

e Public research institutions: For faculty members on 9/10-month contracts with

faculty ranks of professor, and associate and assistant professor, the percent
differences between the two sources were very small, with average absolute
differences of 3 or fewer (table 2.6al). The percent differences between the two
sources for instructors and lecturers on 9/10-month contracts were small or
moderate; faculty members with no rank contained large differences between the
two sources. Data for faculty members on 11/12-month contracts contained more
variability between the data reports than did the data reports for 9/10-month
faculty, again largely due to the fact that the analysis groups contained fewer
observations (table 2.6a2).

e Public other 4-year institutions: Percent differences in data reported to the IPEDS
SA component and AAUP FCS follow the same trend as that for the public
35




IPEDS 2004-05 SALARIES COMPONENT STUDY

research universities: 9/10-month faculty members with ranks of professor, and
associate and assistant professor contained very small differences; here the
average absolute difference was 2 or less (table 2.6b1). Data reported to the
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS for lecturers and faculty members with no
rank on 9/10-month contracts (table 2.6b1), and faculty on 11/12-month contracts
(table 2.6b2), regardless of rank, all contained more variability, with small,
moderate and large differences between the reports. However, with two
exceptions (9/10-month lecturer total and 11/12-month faculty total), all of these
comparisons contained an average of ten or fewer faculty members; as such, a

slight difference in the report can result in large percent differences.

e Public 2-year institutions: Table 2.6¢c1 displays small percent differences between

the average numbers of faculty members on 9/10-month contracts with faculty
ranks of professor, and associate and assistant professor reported to the IPEDS SA
component and AAUP FCS. The average number of faculty reported for
instructors and lecturers contained percent differences that were small to large.
The average number of faculty with no rank on 9/10-month contracts, which is the
faculty classification used by a relatively large number of public 2-year
institutions, contained large differences between the IPEDS SA component and
AAUP FCS. Although few faculty members were employed at public 2-year
institutions on an 11/12-month basis, data reported to the IPEDS SA component
and AAUP FCS for professors, associate professors, and assistant professors
contained very small or small percent differences (table 2.6¢2). The reported
differences in the average number of faculty members for the remaining
comparisons made between the IPEDS SA component and the AAUP FCS,
although often falling in the large range, had relatively small average absolute

differences.

e Private not-for-profit research institutions: As displayed in table 2.6d1, as with
the previously discussed analysis groups, very small percent differences existed
between the average number of faculty members on 9/10-month contracts
reported on the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS for the ranks of professor,
and associate and assistant professor. The percent differences in the majority of
the reports for instructor, lecturer and faculty members with no rank were

moderate or large. The percent differences in the data reported for 11/12-month
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faculty members in private not-for-profit research institutions were all large, yet
these comparisons contained relatively few numbers of faculty members; by rank,

the average absolute difference was ten faculty members or less (table 2.6d2).

e Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions: The number of faculty members
reported to the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS in the private not-for-profit

other 4-year institutions followed the same pattern as the previously discussed

analysis groups: percent differences in the data reported for 9/10-month faculty
members in the professor, and associate and assistant professor ranks were
smaller than the other ranks in the 9/10-month category and all the ranks in the
11/12-month category (table 2.6el and 2.6e2). Although the percent differences
for the 9/10-month professor, associate and assistant professor were very small
and small, in each of these cases, the average absolute difference was two or less.
The majority of the remaining comparisons contained large differences, but again,

these reflect relatively small numbers of faculty members.

Linear correlation analysis indicated that the relationship between the number of 9/10-
month full-time faculty members reported on the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS was
stronger than that reported for the number of 11/12-month full-time faculty members. Further,
nearly all of the computed correlation coefficients for the number of 9/10-month faculty between
the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS were 0.80 or greater (for 92 out of 105 data
elements), with many of the data elements having correlation coefficients of 0.90 or greater (78
data elements). Also, 18 data elements achieved correlation coefficients of 1.00 between the
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. These high correlation coefficients indicated a strong
relationship between the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS for the number of 9/10-month
faculty members reported. The following 9/10-month categories resulted in the weakest
correlation coefficients: faculty with no rank in public research institutions, and instructors in

public 2-year institutions.
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Table 2.6al. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public
research institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDSSA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 499 497 7 1.4 1.00
Academic rank
Professor 216 217 1 0.7 1.00
Associate professor 130 131 1 0.8 1.00
Assistant professor 111 110 2 1.6 0.99
Instructor 15 15 1 6.8 0.98
Lecturer 24 23 3 12.3 0.92
No rank 3 1 1 55.5 0.60
Women
Total 265 261 6 23 0.99
Academic rank
Professor 52 52 0 0.8 1.00
Associate professor 75 75 1 0.7 1.00
Assistant professor 83 83 1 1.4 0.99
Instructor 23 22 1 5.8 0.98
Lecturer 28 28 3 11.3 0.94
No rank 4 2 2 54.9 0.57
Total
Total 764 758 13 1.7 1.00
Academic rank
Professor 268 269 2 0.7 1.00
Associate professor 205 205 1 0.7 1.00
Assistant professor 194 193 3 1.5 0.99
Instructor 38 37 2 6.1 0.99
Lecturer 52 50 6 11.7 0.93
No rank 6 3 3 54.5 0.58

"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))-

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceigsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 158 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.6a2. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public
research institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDSSA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 99 96 14 14.4 0.92
Academic rank
Professor 48 51 4 9.0 0.97
Associate professor 22 22 2 10.0 0.96
Assistant professor 15 15 3 18.6 0.89
Instructor 3 3 1 19.8 0.92
Lecturer 5 3 2 37.4 0.42
No rank 5 2 2 45.5 0.34
Women
Total 47 43 10 21.3 0.81
Academic rank
Professor 10 10 1 13.6 0.93
Associate professor 11 11 2 16.8 0.85
Assistant professor 13 13 3 21.0 0.84
Instructor 5 4 1 18.7 0.90
Lecturer 4 3 1 31.1 0.53
No rank 4 2 1 342 0.50
Total
Total 146 138 24 16.4 0.88
Academic rank
Professor 58 61 6 9.7 0.97
Associate professor 33 33 4 12.0 0.93
Assistant professor 28 28 6 19.6 0.86
Instructor 8 7 2 18.8 0.90
Lecturer 9 7 3 343 0.46
No rank 9 3 4 40.7 0.40

"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))-

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceigsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 158 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.6b1. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public
other 4-year institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDSSA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 143 142 3 1.8 1.00
Academic rank
Professor 52 52 1 1.9 1.00
Associate professor 37 37 0 1.1 1.00
Assistant professor 39 38 | 23 1.00
Instructor 7 7 1 7.1 0.99
Lecturer 7 7 1 11.7 0.93
No rank 1 1 1 46.3 0.69
Women
Total 103 102 2 2.2 0.99
Academic rank
Professor 21 21 1 2.9 0.98
Associate professor 26 26 0 1.6 1.00
Assistant professor 36 35 1 1.9 1.00
Instructor 11 11 1 6.1 0.99
Lecturer 9 8 1 10.6 0.93
No rank 1 1 1 42.0 0.74
Total
Total 246 244 5 1.9 1.00
Academic rank
Professor 73 72 2 2.2 0.99
Associate professor 62 63 1 1.1 1.00
Assistant professor 74 74 2 2.0 1.00
Instructor 18 18 1 6.1 0.99
Lecturer 16 15 2 10.6 0.93
No rank 3 3 1 43.8 0.73

"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))-

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceigsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 328 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.6b2. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public
other 4-year institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDSSA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 10 10 1 11.6 0.95
Academic rank
Professor 5 5 0 9.4 0.96
Associate professor 2 2 0 12.5 0.95
Assistant professor 2 1 0 20.1 0.93
Instructor 1 | 0 29.6 0.72
Lecturer 1 1 0 29.2 0.59
No rank 0 0 0 105.3 0.18
Women
Total 7 7 1 11.6 0.98
Academic rank
Professor 2 2 0 10.4 0.97
Associate professor 2 2 0 16.2 0.96
Assistant professor 2 2 0 154 0.98
Instructor 1 1 0 13.0 0.97
Lecturer 1 1 0 25.2 0.76
No rank 0 0 0 86.9 0.36
Total
Total 18 17 2 10.9 0.97
Academic rank
Professor 7 6 1 9.6 0.97
Associate professor 4 4 1 13.6 0.96
Assistant professor 4 3 1 16.5 0.97
Instructor 1 1 0 20.6 0.89
Lecturer 1 1 0 26.2 0.69
No rank 1 1 1 96.6 0.23

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))-

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingitutions in subgroup / average value of IPEDS SA,gicutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 328 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.6c1. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public 2-

year institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDS SA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 50 49 2 3.1 0.99
Academic rank
Professor 10 10 0 3.7 0.98
Associate professor 8 8 0 3.2 0.99
Assistant professor 8 8 0 2.6 1.00
Instructor 3 41.8 0.50
Lecturer 1 1 0 14.6 0.95
No rank 15 17 4 27.5 0.83
Women
Total 53 52 2 4.0 0.99
Academic rank
Professor 8 9 0 3.6 0.99
Associate professor 8 8 0 33 0.99
Assistant professor 10 10 0 3.0 0.99
Instructor 10 6 4 40.7 0.50
Lecturer 1 1 0 83 0.99
No rank 16 19 5 31.7 0.79
Total
Total 103 101 4 3.4 0.99
Academic rank
Professor 18 19 1 3.6 0.99
Associate professor 15 16 0 3.2 0.99
Assistant professor 18 18 0 2.8 0.99
Instructor 18 11 8 41.1 0.50
Lecturer 2 2 0 11.1 0.98
No rank 32 36 9 29.6 0.80

1 . . . .
The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitwtions in subgroup (absolute

Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as

follows: average absolute differenceingitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S A,gitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 267 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.

Percent differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.6c2. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public 2-
year institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDS SA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 4 5 1 18.3 0.97
Academic rank
Professor 1 1 0 3.6 1.00
Associate professor 1 1 0 6.1 1.00
Assistant professor 1 | 0 8.5 0.99
Instructor 2 1 1 65.7 0.24
Lecturer 0 0 0 77.8 0.56
No rank 0 2 1 417.0 0.18
Women
Total 4 5 1 18.8 0.97
Academic rank
Professor 1 1 0 34 1.00
Associate professor 1 1 0 4.2 1.00
Assistant professor 1 1 0 6.2 0.99
Instructor 2 1 1 64.6 0.17
Lecturer 0 0 0 73.3 0.32
No rank 0 2 1 343.7 0.19
Total
Total 9 9 2 18.4 0.97
Academic rank
Professor 2 2 0 3.5 1.00
Associate professor 1 1 0 5.1 1.00
Assistant professor 1 1 0 7.2 0.99
Instructor 3 1 2 65.2 0.17
Lecturer 0 0 0 75.8 0.34
No rank 1 4 3 378.7 0.18

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S A,gitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 267 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
Percent differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.6d1. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Private
not-for-profit research institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDSSA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 375 368 14 3.8 0.99
Academic rank
Professor 180 179 5 2.5 0.99
Associate professor 88 88 3 3.1 0.99
Assistant professor 75 74 2 3.0 0.99
Instructor 8 7 1 15.8 0.87
Lecturer 18 15 3 17.5 0.94
No rank 6 5 2 36.2 0.86
Women
Total 179 174 10 5.8 0.97
Academic rank
Professor 42 42 1 2.8 0.99
Associate professor 47 47 2 33 0.99
Assistant professor 55 54 2 3.7 0.98
Instructor 10 9 2 20.6 0.77
Lecturer 20 18 3 13.0 0.96
No rank 5 4 2 35.8 0.88
Total
Total 555 542 25 4.4 0.98
Academic rank
Professor 223 221 6 2.6 0.99
Associate professor 135 135 4 3.1 0.99
Assistant professor 130 128 4 3.2 0.98
Instructor 18 17 3 18.5 0.81
Lecturer 38 33 6 15.1 0.95
No rank 11 9 4 36.0 0.87

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S A,gitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 76 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.6d2. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Private
not-for-profit research institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDS SA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 45 34 22 49.6 0.45
Academic rank
Professor 16 14 7 43.2 0.66
Associate professor 9 8 4 45.4 0.50
Assistant professor 8 7 4 47.3 0.54
Instructor 3 3 2 58.3 0.78
Lecturer 2 1 1 45.3 0.83
No rank 8 1 7 86.2 0.05
Women
Total 28 20 14 49.4 0.54
Academic rank
Professor 4 3 2 47.7 0.55
Associate professor 6 5 2 38.2 0.70
Assistant professor 9 7 4 43.8 0.59
Instructor 3 3 2 56.4 0.75
Lecturer 2 1 1 53.4 0.61
No rank 5 1 3 71.0 0.07
Total
Total 73 54 36 49.4 0.47
Academic rank
Professor 20 17 9 43.9 0.63
Associate professor 15 13 7 424 0.58
Assistant professor 17 14 7 45.1 0.55
Instructor 6 6 3 57.3 0.76
Lecturer 4 2 2 493 0.75
No rank 12 2 10 82.8 0.05

1 . . . .
The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitwtions in subgroup (absolute

Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S A,gitutions in subgroup-
NOTE: Data in this table reflect 76 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American

Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.6el. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Private
not-for-profit other 4-year institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDSSA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 62 63 3 4.8 0.98
Academic rank
Professor 23 23 1 4.2 0.98
Associate professor 18 18 1 4.4 0.98
Assistant professor 17 17 | 6.0 0.97
Instructor 2 2 0 20.7 0.80
Lecturer 1 1 0 30.6 0.81
No rank 1 1 0 43.9 0.82
Women
Total 45 45 3 5.9 0.97
Academic rank
Professor 9 9 0 5.0 0.98
Associate professor 13 13 1 4.6 0.98
Assistant professor 17 17 1 6.7 0.96
Instructor 4 4 1 15.8 0.88
Lecturer 1 1 0 26.2 0.85
No rank 1 1 0 49.1 0.79
Total
Total 107 107 5 5.1 0.97
Academic rank
Professor 32 33 1 43 0.98
Associate professor 31 32 1 4.4 0.98
Assistant professor 34 34 2 6.2 0.97
Instructor 6 6 1 17.2 0.83
Lecturer 2 2 1 28.0 0.83
No rank 2 1 1 45.6 0.82

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~
*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S A,gitutions in subgroup-
NOTE: Data in this table reflect 598 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
Percent differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American

Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.6e2. Summary statistics for average number of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Private
not-for-profit other 4-year institutions, 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average
IPEDS SA  AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference'  difference’ coefficient
Men
Total 4 4 2 433 0.66
Academic rank
Professor 1 1 1 56.4 0.43
Associate professor 1 1 1 39.3 0.76
Assistant professor 1 | 0 39.1 0.70
Instructor 0 0 0 67.1 0.67
Lecturer 0 0 0 37.8 0.77
No rank 0 0 0 128.0 0.11
Women
Total 4 3 2 39.7 0.71
Academic rank
Professor 1 1 0 56.8 0.44
Associate professor 1 1 0 41.5 0.75
Assistant professor 2 1 1 35.2 0.78
Instructor 0 0 0 44.5 0.74
Lecturer 0 0 0 33.6 0.91
No rank 0 0 0 101.5 0.16
Total
Total 8 7 3 40.5 0.68
Academic rank
Professor 2 2 1 52.6 0.44
Associate professor 2 2 1 40.0 0.75
Assistant professor 3 2 1 35.8 0.74
Instructor 1 1 0 48.5 0.71
Lecturer 0 0 0 355 0.90
No rank 0 0 0 114.8 0.12

1 . . . .
The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitwtions in subgroup (absolute

Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S A,gitutions in subgroup-
NOTE: Data in this table reflect 598 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.

Percent differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American

Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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The salary data for faculty members on 9/10-month contracts reported on the IPEDS SA
component and AAUP FCS contained a higher portion of data elements that had small or very
small percent differences than did the number of faculty data: 65 data elements had very small
differences and 26 had small, for a total of 91, or 43 percent, of the 210 data elements studied.
An additional 36, or 17 percent, of the comparisons between data reported on the IPEDS SA
component and AAUP FCS resulted in moderate percent differences, and 83 data elements, or 40

percent, resulted in large percent differences.

The patterns are similar to those displayed by the average number of faculty members
data: average salary data reported to the IPEDS SA components and AAUP FCS for 9/10-month
professors, and associate and assistant professors, had very small percent differences in each
analysis group. The percent differences for the 9/10-month instructors in all analysis groups
were small to moderate, while the percent differences for the 9/10-month lecturers varied from
very small to large. Faculty members with no rank on 9/10-month contracts, and faculty
members on 11/12-month contracts, regardless of rank, had for the most part moderate or large

percent differences between the two sources. Highlights of the exceptions follow:

e Public research institutions: While most of the percent differences in this analysis

group for 11/12-month faculty members were moderate to large, the ranks of
professor and assistant professor had very small to small percent differences for

average salaries (table 2.7a2).

e Public other 4-year institutions: Average salaries for 9/10-month lecturers in this

analysis group had very small percent differences between the two sources, while
average salaries for 9/10-month lecturers in the other analysis groups had moderate to
large differences (table 2.7b1). Small differences in average salaries were also seen
for men professors, women instructors, and professors overall for 11/12-month
faculty members (table 2.7b2).

e Public 2-year institutions: While most of the percent differences in this analysis

group for 11/12-month faculty members were large, the ranks of professor and
assistant professor had small to moderate percent differences for average salaries
(table 2.7¢c2).

e Private not-for-profit research institutions: In addition to the very small differences

observed for average salary data reported to the IPEDS SA component and AAUP
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FCS for 9/10-month faculty members in the ranks of professor, and associate and
assistant professor, small differences also existed between the data reported for 9/10-

month instructors, regardless of gender (table 2.7d1).

Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions: For this analysis group, there were 7

out of 42 comparisons resulting in very small percent differences for the average
number of faculty reports (tables 2.6e1 and 2.6e2). However, the average salary data
for the same analysis group resulted in 12 comparisons that were very small; these
comparisons were for the 9/10-month faculty members total and the ranks of
professor, and associate and assistant professor (tables 2.7¢1 and 2.7¢2). With one
exception (total 9/10-month instructors), all other comparisons were either moderate

or large for this analysis group.
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Table 2.7al. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public
research institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $78,057 $78,417 $425 0.6 1.00
Academic rank
Professor 98,882 98,987 222 0.2 1.00
Associate professor 69,573 69,644 135 0.2 1.00
Assistant professor 60,181 60,299 152 0.3 1.00
Instructor 39,662 39,972 2,797 8.2 0.89
Lecturer 46,547 47,245 3,271 10.1 0.88
No rank 45,610 51,161 3,351 33.9 0.77
Women
Total 61,236 61,594 562 0.9 0.99
Academic rank
Professor 89,165 89,215 310 0.4 1.00
Associate professor 64,447 64,483 116 0.2 1.00
Assistant professor 54,691 54,729 166 0.3 1.00
Instructor 37,812 37,871 1,802 5.7 0.89
Lecturer 41,961 42,496 3,295 11.5 0.86
No rank 43,072 45,688 3,664 35.6 0.78
Total
Total 72,231 72,625 487 0.7 0.98
Academic rank
Professor 96,999 97,098 219 0.2 1.00
Associate professor 67,709 67,768 119 0.2 1.00
Assistant professor 57,829 57,910 148 0.3 1.00
Instructor 38,551 38,709 2,460 6.9 0.85
Lecturer 44,039 44,650 3,313 10.4 0.86
No rank 44,168 48,163 4,367 37.8 0.74

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S A,gitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 158 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
Percent differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.7a2. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public
research institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $95,150 $98,511 $4,254 52 0.92
Academic rank
Professor 117,881 118,529 2,544 2.6 0.96
Associate professor 86,225 86,285 26,251 37.0 0.94
Assistant professor 71,777 71,622 3,794 7.4 0.90
Instructor 49,559 50,104 4,033 16.3 0.86
Lecturer 54,841 61,388 3,231 11.7 0.93
No rank 55,643 61,050 5,160 453 0.71
Women
Total 74,588 78,034 3,968 6.1 0.93
Academic rank
Professor 108,763 109,166 6,382 7.4 0.86
Associate professor 81,531 82,117 28,252 434 0.93
Assistant professor 67,038 67,839 2,596 5.2 0.94
Instructor 48,613 49,662 3,338 12.1 0.89
Lecturer 51,267 55,467 3,796 15.6 0.88
No rank 52,134 54,098 4,352 41.0 0.75
Total
Total 88,485 92,200 4,342 5.7 0.90
Academic rank
Professor 116,349 116,955 2,665 2.7 0.96
Associate professor 84,637 84,913 3,184 4.4 0.91
Assistant professor 69,529 69,914 3,463 6.3 0.89
Instructor 48,997 49,846 3,681 12.3 0.87
Lecturer 53,184 58,460 3,756 13.1 0.91
No rank 54,153 57,647 5,748 46.4 0.69

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 158 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.7b1. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public
other 4-year institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $61,935 $62,110 $383 0.7 1.00
Academic rank
Professor 76,490 76,519 571 0.8 0.97
Associate professor 61,048 61,056 227 04 1.00
Assistant professor 51,487 51,568 216 0.4 1.00
Instructor 38,949 39,046 1,499 5.3 0.92
Lecturer 43,042 43,338 539 2.7 0.99
No rank 44,375 47,601 1,930 393 0.78
Women
Total 54,413 54,704 494 1.0 0.99
Academic rank
Professor 73,303 73,348 591 0.9 0.98
Associate professor 58,610 58,678 429 0.8 0.97
Assistant professor 49,442 49,543 211 0.5 1.00
Instructor 37,865 37,966 1,719 6.3 0.92
Lecturer 40,589 41,161 913 49 0.97
No rank 39,971 44,035 1,541 31.1 0.83
Total
Total 58,785 59,022 390 0.7 0.96
Academic rank
Professor 75,584 75,622 540 0.8 0.97
Associate professor 60,045 60,077 380 0.7 0.98
Assistant professor 50,505 50,598 178 04 1.00
Instructor 38,294 38,395 1,746 5.8 0.91
Lecturer 41,701 42,138 644 3.1 0.98
No rank 42,042 45,804 2,154 38.6 0.79

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 328 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.7b2. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public
other 4-year institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $79,061  $80,399 $5,607 11.0 0.89
Academic rank
Professor 95,026 94,650 3,108 6.7 0.95
Associate professor 77,040 77,958 40,482 104.3 0.90
Assistant professor 61,342 62,788 5,742 24.6 0.81
Instructor 47,387 48,123 1,527 14.3 0.92
Lecturer 58,360 62,191 1,312 10.7 0.95
No rank 55,979 55,697 1,513 37.6 0.80
Women
Total 67,006 68,357 5,480 12.4 0.89
Academic rank
Professor 88,423 88,647 3,788 10.7 0.93
Associate professor 72,738 74,047 41,860 121.6 0.90
Assistant professor 57,807 60,016 4,900 21.5 0.85
Instructor 48,035 48,094 997 9.3 0.95
Lecturer 52,136 53,322 1,867 19.3 0.89
No rank 46,932 50,449 1,269 344 0.84
Total
Total 74,032 75,445 5,947 11.7 0.86
Academic rank
Professor 93,229 93,055 3,735 7.7 0.94
Associate professor 75,142 76,269 5,213 11.5 0.89
Assistant professor 59,368 61,219 6,354 21.0 0.83
Instructor 47,722 48,107 1,595 11.0 0.93
Lecturer 55,094 57,490 1,954 13.9 0.93
No rank 51,710 53,288 1,675 33.8 0.84

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 328 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.7cl. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public 2-
year institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $53,520  $53,933 $594 1.2 0.96
Academic rank
Professor 68,544 68,636 898 2.5 0.97
Associate professor 54,665 54,650 784 2.6 0.97
Assistant professor 48,199 48,330 646 24 0.97
Instructor 45,521 40,778 3,986 17.0 0.77
Lecturer 44,740 45,501 464 11.3 0.95
No rank 50,958 51,835 4,437 25.6 0.83
Women
Total 50,572 50,714 479 1.0 0.98
Academic rank
Professor 64,473 64,342 954 3.1 0.97
Associate professor 52,749 52,808 715 2.4 0.97
Assistant professor 47,210 47,025 694 2.7 0.97
Instructor 44,172 40,115 3,729 16.6 0.79
Lecturer 45,877 45,747 567 12.1 0.94
No rank 48,659 49,347 4,327 25.7 0.83
Total
Total 52,008 52,277 410 0.8 0.95
Academic rank
Professor 66,690 66,685 921 2.6 0.97
Associate professor 53,684 53,706 745 2.4 0.97
Assistant professor 47,670 47,626 663 2.5 0.97
Instructor 44,783 40,412 3,920 16.3 0.78
Lecturer 45,378 45,647 516 10.5 0.95
No rank 49,783 50,545 4,424 254 0.83

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 267 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.7¢2. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Public 2-
year institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $58,571  $58,024 $3,957 16.9 0.88
Academic rank
Professor 72,902 73,444 1,379 104 0.94
Associate professor 60,584 60,590 24,290 244.1 0.94
Assistant professor 53,118 53,278 817 9.1 0.95
Instructor 50,911 45,748 4,250 42.0 0.69
Lecturer 50,389 51,102 194 25.1 0.89
No rank 57,938 53,670 4,057 111.3 0.65
Women
Total 58,066 57,568 3,259 16.3 0.89
Academic rank
Professor 72,177 72,204 1,030 9.6 0.94
Associate professor 60,268 60,280 24,329 273.7 0.97
Assistant professor 52,606 52,958 650 7.1 0.96
Instructor 49,939 46,126 3,541 37.0 0.75
Lecturer 42,457 39,476 511 63.1 0.58
No rank 60,958 53,436 4,497 146.2 0.57
Total
Total 58,319 57,798 3,342 13.3 0.85
Academic rank
Professor 72,550 72,838 1,129 7.4 0.96
Associate professor 60,422 60,432 1,225 9.8 0.94
Assistant professor 52,834 53,099 1,191 10.6 0.94
Instructor 50,449 45,929 4,430 38.4 0.71
Lecturer 46,784 45,289 349 28.4 0.86
No rank 59,517 53,558 4,851 113.7 0.63

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 267 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.7d1. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Private
not-for-profit research institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $96,786  $97,539 $2,031 2.3 0.92
Academic rank
Professor 123,605 123,691 2,004 1.8 0.90
Associate professor 80,626 80,658 1,489 1.9 0.87
Assistant professor 70,058 70,298 1,471 2.3 0.86
Instructor 47,959 48,022 3,245 8.5 0.88
Lecturer 54,666 54,961 3,259 10.8 0.92
No rank 55,135 57,043 5,793 35.5 0.75
Women
Total 74,883 75,593 2,270 32 0.88
Academic rank
Professor 113,007 113,006 2,566 2.6 0.83
Associate professor 74,779 74,861 1,510 2.1 0.88
Assistant professor 63,224 63,437 1,576 2.6 0.85
Instructor 45,101 44,283 1,810 5.5 0.95
Lecturer 47,113 47,887 3,887 14.0 0.86
No rank 52,402 52,567 5,200 34.8 0.72
Total
Total 89,706 90,489 2,107 2.6 0.97
Academic rank
Professor 121,590 121,665 2,143 2.0 0.88
Associate professor 78,583 78,632 1,505 2.0 0.87
Assistant professor 67,184 67,411 1,511 2.4 0.86
Instructor 46,358 45,929 2,491 6.8 0.92
Lecturer 50,708 51,147 4,031 13.4 0.87
No rank 53,882 54,858 6,014 36.1 0.72

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 76 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.7d2. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Private
not-for-profit research institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $104,035 $109,784 $16,585 26.5 0.73
Academic rank
Professor 141,954 147,341 19,043 24.5 0.77
Associate professor 93,882 94,601 52,818 99.4 0.71
Assistant professor 78,662 79,990 9,536 248 0.79
Instructor 55,706 58,599 4,654 294 0.83
Lecturer 71,511 72,660 8,606 55.3 0.55
No rank 88,775 95,899 7,308 53.5 0.62
Women
Total 79,664 83,249 14,249 30.8 0.73
Academic rank
Professor 126,904 129,303 18,082 29.8 0.74
Associate professor 88,980 91,295 54,201 123.0 0.68
Assistant professor 72,527 73,072 9,718 28.5 0.73
Instructor 57,635 58,453 4,781 27.1 0.81
Lecturer 57,345 54,270 7,818 53.8 0.59
No rank 66,197 87,060 4,331 42.1 0.74
Total
Total 94,621 100,092 15,676 26.9 0.73
Academic rank
Professor 138,994 144,058 20,040 25.8 0.76
Associate professor 91,968 93,407 15,245 28.7 0.70
Assistant professor 75,389 76,594 9,536 22.7 0.78
Instructor 56,775 58,519 4,697 22.2 0.84
Lecturer 64,522 63,992 9,978 58.3 0.56
No rank 80,388 92,269 7,264 52.5 0.61

1 . . . .
The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitwtions in subgroup (absolute

value(AAUP FCSinstitution - IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-
NOTE: Data in this table reflect 76 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American

Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.

57



IPEDS 2004-05 SALARIES COMPONENT STUDY

Table 2.7el. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 9/10-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Private
not-for-profit other 4-year institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $63,655 $63,776 $2,414 44 0.84
Academic rank
Professor 78,813 79,042 2,605 4.0 0.88
Associate professor 60,909 60,910 2,070 4.0 0.85
Assistant professor 50,316 50,429 1,976 4.5 0.83
Instructor 40,956 40,634 3,281 12.5 0.84
Lecturer 47,548 48,452 1,546 20.0 0.89
No rank 53,950 51,202 2,445 45.8 0.68
Women
Total 56,076 56,386 2,378 4.8 0.81
Academic rank
Professor 74,588 74,870 2,676 4.4 0.88
Associate professor 58,807 58,836 2,013 4.0 0.85
Assistant professor 48,567 48,735 1,932 4.6 0.82
Instructor 40,232 40,189 2,835 10.1 0.87
Lecturer 43,817 44,456 1,387 20.7 0.88
No rank 50,835 50,524 2,232 48.4 0.72
Total
Total 60,489 60,696 2,419 4.6 0.92
Academic rank
Professor 77,633 77,866 2,628 4.1 0.86
Associate professor 60,017 60,028 1,993 3.9 0.84
Assistant professor 49,444 49,586 1,957 4.5 0.82
Instructor 40,519 40,367 2,796 9.1 0.85
Lecturer 45475 46,245 1,818 21.3 0.88
No rank 52,396 50,891 2,885 45.8 0.70

"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 598 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Table 2.7e¢2. Summary statistics for average salaries of full-time 11/12-month faculty members reported on
IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS, by gender, contract length and academic rank: Private
not-for-profit other 4-year institutions, 2004-05

Average salary Difference
Average
IPEDS SA AAUP absolute Percent Correlation
Academic rank component FCS difference' difference’ coefficient
Men
Total $65,169 $65,313 $5,198 20.4 0.87
Academic rank
Professor 78,982 78,595 4,737 23.9 0.87
Associate professor 66,440 66,552 45,375 2314 0.87
Assistant professor 55,838 56,409 3,681 243 0.85
Instructor 42,665 42,404 2,202 51.9 0.71
Lecturer 48,189 51,051 280 29.8 0.87
No rank 51,633 55,013 1,410 82.5 0.52
Women
Total 59,659 59,763 5,128 22.5 0.85
Academic rank
Professor 75,796 75,986 4411 27.9 0.85
Associate professor 63,189 64,503 44,617 287.9 0.85
Assistant professor 56,196 56,826 3,791 25.0 0.85
Instructor 45,108 44,084 2,090 32.2 0.83
Lecturer 49,610 49,933 297 32.1 0.85
No rank 49,722 46,480 1,492 77.2 0.61
Total
Total 62,590 62,826 5,217 19.3 0.92
Academic rank
Professor 77,960 77,852 4,866 20.0 0.89
Associate professor 65,066 65,715 4,376 20.0 0.88
Assistant professor 56,039 56,641 3,909 21.6 0.87
Instructor 44247 43,414 2,537 32.0 0.82
Lecturer 48,941 50,412 415 35.1 0.85
No rank 50,678 51,440 1,836 86.3 0.52

'"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
Value(AAUP FCSinstitution —IPEDS SAinstitution))~

*The percent difference between AAUP FCS and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each subgroup as
follows: average absolute differenceingsitutions in subgroup / @verage value of IPEDS S Ajyitutions in subgroup-

NOTE: Data in this table reflect 598 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS. Percent
differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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The salary data reported on the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS for 11/12-month
faculty members contained more data elements with higher percentage differences than did the
salary data for the 9/10-month faculty members. Percent differences that were other than very
small typically occurred in the faculty ranks of lecturer, instructor, and those with no rank, or as
was seen in the data for number of faculty, those with relatively few faculty members. Again,
due to the low number of faculty members these data reflect, relatively small differences in the

reported data can result in large percent differences.
Details of the correlation analysis follow.

e Public research institutions: The number of 9/10- and 11/12-month faculty members

reported for all faculty members by gender, for the ranks of professor, associate and
assistant professor, and instructor by gender, and for total number of faculty, all had
strong or very strong correlation coefficients of 0.80 or higher (tables 2.6al and 2.6a2).
The number of 11/12-month faculty members reported for lecturers and faculty with no

rank, regardless of gender, had weak correlation coefficients of less than 0.60.

e Public other 4-year institutions: The majority of the correlations were very strong for
9/10-month faculty members (table 2.6b1). Further, although 11/12-month faculty

members in the ranks of professor, and associate and assistant professor had very strong

correlation coefficients (0.90 or above), 11/12-month faculty members with no rank had
weak correlation coefficients (less than 0.60) (table 2.6b2).

e Public 2-year institutions: The correlation coefficients for the number of 9/10- and

11/12-month faculty members for professor, and associate and assistant professor, were
very strong. Reported data varied more for the remaining ranks (instructor, lecturer and
faculty with no rank) (tables 2.6¢1 and 2.6¢2).

e Private not-for-profit research institutions: The majority of the correlations for the

number of 9/10-month faculty members were strong or very strong; however, correlations
for the number of 11/12-month faculty members were not as strong (tables 2.6d1 and
2.6d2). Only one data element (number of 11/12-month men lecturers) had a strong
relationship, with a coefficient of 0.83; all other coefficients for 11/12-month faculty in

this analysis group were moderate or weak.

e Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions: The majority of the correlations for the

number of 9/10-month faculty members were strong or very strong (table 2.6e1).
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Although the majority of the correlations for the number of 11/12-month faculty
members were moderate or weak, the average number of faculty members was very small
(table 2.6¢2).

Tables 2.7al through 2.7¢2 provide the results for the reported salaries of faculty
members. Analysis of the average salaries indicated many of the correlation coefficients were
very strong between the two data sources, more so in the public sector than in the private not-for-

profit sector. Highlights of the details follow:

e Public research institutions: Overall, the correlations between the average salaries
reported on IPEDS SA and AAUP FCS for both 9/10- and 11/12-month faculty members

by academic rank were very strong or strong; the exception was for faculty members with

no rank, where the average salaries had moderate correlations (table 2.7al and 2.7a2).

e Public other 4-year institutions: The correlations between the IPEDS SA component and

AAUP FCS average salary reports for 9/10-month faculty members overall were very
strong, as were most of the 9/10-month data by rank, with the exception of faculty with
no rank (table 2.7b1). The correlation coefficients for the 11/12-month average salary

data for the two sources ranged from strong to very strong (table 2.7b2).

e Public 2-year institutions: For 9/10-month faculty member data, the average salaries
reported on the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS were all very strongly related,

with the exception of instructors (moderately related), and faculty members with no rank

(strongly related) (table 2.7c1). For 11/12-month faculty member data, the average
salaries for professors, associate professors and assistant professors were all strongly

related. The relationship between the two sources, however, was not as strong for the
other ranks (table 2.7¢2).

e Private not-for-profit research institutions: Overall, the average salary data were strongly

or very strongly related for 9/10-month faculty members, and moderately related for

11/12-month faculty members in this analysis group (tables 2.7d1 and 2.7d2).

e Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions: The average salary data for faculty
members on 9/10-month contracts by gender reported on the IPEDS SA component and
AAUP FCS were not as strongly correlated as in the other analysis groups; however, the
coefficients were still in the strong range, with an overall very strong coefficient of 0.92

(table 2.7e1). The 11/12-month average salary data for private not-for-profit other 4-year
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institutions resulted in correlation coefficients indicating a slightly stronger relationship
than in other analysis groups, with a very strong overall coefficient of 0.92 (other analysis

groups had correlation coefficients of 0.90 or less) (table 2.7¢2).

Scatter Plots

Scatter plots were created to provide a visual illustration of the extent of the difference
between the IPEDS SA data and the AAUP FCS data for the following data elements:

Total number of 9/10-month faculty members.
Average salary for faculty members on 9/10-month contracts.

Total number of 11/12-month faculty members.

b=

Average salary for faculty members on 11/12-month contracts.

The scatter plots reinforced the findings from the analysis of the descriptive statistics.
Generally, the data reported on the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS for 9/10-month
faculty were consistent with one another, while the data reported for 11/12-month faculty were
reasonably consistent, but contained more variability than the data reported for 9/10-month

faculty.

Figure 2.1al represents the number of full-time faculty members reported on the IPEDS
SA component and AAUP FCS for public research institutions. The plot depicting the reported
number of 9/10-month faculty members showed a strong linear relationship between sources.
This was supported by the correlation coefficient displayed on table 2.6al. The plot depicting
the number of 11/12-month faculty members displayed more variation between the two sources

(figure 2.1al); the correlation coefficient between the two reports was 0.88 (table 2.6a2).

Figure 2.1a2 displays the average faculty salaries reported on the IPEDS SA component
and AAUP FCS for public research institutions. The plots indicated that data did not vary
widely between the sources on the 9/10-month salary measure; furthermore, as table 2.7al
displayed, the correlation coefficient between the two data sources was a very strong 0.98.
However, the plot displayed greater deviation between the two sources for the average salaries of
faculty on 11/12-month contracts (figure 2.1a2), as the scatter points were less contained, and the

associated correlation coefficient (0.90, table 2.7a2) was not as high.

Figures 2.1b1 and 2.1b2 depict the number of full-time faculty members and the average
salaries reported on the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS for public other 4-year
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institutions. As seen on these plots, the patterns were consistent with those of public research
institutions by category: data for 9/10-month faculty members showed a strong relationship
(correlation coefficients of 0.96 and 1.00 for average salaries and number of faculty,
respectively; tables 2.7b1 and 2.6b1), while the plot for 11/12-month faculty salary data

displayed more scattered points (correlation coefficient of 0.86).

Figures 2.1cl and 2.1c2 display the scatter plots for the number of full-time faculty
members and the average salaries reported for public 2-year institutions. Once again, the 11/12-
month faculty data in the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS showed more variation than the
9/10-month faculty data. In public 2-year institutions, the correlation for the average salary
reported for 9/10-month faculty by the two data sources was very strong, but varied a little more
than in the other public sectors, with a correlation coefficient of 0.95 (table 2.7c1). The
correlation coefficient for the number of 9/10-month faculty remained high at 0.99 (table 2.6¢1).

Figures 2.1d1 and 2.1d2 display the scatter plots of the number of full-time faculty
members and the average salaries reported for private not-for-profit research institutions. Once
again, the data reports were less consistent for 11/12-month faculty than for 9/10-month faculty.
In this sector, the scatter plots for 11/12-month faculty were much more diverse than in any of
the public sectors, and the correlation coefficients were not as strong: 0.73 for the average salary
reports and 0.47 for the number of faculty members (tables 2.7d2 and 2.6d2). The correlation
coefficients for the 9/10-month faculty member data were much more in line with those in the
public sectors: 0.97 for average salaries and 0.98 for the number of faculty members (tables
2.7d1 and 2.6d1).

Figures 2.1el and 2.1e2 represent the number of full-time faculty members and average
salaries reported on the IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS data for private not-for-profit
other 4-year institutions. Here, the average salaries for 9/10-month faculty were not as consistent
as those seen in other comparisons, as there was more dispersion from the line (the correlation
coefficient is 0.92, table 2.7e1). However, the data for the number of faculty members on 9/10-
month contracts were consistent between the two data sources, as the dispersion of the data
points did not deviate a great deal from the line (the correlation coefficient is 0.97, table 2.6¢1).
Again, the 11/12-month faculty member data were less reliable than the 9/10-month faculty
member data, and the data points show more dispersion: the correlation coefficient is 0.92 for

average salaries (table 2.7¢e2), and 0.68 for number of faculty members (table 2.6¢e2).
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Figure 2.1al. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP FCS, by
contract length: Public research institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 158 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Figure 2.1a2. Average salaries of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP
FCS, by contract length: Public research institutions, 2004-05

9/10-month faculty salaries
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 158 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Figure 2.1b1. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP FCS, by
contract length: Public other 4-year institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 328 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Figure 2.1b2. Average salaries of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP
FCS, by contract length: Public other 4-year institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 328 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Figure 2.1c1. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP FCS, by
contract length: Public 2-year institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 267 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Figure 2.1c2. Average salaries of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP
FCS, by contract length: Public 2-year institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 267 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.

69



IPEDS 2004-05 SALARIES COMPONENT STUDY

Figure 2.1d1. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP FCS, by
contract length: Private not-for-profit research institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 76 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Figure 2.1d2. Average salaries of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP
FCS, by contract length: Private not-for-profit research institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 76 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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Figure 2.1el. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP FCS, by
contract length: Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 598 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.

72



IPEDS 2004-05 SALARIES COMPONENT STUDY

Figure 2.1e2. Average salaries of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with AAUP
FCS, by contract length: Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 598 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and AAUP FCS.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS) data file.
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College Board ASC Analysis

The College Board ASC collected data on the number of faculty members, but did not
collect salary data on faculty members. The instructions for ASC did not include several
reporting guidelines that were specifically mentioned in the instructions for the IPEDS SA
component. For example, it was unclear if ASC included 9/10-month faculty only, 11/12-month
faculty only, or a combination of 9/10-month and 11/12-month faculty. Detailed analysis of the
ASC data, along with comparisons of the ASC and IPEDS SA component faculty member
counts, revealed that the ASC data aligned closely with the IPEDS SA component data for 9/10-
and 11/12-month faculty combined. Therefore, it was presumed that the total faculty numbers
reported on ASC reflected the total of 9/10- and 11/12-month faculty members,'* and this
analysis included the sum of 9/10- and 11/12-month faculty reported on the IPEDS SA
component compared with the number of faculty reported on College Board ASC. Table 2.8
compares the total number of faculty members reported by the IPEDS SA component and the
College Board ASC by analysis group.

Descriptive Statistics

For public research and 2-year institutions, the percent differences between the number of
faculty members reported on the IPEDS SA component and the College Board ASC were small,
with average absolute differences of 63 and 10, respectively. For public other 4-year, and private
not-for-profit research, and other 4-year institutions, the comparisons resulted in moderate
percent differences, with average absolute differences ranging from 11 to 106. For private not-
for-profit 2-year and private for-profit 4- and 2-year institutions, the percent differences between
the number of faculty members reported on the IPEDS SA component and the College Board
ASC were large; however, the average absolute differences were 6 and 9, respectively. Given
the relative small average number of faculty members reported by these two analysis groups,

differences in reports of one or two faculty members can result in large percent differences.

In public research and public 2-year institutions, the numbers of faculty members
reported on the IPEDS SA component and College Board ASC had very strong correlations
(coefficients of 0.96 and 0.97, respectively). In private not-for-profit research and other 4-year
institutions, and private for-profit institutions, the numbers of faculty members reported on the

two data sources had strong correlations. The numbers of faculty members reported on the

'2 The College Board ASC collected the number of faculty by gender as well; however, the majority of institutions
reported only the total number of faculty. Therefore, the total number of faculty was used in this analysis.
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IPEDS SA component and College Board ASC for public other 4-year institutions and private

not-for-profit 2-year institutions resulted in a moderate relationship.

Table 2.8. Summary statistics for average number of full-time faculty members reported on IPEDS SA
component and College Board ASC, by analysis group: 2004-05

Average number of

full-time faculty Difference
Average

IPEDS SA College absolute Percent Correlation
Analysis group component Board ASC difference' difference’  coefficient
Public research institutions 895 926 63 7.0 0.96
Public other 4-year institutions 234 255 31 13.2 0.76
Public 2-year institutions 112 112 10 8.7 0.97
Private not-for-profit research institutions 622 655 106 17.1 0.84
Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions 87 92 11 12.5 0.83
Private not-for-profit 2-year institutions 20 22 6 28.9 0.64
Private for-profit 4- and 2-year institutions 24 27 9 35.8 0.84

"The average absolute difference was computed for each institution as follows: averageinsitutions in subgroup (absolute
value(College Board ASCiysiwtion — IPEDS SAinsitution))-

The percent difference between College Board ASC and the IPEDS SA component was computed for each
subgroup as follows: average absolute differenceinsitwtions in subgroup / average value of IPEDS SAj;gitutions in subgroup-
NOTE: Data in this table reflect 3,098 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and College Board
ASC. Percent differences may not appear to compute correctly due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and The Annual Survey
of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).

Scatter Plots

Figures 2.2a through 2.2g display scatter plots of the total number of faculty members
reported on the IPEDS SA component as compared with the number reported on the College
Board ASC, by analysis group.

Figure 2.2a displays that in public research institutions, the discrepancy in the data report
appeared to increase with the number of faculty: the data points were more broadly distributed
around the line for universities reporting more than 1,000 faculty members. However, a strong
linear relationship existed between the two sources, with a correlation coefficient of 0.96 (table
2.8).

At public other 4-year institutions (figure 2.2b), institutions reporting fewer than 400
faculty members showed fewer discrepancies in reporting by data source. This sector had a

lower correlation between the two sources, with a coefficient of 0.76 (table 2.8).
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In public 2-year institutions, there was high agreement between the two sources, with the
greatest discrepancies occurring in the middle of the scatter plot, where the reported number of
faculty members ranged from approximately 350 to 500 (figure 2.2¢) (correlation coefficient of
0.97, table 2.8).

When comparing the data reported on College Board ASC with that reported on the
IPEDS SA component, the private not-for-profit sector data were less consistent than the data for
public research institutions and public 2-year institutions. At private not-for-profit research
institutions, more variance existed between sources for those institutions reporting large numbers

of faculty members (figure 2.2d). The overall correlation coefficient was 0.84 (table 2.8).

In private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions, the scatter plot displayed a relatively
straight line (figure 2.2¢); however, the line is “thick” as many points deviate slightly above or
below the line, indicating that reports between the two data sources are close, but not identical.

Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions had a correlation coefficient of 0.83 (table 2.8).

Private not-for-profit 2-year institutions reported the smallest numbers of faculty
members among all the institution types and showed more variation (figure 2.2f) between

sources (correlation coefficient of 0.64).

Private for-profit” institutions showed more variance between data sources (figure 2.2g)
(correlation coefficient of 0.84, table 2.8).

" Included 4- and 2-year institutions.
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Figure 2.2a. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with College Board
ASC: Public research institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 162 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and College Board
ASC.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and The Annual Survey
of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).

Figure 2.2b. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with College Board
ASC: Public other 4-year institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 436 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and College Board
ASC.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and The Annual
Survey of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).
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Figure 2.2c. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with College Board
ASC: Public 2-year institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 912 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and College Board
ASC.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and The Annual Survey
of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).

Figure 2.2d. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with College Board
ASC: Private not-for-profit research institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 85 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and College Board ASC.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and The Annual Survey
of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).
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Figure 2.2e. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with College Board
ASC: Private not-for-profit other 4-year institutions, 2004-05

3,000
2,500 -

2,000 -

1,500

1,000

number of faculty

IPEDS SA component

*
500 " ® .

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000

College Board ASC
number of faculty

NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 1,049 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and College Board

ASC.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and The Annual Survey

of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).

Figure 2.2f. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with College Board
ASC: Private not-for-profit 2-year institutions, 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 81 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and College Board ASC.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and The Annual Survey
of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).
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Figure 2.2g. Number of full-time faculty members on IPEDS SA component compared with College Board
ASC: Private for-profit 4- and 2-year institutions 2004-05
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NOTE: Data in this figure reflect 373 institutions matching between IPEDS SA component and College Board
ASC.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Salaries (SA) component data file; and The Annual Survey
of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).
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Chapter 3: IPEDS 2004-05 Employees by Assigned
Position Component Study

Overview

This chapter describes the assessment of the quality of the 2004-05 IPEDS Employees by
Assigned Position (EAP) component data by evaluating survey elements against comparable data
from external sources. The 2004-05 IPEDS EAP component collected data on the number of
employees by employment status (full- or part-time), primary function/occupation category, and
faculty status.'"* The EAP component also collected data separately for medical schools, which
in IPEDS refers to schools that offered M.D. programs.

Several factors may reduce the potential matching across datasets. Differences in data
definitions and elements, in addition to non-corresponding institutions, have the potential to limit
the comparisons. The methodologies used to match data, along with the analysis results, are

described below.

Introduction

The IPEDS EAP component collected data on all staff members in postsecondary
institutions based on the following categories: full-time non-medical staff members, full-time
medical staff members, part-time non-medical staff members, and part-time medical staff
members, regardless of contract length. The data were collected separately for non-medical

employees and employees working in medical programs at postsecondary institutions.

To attempt to determine the quality of the IPEDS EAP component data, the following
external data sources were investigated as potential comparative sources for the IPEDS EAP

component:

Full-time Faculty Members:

e 2004-05 College and University Professional Association (CUPA): National Faculty
Salary Survey (NFSS)

e 2004-05 CUPA: Community College Faculty Salary Survey (CCFSS)

'* Some organizations refer to “tenure status” while others refer to “faculty status”; these terms are synonymous.
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e 2004-05 Oklahoma State University (OSU): Faculty Salary Survey (FSS)

e 2004-05 American Association of University Professors (AAUP): Faculty Compensation
Survey (FCS)

e 2005-06 College Board: Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC)"

e 2004-05 Association of American Medical Colleges (AAMC): Medical School Profile
System (MSPS)

Part-time Faculty Members:

e 2004-05 CUPA: CCFSS
e 2005-06 College Board: ASC
e 2004-05 AAMC: MSPS

Full-time Administrative and Professional Staff:

e 2004-05 CUPA Administrative Compensation Survey (AdComp)
e 2004-05 CUPA Mid-Level Administrative and Professional Salary Survey (Mid-Level)

When differences in survey definitions between the IPEDS EAP component and the
external data sources were discovered, the potential effect the differences would have on the
analysis was evaluated. Where possible, adjustments were made to arrive at more congruent
definitions. In some cases, however, the definitions were too dissimilar to include the data
element or external source in the analysis. During the review of the data definitions, an
evaluation of the magnitude of the definitional differences between the IPEDS EAP component
and each external source was conducted. Tables 3.1a, 3.1b, and 3.1c provide information on

each definition compared across the data sources.

'3 Despite the “2005-06” reference to the Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC), the faculty data collected for this
survey are based on Fall 2004.
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Table 3.1a. Comparison of full-time faculty definition and survey characteristics between IPEDS EAP component and CUPA NFSS and CCFSS, OSU
FSS, AAUP FCS, College Board ASC, and AAMC MSPS: 2004-05

Faculty definition and survey
characteristic

IPEDS EAP
component

CUPA: NFSS and
CCFSS

OSU FSS!

AAUP FCS

College Board ASC?

AAMC MSPS

Full-time faculty definition

Instructional faculty
employed full-time
and classified as

Faculty on annual
contracts of at least
nine months and

Faculty in which at
least 50 percent of
salary must come

Instructional/research
staff employed full-
time and whose

Instructional/research
staff employed on a
full-time basis and

Paid individuals
considered by the
medical school to be

faculty members

either primarily whose from instruction, major (at least 50 | whose major regular full-time medical
instruction or teaching/research research, or some percent) regular assignment was school faculty
instruction | represents more than combination. assignment was | instruction, including whether supported
combined with half of their duties. instruction, those with released by the medical
research and/or regardless of whether time for research. school directly or
public service. they were formally supported by
designated "faculty." affiliated
organizations.
Included full-time
faculty in basic
science and clinical
departments, in
schools of basic
health sciences, and
in affiliated
hospitals. Research
faculty were also
included; residents
and fellows were
excluded.
Faculty data provided by No No No’ Yes* No No
contract length
Data provided by faculty Tenured, on tenure No No Tenured, on tenure No No
status’® track, not on tenure track, and not on
track/no tenure tenure track/no
system, and without tenure system
faculty status
Included less-than-9-month Yes No No No No No

See notes at end of table.
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Table 3.1a. Comparison of full-time faculty definition and survey characteristics between IPEDS EAP component and CUPA NFSS and CCFSS, OSU

FSS, AAUP FCS, College Board ASC, and AAMC MSPS: 2004-05—Continued

Faculty definition and survey

or religious orders who were
not paid by institution, faculty
whose services were contracted
by or donated to the institution

haracteristi IPEDS EAP CUPA: NFSS and
characteristic component CCFSS OSU FSS' AAUP FCS | College Board ASC? AAMC MSPS
Included data by academic No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
rank®
Included faculty on leave No No Unknown Unknown No Unknown
without pay
Included faculty on sabbatical Yes Yes Yes’ Yes Yes Unknown
leave
Included department chairs (if Yes Yes Yes Yes® Unknown Unknown
their principal activity is
instruction)
Included adjunct faculty Yes No Yes Yes No Unknown
employed full-time
Included administrative No Yes (partially)’ Unknown No Yes™ Unknown
officers (e.g., dean of
instruction, dean of students,
etc.; librarian, registrar, coach,
etc.) even though they may
devote part of their time to
classroom instruction
Included visiting faculty paid Yes No Unknown Yes Unknown Unknown
by host institution
Included faculty in medical Yes - separately Unknown No No No Yes - separately
schools
Included faculty in the military No No Unknown No No Unknown

See notes at end of table.
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Table 3.1a. Comparison of full-time faculty definition and survey characteristics between IPEDS EAP component and CUPA NFSS and CCFSS, OSU
FSS, AAUP FCS, College Board ASC, and AAMC MSPS: 2004-05—Continued

F ;‘C“It-‘{ d??“‘“"“ and survey IPEDS EAP |  CUPA: NFSS and

characteristic component CCFSS OSU FSS' AAUP FCS | College Board ASC? AAMC MSPS

Individual records or summary Individual Summary data Summary data Individual Individual Individual

data provided for the study institutional data | provided by analysis | provided by analysis institutional data institutional data institutional data
provided group group provided provided provided

TAccording to OSU FSS definitions, the faculty member should be reported on OSU FSS in only one Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) code by choosing either the
department that funded more of the faculty member’s salary, or the department in which the faculty member had tenure (if applicable). Unfortunately, survey respondents were not
always able to use only one CIP code to report faculty members that had split appointments.

’The instructions for College Board ASC did not include reporting requirements for several items that are addressed in the instructions for reporting faculty in IPEDS EAP. Since
the instructions for College Board ASC referenced the AAUP FCS instructions, it was highly likely that survey respondents to College Board ASC followed the AAUP FCS
reporting guidelines.

3Survey participants that had full-time faculty on 11/12-month contracts were instructed to combine the number of full-time faculty on 11/12-month contracts with the number of
full-time faculty on 9/10-month contracts. The resulting sum (number of equated 9-month faculty) was then reported on the survey.

“Some survey participants voluntarily elected to convert data for full-time faculty on 11/12-month contracts to equated 9-month data. For example, the number of full-time faculty
on 11/12-month contracts was combined with the number of full-time faculty on 9/10-month contracts and the resulting sum (number of equated 9-month faculty) was then
reported on the survey.

SFaculty members included in the data report for IPEDS EAP were those with tenure, on tenure track, not on tenure track/no tenure system, and without faculty status; CUPA
NFSS and CCFSS included faculty members with tenure, those on tenure track, and those not on tenure track; AAUP FCS included faculty members with tenure, on tenure track,
and not on tenure track or with no tenure system; OSU FSS, College Board ASC and AAMC MSPS did not state which faculty members were included by faculty status.

SIPEDS EAP collected data in aggregate form for the following six academic ranks, while AAUP FCS collected data separately for the same six academic ranks: professor,
associate professor, assistant professor, instructor, lecturer, and no academic rank. CUPA NFSS and CCFSS, OSU FSS, and AAMC MSPS collected data on the following four
academic ranks: professor, associate professor, assistant professor, and instructor. CUPA CCFSS also collected data on lecturers.

"The description of full-time faculty, which stated "50 percent of salary must come from instruction, research, or some combination," should have allowed faculty on sabbaticals to
be included; however, some sabbaticals were 0.50 FTE for a full year, which disqualified them as “full-time” faculty. Institutions decided whether to include sabbaticals; however,
OSU FSS suggested institutions include them.

*Included department heads with faculty rank and no other administrative title.

%Included coaches if more than one-half of their time was spent on instruction independent of their coaching, but did not include administrative officers such as deans, librarians
and registrars.

1 Administrative officers were reported if they taught one or more non-clinical credit course.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Employees by Assigned
Position (EAP) component; College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 National Faculty Salary Survey (NFSS) and Community
College Faculty Salary Survey (CCFSS); American Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty Compensation Survey (FCS); 2004-05 Oklahoma State
University (OSU) Faculty Salary Survey (FSS); the Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board); and
Association of American Medical Colleges (AAMC) 2004-05 Medical School Profile System (MSPS).

AdNLS ININOdWWOD NOILISOd AINDISSY A9 S3IIA0TdWT SO0-¥00¢C SAIdI



98

Table 3.1b. Comparison of part-time faculty definition and survey characteristics between IPEDS EAP component and CUPA CCEFSS, College Board
ASC, and AAMC MSPS: 2004-05

Faculty definition and survey
characteristic

IPEDS EAP component

CUPA CCFSS

College Board ASC

AAMC MSPS

Part-time faculty definition

Instructional faculty
employed part-time and
classified as either primarily
instruction or instruction
combined with research
and/or public service.

Faculty on annual contracts
of at least nine months and
whose teaching/research
represented more than half
of their duties.

Instructional/research staff
employed on a part-time basis
and whose major regular
assignment was instruction,
including those with released
time for research.

Paid individuals considered by the
medical school to be part-time
medical school faculty whether
supported by the medical school
directly or supported by affiliated
organizations. Included part-time
faculty in basic science and
clinical departments, in schools of
basic health sciences, and in
affiliated hospitals. Research
faculty were also included;
however, residents and fellows
were excluded.

dean of instruction, dean of students,
etc.; librarian, registrar, coach, etc.) even
though they may devote part of their
time to classroom instruction

Faculty data provided by contract length Yes No' No No
Data provided by faculty status” Tenured, on tenure track, not No No No
on tenure track/no tenure
system, and without faculty
status
Data provided by academic rank’® No Yes No No
Included faculty on leave without pay No No No Unknown
Included faculty on sabbatical leave Yes Yes Yes Unknown
Included chairs of departments (if their Yes Yes Unknown Unknown
principal activity is instruction)
Included adjunct faculty employed part- Yes No No Unknown
time
Included administrative officers (e.g., No Yes (partially)* Yes® Unknown

See notes at end of table.
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Table 3.1b. Comparison of part-time faculty definition and survey characteristics between IPEDS EAP component and CUPA CCEFSS, College Board
ASC, and AAMC MSPS: 2004-05—Continued

Faculty definition and survey

characteristic IPEDS EAP component CUPA CCFSS College Board ASC AAMC MSPS
Included visiting faculty paid by host Yes No Unknown Unknown
institution

Included graduate assistants Yes No No Unknown
Included faculty in medical schools Yes - separately Unknown No Yes - separately
Included faculty in the military or No No No Unknown

religious orders who were not paid by
institution, faculty whose services were
contracted by or donated to the

institution
Individual records or summary data Individual institutional data | Summary data provided by Individual institutional data Individual institutional data
provided for the study provided analysis group provided provided

'Survey participants that had full-time faculty on 11/12-month contracts were instructed to combine the number of full-time faculty on 11/12-month contracts with the number of
full-time faculty on 9/10-month contracts. The resulting sum (number of equated 9-month faculty) was then reported on the survey. Survey participants were also instructed to
reduce salaries for full-time faculty on 11/12-month contracts by a factor of 0.818 and then combine the adjusted salary with the salary outlays for full-time faculty on 9/10-month
contracts.

*Faculty members included in the data report for IPEDS EAP component were those with tenure, on tenure track, not on tenure track/no tenure system, and without faculty status;
CUPA NFSS and CCFSS included faculty members with tenure, those on tenure track, and those not on tenure track; OSU FSS, College Board ASC and AAMC MSPS did not
state which faculty members were included by faculty status.

>The IPEDS EAP component collected data in aggregate form for the following six academic ranks: professor, associate professor, assistant professor, instructor, lecturer, and no
academic rank. CUPA CCFSS and AAMC MSPS collected data on the following four academic ranks: professor, associate professor, assistant professor, and instructor. CUPA
CCEFSS also collected data on lecturers.

“Included coaches if more than one-half of their time was spent on instruction independent of their coaching, but did not include administrative officers such as deans, librarians
and registrars.

5 Administrative officers were to be reported if they taught one or more non-clinical credit course.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Employees by Assigned
Position (EAP) component; College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 Community College Faculty Salary Survey (CCFSS); the
Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board); and Association of American Medical Colleges (AAMC),
2004-05 Medical School Profile System (MSPS).
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Table 3.1c. Comparison of administrator definition and survey characteristics between IPEDS EAP component and CUPA AdComp and Mid-Level:

2004-05

Administrator definition and
survey characteristic

IPEDS EAP component

CUPA AdComp

CUPA Mid-Level

Full-time administrators

Full-time
executive/administrative/managerial: Staff
whose assignments required management of
the institution, or a customarily recognized
department or subdivision thereof.
Assignments required the performance of
work directly related to management policies
or general business operations of the
institution, department or subdivision.
Assignments in this category customarily
and regularly required the incumbent to
exercise discretion and independent
judgment.

Full-time administrators: Positions were
generally at or above the Director level and
were based on an analysis conducted by
CUPA regarding the positions found at most
institutions of higher education.

Full-time mid-level administrative and
professional: Positions were based on an
analysis conducted by CUPA on the mid-
level administrative and professional
positions found at most colleges and
universities.

Part-time administrators

Part-time
executive/administrative/managerial: Staff
whose assignments required management of
the institution, or a customarily recognized
department or subdivision thereof.
Assignments required the performance of
work directly related to management policies
or general business operations of the
institution, department or subdivision.
Assignments in this category customarily
and regularly required the incumbent to
exercise discretion and independent
judgment.

Only full-time staff were included in the
survey

Only full-time staff were included in the
survey

See notes at end of table.

AQNLS ININOdWO)) NOILISOd AINDISSY A9 SIFA0TIWT SO-Y00Z SAIdI



68

Table 3.1c. Comparison of administrator definition and survey characteristics between IPEDS EAP component and CUPA AdComp and Mid-Level:
2004-05—Continued

Administrator definition and
survey characteristic

IPEDS EAP component

CUPA AdComp

CUPA Mid-Level

Determination of functional
category

Institutions were instructed to assign
employees in one category based on job title,
work performed, skills, education, training
and credentials. If an employee performed in
more than one occupation, they should have
been classified in the occupation that
required the highest level of skill. If there
was no measurable difference in skill,
employees should have been included in the
functional category (occupation) in which
they spent the most time.

Institutions were asked to make the best
match and report individuals only once.

Institutions were asked to make the best
match and report individuals only once.

Job classification system

Standard Occupational Classification (SOC)

CUPA-created classification system

CUPA-created classification system

schools

codes
Data provided by faculty Tenured, on tenure track, not on tenure No No
status track/no tenure system, and without faculty

status
Included faculty in medical Yes - separately Unknown Unknown

Individual records or summary
data provided for the study

Individual institutional data provided

Summary data provided by analysis group

Summary data provided by analysis group

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Employees by
Assigned Position (EAP) component; College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 Administrative Compensation Survey (AdComp)
and Mid-Level Administrative and Professional Survey (Mid-Level).
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External Data Sources

External Data Sources Eliminated from this Analysis

Due to irreconcilable definitional differences with the IPEDS EAP component, some of
the external sources that were originally slated for inclusion had to be eliminated. The details

regarding these differences follow.

CUPA Mid-Level
It was hoped that the professional job categories in CUPA Mid-Level would align closely

with the professional job categories in the IPEDS EAP component; however, after analyzing the
job categories from both sources, the categories were determined not to be comparable.
Therefore, the CUPA Mid-Level data were not used in this study.

CUPA NFSS and CCFSS, OSU FSS and AAMC MSPS
CUPA NFSS and CCFSS, OSU FSS and AAMC MSPS collected data only for the

following four academic ranks: professor, associate professor, assistant professor and instructor.
The IPEDS EAP component data included these academic ranks, as well as lecturers and faculty
who have no rank; however, the data were collected in aggregate form, not by rank. Because
specific ranks could not be separated out for the IPEDS EAP component, this difference was
deemed significant enough to render the datasets unusable for the analysis between the IPEDS

EAP component and these four external sources.

External Data Sources Included in this Analysis

Upon completion of the examination of definitions, the following data sources were
determined to contain data elements that corresponded closely enough to be compared with the
IPEDS EAP component data: CUPA AdComp, AAUP FCS and College Board ASC. Details of

the three external sources follow.

CUPA AdComp
1. The 2004-05 CUPA AdComp provided data for 1,387 institutions.

2. CUPA AdComp collected data for “selected administrative positions.”

3. CUPA AdComp data were collected for full-time administrative staff only.
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4.

6.

CUPA AdComp included not only selected full-time administrative positions, but also
specific job titles, along with detailed definitions. While CUPA AdComp collected
information on the number of “deans” by department (Dean of Education, Dean of
Engineering, Dean of Fine Arts, etc.), the IPEDS EAP component collected information
on deans in the broad executive/administrative/managerial category. For example, the
instruction for reporting deans in the executive/administrative/managerial category of the
IPEDS EAP component simply stated to include deans “if their principal activity was
administrative and not primarily instruction, research, or public service.” Based on a
comparison of the administrative positions in the IPEDS EAP component and CUPA
AdComp, it was felt that there were enough similarities between the two sources to
proceed with this analysis. (A detailed list of the staffing categories for CUPA AdComp
and IPEDS EAP can be found in appendix C.)

CUPA AdComp included a few positions (e.g., database administrator, systems analyst)
that were more accurately defined as mid-level or “other professional” positions.
Consequently, these positions were removed from the CUPA AdComp data for this

analysis.

CUPA AdComp did not collect data by faculty status.

AAUP FCS

1.

The 2004-05 AAUP FCS provided data for approximately 1,400 institutions.
AAUP FCS collected data only for full-time faculty.

The full-time faculty definition for AAUP FCS was basically synonymous with the
IPEDS EAP component “primarily instruction” and “instruction/research/public service”

definitions, with a few exceptions.

AAUP FCS collected data separately by faculty status (e.g., tenured, on tenure track, and
not on tenure track/no tenure system). (Institutions that did not have a tenure system
were instructed to report their faculty members in the not on tenure track category.) The
AAUP FCS instructions state to include instructional staff regardless of whether they
were formally designated as “faculty.” The IPEDS EAP component collected data on the
previously mentioned faculty status categories separately, and also collected data

separately on faculty members without faculty status. For purposes of this study, the
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EAP component categories “not on tenure track/no tenure system” and “without faculty

status” were combined.

5. AAUP FCS collected data on faculty members who were on 9/10- and 11/12-month
contracts, but did not collect data for faculty members who were on less-than-9-month
contracts. The IPEDS EAP component also collected data on faculty who were on 9/10-
and 11/12-month contracts, in addition to faculty who were on less-than-9-month
contracts; however, the data were not collected separately by contract length. Therefore,
the IPEDS EAP component data for faculty members included three contract lengths,
while AAUP FCS data included only two contract lengths.

College Board ASC
1. The 2005-06 College Board ASC provided data for approximately 3,400 institutions.

2. College Board ASC collected data separately on the number of full- and part-time
faculty.

3. The full-time faculty member definition for College Board ASC is basically synonymous
with the IPEDS EAP component “primarily instruction” and “instruction/research/public

service” definitions, with a few exceptions.

4. Documentation for the College Board ASC did not clearly state which faculty members
should be reported by contract length and by faculty status. Since the College Board
ASC instructions reference the AAUP FCS definitions, it is highly likely that respondents
to ASC followed the AAUP guidelines on contract length and faculty status.

Definitional Differences

When comparing the number of full-time faculty members on the IPEDS EAP
component to the external sources, the EAP categories of “primarily instruction” and
“instruction/research/public service” were summed to produce a number of full-time faculty
members that was comparable to the external sources. The sum of these two primary functions
was reported by institutions to the IPEDS SA component, and created the group of “full-time

faculty members” to be compared with the external data sources.

Although data providers were contacted throughout the analysis period to clarify data
interpretations, a few important differences between the IPEDS EAP component data and the

external source data could not be resolved. These differences are listed below:
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Since AAUP FCS collected data separately for the six academic ranks (professor,
associate professor, assistant professor, instructor, lecturer, and no academic rank), the
data reported by rank for AAUP FCS were combined in order to be comparable with
IPEDS EAP. Although the instructions for the College Board ASC did not state which
faculty member ranks to report, the general instructions for reporting the College Board
ASC data reference the AAUP FCS reporting requirements; therefore, the College Board
ASC data as reported were compared with the IPEDS EAP data.

While the IPEDS EAP component collected data on full-time faculty members in
aggregate form for faculty on less-than-9-month, 9/10-month and 11/12-month contracts,
none of the external sources collected data for faculty on less-than-9-month contracts.
Despite the fact that faculty members on less-than-9-month contracts could not be
excluded from the IPEDS EAP data, a decision was made to compare the IPEDS EAP
data with the AAUP FCS and College Board ASC data. Although data for full-time
faculty members are reported in aggregate form in IPEDS EAP, historically, in IPEDS
SA, full-time faculty members on less-than-9-month contracts accounted for

approximately 0.5 percent of the total number of full-time faculty.

Both the IPEDS EAP component and AAUP FCS collected data on full-time faculty
members by faculty status; however, the IPEDS EAP component included four faculty
status categories (tenured, on tenure track, not on tenure track/no tenure system, and
without faculty status) while AAUP FCS included three categories (tenured, on tenure
track, and not on tenure track/no tenure system). However, the instructions for reporting
AAUP FCS data did state that institutions were to include instructional staff, regardless
of whether they were formally designated as “faculty.” The data reported in the not on
tenure track/no tenure system category and the without faculty status category were
combined for IPEDS EAP and compared with the data reported in the not on tenure
track/no tenure system category for AAUP FCS. This aggregation was conducted for
IPEDS EAP because institutions likely reported faculty without faculty status in the not

on tenure track/no tenure system category on AAUP FCS.

The reporting of the following personnel categories also varied among sources:
department chairs (if their principal activity is instruction), adjunct and visiting faculty
members, replacements for faculty members on sabbatical leave, and administrative
officers with titles such as dean of instruction or dean of students. While the

documentation for some of the sources clearly stated which of the previously mentioned
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staff categories to include or exclude, some of the documentation did not include specific

instructions for reporting the previously mentioned staff.

Data Elements

The external data sources were examined in detail to determine which data elements
could be compared with the IPEDS EAP component. Table 3.2 indicates which data elements
were determined to be comparable between the IPEDS EAP component and the external data

sources.

Table 3.2. Data elements matched from IPEDS EAP component to CUPA AdComp, AAUP FCS, and College
Board ASC, by non-medical employment category: 2004-05

Non-medical employment category CUPA AdComp AAUP FCS' College Board ASC?
Full-time executive/administrative/managerial Yes 1} T
Full-time faculty’ T Yes Yes
With faculty status T Yes T
Tenured T Yes T
On tenure track + Yes T
Not on tenure track + Yes T
Without faculty status T Yes T
Part-time faculty’ il il Yes

+Not applicable.

'"The IPEDS EAP component included four faculty status categories (tenured, on tenure track, not on tenure track/no
tenure system, and without faculty status) while AAUP FCS included three faculty status categories (tenured, on
tenure track, and not on tenure track/no tenure system). The instructions for reporting AAUP FCS data did not
indicate how to report faculty without faculty status; therefore, the data reported in the not on tenure track/no tenure
system category and the without faculty status category were combined for the IPEDS EAP component and
compared with the data reported in the not on tenure track/no tenure system category by AAUP FCS.

?College Board ASC did not collect faculty data separately by faculty status, but did collect faculty data in aggregate
form by employment status. The instructions for reporting College Board ASC data did not indicate whether or not
to include faculty in all or some of the faculty status categories (tenured, on tenure track, not on tenure track/no
tenure system, and without faculty status) used by the EAP component. For purposes of this analysis, the data
reported in the four faculty status categories were combined for the IPEDS EAP component and compared with the
aggregate data reported by College Board ASC.

*Faculty in the IPEDS EAP component are those persons reported in the "Primarily instruction” and
“Instruction/research/public service" categories; to conduct the comparative analysis, the "Primarily instruction” and
“Instruction/research/public service” categories on IPEDS EAP component were combined into one.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004-05 Employees by Assigned Position (EAP) component;
College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (CUPA), 2004-05 Administrative
Compensation Survey (AdComp); American Association of University Professors (AAUP), 2004-05 Faculty
Compensation Survey (FCS); and The Annual Survey of Colleges (ASC) of the College Board and Data Base, 2004-
05 (Copyright © 2005 The College Board).
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Comparable Institutions

The next step of this analysis involved matching institutions that reported the IPEDS
EAP component data to each external source. The institutions included in each database were
assessed to determine common institutions on the IPEDS EAP component and the external data
sources. Institutions were matched on IPEDS UNITID, when available. If the IPEDS UNITID
was not available, variables such as FICE code, institution name, and city and state were used.

The following data elements were utilized to match the institutions by data source:
1. CUPA AdComp: Institution FICE code, institution name, city, state.
2. AAUP FCS: IPEDS UNITID.
3. College Board ASC: Institution name, city, state.

Parent/Child Relationships

How the different databases aggregated or disaggregated branch campuses and
institutions in multi-campus systems was also explored. This revealed whether institutions
included branch campuses or reported them separately. On the IPEDS EAP component,
institutions occasionally reported data as a parent institution, with no data reported separately for
the child institutions, or vice versa. Institutions may not necessarily have used the same method
when reporting to other organizations. On the 2004-05 IPEDS EAP component, the parent/child
reporting issue affected 1.24 percent of reporting institutions, with 39 parents and 47 children.

The IPEDS EAP component flags the institutions that were reported as either parents or children.

When comparing the IPEDS EAP component data with the other datasets, parent and
child institutions were identified in order to determine if their data were reported in the same
manner on the external data sources. For purposes of this analysis, institutions for which valid
comparisons could be made were retained; all other institutions were eliminated. Given the
small percentage of institutions in this group, the results were not appreciably affected. The

following parent/child issues were noted:

1. CUPA AdComp: Twelve of the IPEDS EAP component parent institutions were
included on the CUPA AdComp data file without any child institutions; they were

eliminated from the analysis.
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2. AAUP FCS: Two institutions were combined in AAUP FCS to match parent
institutions in the IPEDS EAP component, while three institutions were combined in
the IPEDS EAP component to match parent institutions in AAUP FCS.

3. College Board ASC: None of the institutions in this comparison were affected by the
parent/child relationship.

For purposes of conducting this analysis, a 2004-05 IPEDS EAP component data file
containing 6,605 records was used. Table 3.3 provides the number of institutional matches made
between the IPEDS EAP component data and each external data source, by analysis group. Also
reported is the number of institutions (3,315 institutions, or 50 percent) that did not match any of
the external databases. Thus, this analysis matched 3,290 institutions responding to the 2004-05
IPEDS EAP component to at least one external source. Research institutions, both public and
private not-for-profit, had the most matches from the IPEDS EAP component to an external data
source: all of the public research institutions matched to at least one data source, and 98 percent
of private not-for-profit research institutions had matches in an external data so