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Abstract
This paper describes the framework and processes of a multi-faceted salary equity initiative in
which a team of administrators and faculty developed a process to conduct annual salary equity
studies for faculty and disseminate findings to the campus. Program elements include a request
for proposals and associated evaluation rubric, executive summaries, campus presentations of
salary studies, and workshops for faculty and salary decision-makers to increase understanding
of the university’s faculty compensation system. As a result of this program university-level
salary studies continue, faculty and administrators have embarked on additional collaborations to
address faculty salary, and transparency of university pay practices has increased. This paper
offers lessons learned and tangible steps for stakeholders at other campuses seeking to implement
a salary equity initiative, including organizational documents and guidelines.

Keywords: salary, equity, women faculty, STEM faculty
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The Importance of HOW in Faculty Salary Equity Studies:
Development and Impact of an ADVANCE Salary Equity Study and Workshop Series to
Promote an Inclusive Academic Environment

In the United States, women consistently earn less than men. Census Bureau data from
2018 show that, averaging across all races, women earned $0.82 for every $1.00 earned by men
(U.S. Census Bureau; Bleiweis, 2020). Salary outcomes and pay practices, influenced by
institutional structures and systems of power, are closely related to the quality of work life and
inform our knowledge of what (and who) is important to the organization (Womble, 2018).
Women consistently earn less than men, even when controlling for a wide range of demographic
and background variables (Blau & Kahn, 2017; Booth, 2009; Weichselbaumer & Winter-Ebmer,
2005). This wage gap is even wider for women of color and is not likely to improve soon. The
wage gap is also present for people with hearing differences. Schroedel and Geyer (2000)
reported that deaf and hard-of-hearing (DHH) individuals also experience a gap in income, and
that DHH recipients of postgraduate degrees earned only 75% as much as their hearing peers.
The economic toll from the COVID-19 pandemic compounds existing inequities due to the
shrinking of industries traditionally dominated by women (e.g., retail and travel) and the
continuing burden of domestic responsibilities that fall predominantly on women (American
Association of University Women [AAUW], 2020). In higher education, wage gaps persist
among faculty, particularly at institutions with the highest levels of research activity and
requirements (Zahneis, 2018).

Salaries are embedded within an organization’s compensation system. Intended to attract,
engage, and retain employees, a comprehensive compensation program is integral to the culture

of the organization (Hi Bob, 2022). Compensation strategies such as pay for performance, pay to
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market, and pay equity can support effective and high-performance work environments. To
support this type of environment, employers should provide reasonable explanations for pay and
implement compensation system reforms that establish reasonable pay based on the
organization’s financial health and development as well as consistent evaluation of positions,
employee performance, and markets (Lai, 2011). This type of transparency goes beyond
improving employee knowledge. It has been shown that revealing how salaries are set and how
pay decisions are made can mitigate the unconscious bias of pay decision-makers (PayScale,
2019).

Within a university, each academic department tends to establish its own norms of
appropriate faculty performance in teaching, research, and service. While this allows for
appropriate disciplinary differences, it also enables gaps between policies regarding expectations
and reward structures at the university and department levels, and between formal policies and
practices that follow informal norms. Hence, informal networks, often dominated by men in
STEM disciplines, become important sources of information related to advancement. With the
over-representation of men among university decision-makers who evaluate faculty and
implement policy (Fox and Long, 1995; Long et al., 1993; Martin, 1994), decisions about faculty
pay and promotion are often informed by hegemonic masculine ideals that put greater emphasis
on enhancing the bottom line of the institution than improving the welfare of faculty or students
(Bird, 2011). In addition, individuals who differ from the historical majority (e.g., women,
people of color, DHH people) often have the extra burden of developing intercultural
competence to negotiate within and through a majority context (Antal & Friedman, 2008). How
can women (and other marginalized faculty) navigate this system without access to information

about how it works?
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Salary equity for women faculty in higher education has been long recognized and
written about in terms of legal challenges (Luna, 2006) and statistical methodology (Haignere,
2002; Perna, 2003; Taylor, et. al, 2020). Snyder et al. (1994) address these issues and emphasize
the importance of implementation: “Involving and educating key university personnel in the
selection of models and strategies is critical to acceptance and validation of the process and to
minimizing negative reaction internal or external to the campus” (p. 1).

This paper reports on an ongoing, multi-faceted salary equity initiative implemented as
part of an NSF ADVANCE-funded Institutional Transformation project (#1209115). The
intervention described here focuses on transparency of faculty pay practices and salary outcomes
that can support the retention and recruitment of an inclusive and diverse faculty. It is possible to
implement strategies to improve the compensation system that are inclusive of all faculty
members, while recognizing unique needs of underrepresented faculty groups.
Background/Evolution of the Salary Study Effort

Rochester Institute of Technology (RIT) strives to compensate faculty appropriately and
ensure that salaries are “internally equitable and externally competitive,” employing pay for
performance, pay to market, and pay equity strategies (RIT, n.d.b).

Pay for Performance

RIT’s merit increase program for faculty is rooted in governance. Over twenty-five years
ago, the Annual Review of Faculty policy was approved, establishing guidelines to evaluate
faculty performance against established university criteria (RIT, n.d.a). Performance is evaluated
through, among other things, student ratings of teaching, evidence of scholarly achievement and

quality, and self-assessment of committee and professional service activities. Each of these can
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be affected by bias. Results of the review are used to encourage and foster continued professional
development and inform annual merit increments.
Pay to Market

In 1993 the RIT president created the Compensation Advisory Committee to compare and
benchmark RIT compensation levels with those of competing universities. This group provided
the original list of 29 benchmark schools (Jean-Guy, 2007), which has been revisited a number of
times over the years. The current list of benchmark schools for salary (RIT, 2020) was approved
in 2021.
Pay Equity

In 2008, RIT received an NSF ADVANCE Institutional Transformation Catalyst award
(#0811076). Results of a faculty climate survey (Bailey, et al., 2009) conducted as part of the
project, in conjunction with objective data review and benchmarking, led to identification of
barriers in the areas of career navigation (including salary), climate, and flexibility in work/life
management balance (Bailey, et al., 2011; Bailey, et al., 2012). It was found that with regard to
compensation, 62% of female respondents believe that men in their departments receive
preferential treatment, while 9% of male respondents believe that women receive preferential
treatment. Salary had been examined before, but it wasn’t until 2009 that RIT Human Resources
(HR) began formally conducting annual salary studies for faculty and staff for internal use. As
part of the university’s ADVANCE Project, RIT Institutional Research and Policy Studies (IR)
conducted a faculty salary study with controls such as department, degree earned, years in rank,
terminal degree, and ethnicity. Individuals for whom actual salary differed from predicted salary
by more than what would be expected due to normal variation (i.e., outliers in the regression)

were identified. Salary adjustments occurred in the fall of 2010 to begin the process of correcting
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both compression and gender-related salary issues. As a result, the gap in average salary for
female STEM faculty reduced at the assistant and associate ranks (4.86% to 4.14% and 5.99% to
3.17%, respectively), but increased (5.97% to 7.79%) at the full professor rank (Bailey, et al.,
2012).
Design Influences for the Salary Study Effort

Our salary-related activities often use four dimensions of justice — distributive,
procedural, interpersonal, and informational — to better understand the value of the various
aspects of this salary work. Distributive justice frames the question “are salaries fair and
equitable, on average?” In our context, distributive justice is achieved when salary is allocated
according to the principle that people consider appropriate for the situation (Deutsch, 1975;
Fiske, 1992). In our past and ongoing work, this principle is equity. Procedural justice examines
if the process used in determining salary is fair. Procedural justice is achieved when the
processes that determine salary outcomes are unbiased over time and independent of the person
doing the determination, and when the processes are created and revised through democratic
discourse (Hegtvedt, 2006). The perception of fairness in pay has been shown to be more
important than the amount of pay and constitutes a major factor in faculty job satisfaction and
intent to leave (Kim & Rehg, 2018; Bozeman & Gaughan, 2011). Interpersonal justice (also
referred to as interactional justice) is achieved when people feel trusted and respected, rather
than neglected and disrespected. Informational justice is obtained when communications are
clear, thorough (include pertinent info), and timely (Greenberg, 1993). In salary-related
workshops, we use the justice dimensions to explain the significance and implications of aspects
of the work. For example, adding greater transparency within the compensation system for

faculty increases trust between pay decision-makers and their direct reports, increases levels of
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organizational commitment and accountability, and strengthens perceptions of an organization’s
procedural and distributive justice. The salary equity study annual email communication with
executive summary attachment from the provost to faculty strengthens all aspects of justice,
especially the interpersonal (due to the carefully crafted email from the provost) and the
informational (due to the clarity and conciseness of the executive summary).

While the dimensions of justice increased our understanding of the value of the salary
work, the Bolman and Deal four frames approach (1991; 2017) further supports the overall
institutional transformation strategy. The frames are lenses through which individuals experience
and view their organization, and can inform strategic approaches to change the organization
(Austin et al., 2011). The project team incorporated results from RIT’s self-study into a multi-
frame organizational analysis approach to institutional transformation that aimed to reframe and
improve understanding of the organization and create a portfolio of interventions to support
transformation efforts. RIT’s NSF ADVANCE Institutional Transformation project, awarded in
2012, aimed to increase representation, retention, and career advancement of women faculty
while examining the unique challenges experienced by women faculty of color and deaf and
hard-of-hearing women faculty and refining interventions to address the needs of these key sub-
populations (Mason, et al., 2014a; Dell, et al., 2017.) During the funded grant period, the Bolman
and Deal approach supported evaluation activities and strategy execution.

The proposal for the university’s ADVANCE IT grant included annual faculty salary
studies, in which a faculty co-PI on the grant would collaborate with IR and HR to establish a
systematic procedure for conducting annual faculty salary studies by gender, college,
department, rank, and race/ethnicity. Around the time of the grant award, the upper

administration, which included new leadership within HR, moved to hire a third-party to conduct
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the annual salary equity studies. A faculty member from statistics, who was also a co-PI on the
AdvanceRIT IT effort, began working closely with HR and IR on review of the third party's
salary equity model and results. Clearly, there were people in place with the expertise to conduct
an analysis; however, this arrangement was fraught with difficulties. Questions arose that could
cause defensiveness and possibly derail the efforts. What type of data validation or cleaning was
conducted? Why did the model include multiple inputs that were likely to be closely associated?
A common understanding of the objectives and expected outcomes was needed.

In developing a solution, we leaned on the design of RIT’s Institutional Transformation
project, which addressed the four Bolman and Deal frames to maximize the influence of long-
term changes intended to transform the culture, promote inclusion, and expand the representation
of women faculty and leaders (Mason, et al., 2014a). Each frame and its associated objective
within the institutional transformation effort is described in Table 1.

By using this multi-frame approach, the project team’s understanding of the organization
increased, enabling development of interventions that arose from contemplation of all four of the
cognitive lenses. The team was able to implement innovative initiatives while improving their
ability to identify and successfully navigate challenges during the transformation process. For
example, the team found that carrying out the salary equity study was challenging due to its
financial and legal implications to the university. The team recognized that the salary equity
activity aligned strongly with the Bolman and Deal political lens of an organization and that
change activities that are political in nature are often met with resistance as described in Table 1.

Opportunities for reflection and adjustment, provided by Bolman and Deal’s reframing
and analysis approach, increased the impact of the project. The salary equity study and workshop

series provide an example of this approach.



GENDER-EQUITY SALARY STUDY FOR FACULTY

Table 1

10

Project Objectives, Barriers to Change, and Essential Strategies (Adapted from Bolman and

Deal, 2017)

Lens

Human

Resource

Structural

Political

Symbolic

Project Objective

Improve the quality of women
faculty work life, professional
development, and reward

structures

Refine and strengthen targeted
institutional structures, and
install practices promoting

representation and

advancement of women faculty

Align administrative and

informal systems of power and

resources to support and

sustain progress by shaping the
political frameworks that
impact the representation and

advancement of women

Enhance the working
environment and support

career development for women

faculty using symbolic

measures that emphasize issues

of meaning within the
organization

Methods and Outcomes

Barriers to Change

People feel anxious and
uncertain

People may be
confused, sensing a
lack of clarity and
instability

People who benefit
from the current system
can feel disempowered

Conflict may arise
between perceived
“winners” and “losers”

People may grieve the
old ways and possibly
feel a loss of purpose

Essential Strategies

Inclusion
(participation and
involvement)

Professional
development

Changes to formal
policies and
practices should be
communicated,
realigned, and
renegotiated

Provide
opportunities for
discussion and
renegotiation of
changes, along with
the formation of new
partnerships

Have a formal
transition in which
the past is
acknowledged and
the future is
celebrated

This section includes discussions on both methods (interventions) and associated

outcomes. The methods employed in this work support the premise that the process or “how”

these methods were rolled out was significant and impactful, as this paper’s title conveys. The
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outcomes are products, practices, and policies that exist today as a result (directly or indirectly)
of the methods used. The team integrated the Bolman and Deal approach with Kurt Lewin’s
(1947) three-step change model to gain insights into how the desired transformation would occur
over time. Table 2 demonstrates how the change process was implemented using the Political
Frame at the university level and through the salary equity study activity. Table 2 highlights how
each method or activity progressed through the unfreeze, move, and refreeze phases of the Lewin
change model; in the final refreeze phase, the methods became outcomes.

Use of Lewin’s (1947) three-step change model offers insights into the distinction
between “methods” and “outcomes.” Our methods were introduced during the “unfreeze” and
“move” phases, and the outcomes are now established as the system’s “refreeze.” Table 2 lists
each method and outcome within Lewin’s phases. In the next section, each of the methods listed
in Table 2 is described in detail, and in the Discussion Section, the Bolman and Deal frames and
components of justice associated with each method and outcome are discussed.

Resource Allocation Committee (RAC) Formation

It takes more than convening the right stakeholders to conduct a meaningful salary equity
analysis. After much discussion, the AdvanceRIT team proposed the creation of a faculty-
administrative committee to include membership from HR, IR, Academic Affairs, the offices of
the president and the provost, and the AdvanceRIT team. The committee’s aim would be the
creation of a systematic approach to the salary equity model’s creation with the intent that
findings would be disseminated to faculty and administration. With expertise in statistical
analysis, faculty hiring and evaluation processes, institutional data, and equity, the RAC designed
a process for a salary-equity study aimed at instilling stakeholders with a high level of

confidence in the results.
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Table 2
Methods and Outcomes of the Collaborative Salary Equity Study Process Reframed Using the

“Political Frame” and Lewin’s Change Model

Unfreeze Move Refreeze
METHODS METHODS OUTCOMES
Engage Process of RAC e RFP and rubric tools
administrative creating a Request for | @ Executive Summary document
units on the Proposal (RFP) and e Dissemination of Executive
Resource rubric for scoring Summary to faculty
Allocation received proposals e Data and process information
Committee RAC hires a consultant available on the HR website
(RAC) to conduct the salary e Continuing salary equity studies
University top equity study e Identification of salary inequities
leadership Ongoing e Process to address salary
endorse and communication inequities
support creation between consultant and | @ Workshops for academic leaders
of the RAC and key stakeholders e Workshops for faculty
its work RAC creates Executive | @ Faculty Governance
conducting a Summary of equity Compensation Committee
salary equity model findings e Targeted goal within Strategic
study Dissemination Plan
planning by RAC
Process of RAC

creating workshops for
academic leaders and
faculty

The RAC was appointed and convened in early 2014 by the university president and

provost. Membership of the RAC included seven women and three men. Faculty were
represented by two members of the Advance PI team who had expertise in equity and statistics.
Pay decision-makers were represented by a department head and a college VP. Statistics and
institutional data expertise came from two institutional research administrators. Expert

knowledge of faculty compensation, hiring, and evaluation was provided by a VP of HR and a
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director of compensation. Two members were upper-level administrators and proxies for the
president and the provost.
RAC Activities

The AdvanceRIT Faculty Equity Salary Study process was designed to instill
stakeholders with a high-level of confidence in the results. As the RAC began to form and shape
itself, its members sought a safe place to collaboratively refine existing salary-equity practices at
the university based on input from faculty and administrators with multiple and sometimes
competing viewpoints, objectives and goals (Marchetti & Bailey, 2016, 2019). This collaborative
committee ultimately formed an inclusive framework for faculty and administrators which
motivated internal dissemination of the methodology used and results observed.

Creation of the Request for Proposal (RFP) and Evaluation Rubric. Conflicted
viewpoints first occurred on the RAC in determining who should conduct the salary study and
the goals of study. HR preferred to continue using their current third-party analyst, while others
wanted to engage a consultant without prior ties to the university. Some members preferred to
hand off the analysis to the consultant and wait for a report, while others considered it important
to engage regularly with the consultant to provide guidance on our data and institutional context.
In response, the RAC worked closely with a representative from the university’s Purchasing and
Acquisition Department (Purchasing) to create a request for proposal (RFP) for the salary equity
study. The RAC completed the RFP collaboratively during meetings using a template provided
by Purchasing which laid out requirements and supplied boilerplate language. Figure 1 includes
the RFP table of contents. Once the completed RFP was vetted through the offices of the
president, provost, and general counsel, the RAC worked with Purchasing to assemble a list of

outside firms who might be interested in submitting a proposal in response to the RFP.
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Purchasing contacted these firms and announced the opportunity. The full RFP, in redacted form,
is available upon request.

Several bid packages were received through this process. However, before Purchasing
sent the RFP out for bids, the RAC was required to create an evaluation rubric. RAC members
collaboratively reviewed and revised the rubric which was developed by an internal evaluation
expert. The tool stipulates the evaluation criteria in depth for each rating.

Figure 1

Table of Contents from the Request for Proposal

Request for Proposal for <University>
External Contract Consultant
h’able of Contents
INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
PROJECT SCHEDULE
CONTRACT AWARD IN BEST INTEREST
NON-DISCRIMINATION COMPLIANCE
CONFIDENTIALITY
INSTRUCTIONS FOR SUBMITTAL
EVALUATION CRITERIA: SEE DETAIL FOR DESCRIPTION — SECTIONS A-F

Section A of the Evaluation Criteria: Pricing

Section B of the Evaluation Criteria: Operating Requirements

Section C of the Evaluation Criteria: Quality Metric/Performance Metrics
Section D of the Evaluation Criteria: Evidence of Business Performance

BN mnRE N

Section E of the Evaluation Criteria: Sustainability (Green Strategy)
Section F of Evaluation Criteria: Terms and Conditions

9. GLOSSARY OF TERMS
10. ATTACHMENTS
This document culminated in an overall proposal rating based on each criterion and
weighting information as shown in Figure 2. The “Ratings (1-5)” column in Figure 2 contained
the ratings from 1-5 for each criterion (5 being the most significant). Each reviewer completed

their individual ratings before coming together and collaboratively completing ratings with the
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RAC. For the excerpt shown here, a value of “1” is shown for each criterion, though in reality
these ratings varied greatly. The full evaluation rubric is available upon request, in redacted form.
Hiring a Consultant to Conduct the Salary Equity Study. Purchasing served a key
role in the development of the RFP, its dissemination, bid evaluation, and awarding of the
contract. The RFP was sent directly to the identified consultants and posted publicly on
Purchasing’s website. During the bid period for the RFP (time between RFP dissemination and
the submission of bids), Purchasing arranged a phone conference for any interested bidder to
speak directly with members of the RAC and the Purchasing representative (to answer questions,
clarify, etc.). Once the submission deadline had passed, proposals were distributed to RAC
members for review. RAC members completed a rubric for each submitted bid (see an excerpt of
this form in Figure 2) which framed the dialogue around hiring a consultant in a conducive
manner.
Figure 2

Overall Proposal Rating Table Completed for Each Reviewed Bid

Section Section Weight Criteria Rating (1-5) | Item Weight
A 15% Pricing Breakdown 1 504
Proposed Pricing 1 10%
B 25% Process Requirements 1 504
Analysis Requirements 1 15%
Reporting Requirements 1 5%
C 20% Timeline 1 794
Deliverables 1 704
Evaluation Plan 1 6%
D 25% Expertise - Analysis 1 15%
Expertise - Communication 1 5%
Expertise - Context 1 5%
References 1 504
E 5% Sustainability 1 504
F 5% Terms and Conditions 1 5%
TOTALS: n/a 100%
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During these sometimes intense deliberations, the evaluation rubric served a key role. A
consensus was reached on the winning proposal and Purchasing led the process of entering into a
contract with the chosen consultant.

Creating the Model through Ongoing Communication between Consultant and Key
Stakeholders. Communication was key to ensuring that key stakeholders were confident in each
step of the salary equity study. The consultant held a conference call every other week with key
stakeholders, including HR, university IR, IR from one of the university’s colleges, AdvanceRIT,
and university legal counsel. Together, this group identified a data transfer protocol to maintain
data confidentiality. Once the consultant received the data, the process of data validation began.
Discussion topics included coding schemes, data entry errors, and outliers. Due to the nature of
the equity study, it was clear that the statistical models developed would include input variables
for gender and race/ethnicity but not for hearing status, as this data is not collected at the
university level. In addition, the faculty data system allows users to self-select “gender” from
only two options, female and male. Then began the discussion of possible models, including
appropriate input variables, model complexity, and the implications of multi-collinearity and
over-specification of the model. The discussion was enriched by the participation of multiple
statisticians (from AdvanceRIT, university IR, and IR from one of the university’s colleges)
along with non-statisticians. This provided multiple expert viewpoints of statistical modeling and
required clear explanation and rationale for those less familiar with the terminology.

Incorporating faculty discipline and rank into the model was implemented in two ways
for comparison purposes. The first model used a two-digit Classification of Instructional
Program (CIP) code to represent discipline and rank (assistant, associate, full professor). The

second model used benchmark salary for each discipline/rank combination, computed from
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College and University Professional Association (CUPA) data. The two models produced very
similar results.

Inclusion of faculty performance ratings in the model was the subject of numerous
discussions. At RIT, each faculty member receives an overall performance appraisal rating, from
Unsatisfactory (coded as 1) to Outstanding (coded as 5). From HR and management
perspectives, performance should align with salary. Yet many types of bias can affect the
performance appraisal process (Kromrei, 2015). While the evaluation processes at RIT were not
(and still are not) perfect, they have been slowly evolving, as have our regression models. In the
second iteration of the salary study, three models were analyzed, each with a different approach
to performance rating: 1) no performance data, 2) three-year average of numerical ratings, and 3)
the most recent year’s rating category. The three models provided similar results.

Once consensus was reached, the result was models built from a common understanding
that incorporated multiple perspectives, including statistical and subject matter expertise. The
models developed did not examine interaction between input variables which include gender and
race/ethnicity, in part to keep the model from being over-specified, and because many subgroups
have very little data. It is not surprising that the statistical models consistently found differences
in salary by college. This can be attributed to the different disciplines taught in those colleges as
well as historical salary practices. It should be noted that the college where almost all of the
DHH faculty teach had lower salaries. This college considers all faculty to be under one
discipline - Deaf Education. These faculty encompass a wide range of disciplines teaching
primarily at a community college level. As educators of the Deaf, they are expected to be (or
become) fluent in American Sign Language. There is some dissatisfaction with this approach to

discipline, and it remains a topic of discussion amongst faculty in this college.
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Executive Summary

The Executive Summary of the Faculty Salary Equity Study was written collaboratively
by the consultant and the members of the RAC. Again, there were differing opinions and
perspectives on how much and what type of information to include, as well as the specific
language to interpret statistical results and put them in context. Should we provide the values of
the coefficients? Do we provide R-squared only for the final model? How does one explain a
negative, statistically insignificant coefficient for gender (female) and AALANA status, in a
model that uses the entire population of pre-tenure and tenured faculty? It took multiple sessions
where concerns were aired, suggestions were put forth, and compromises were made until all
RAC members felt comfortable and confident in the wording and information. We decided not to
provide the coefficient values, but we would describe the effect (positive or negative) of
significant predictors. We would provide R-squared for the simplest model and for the final
model. We agreed upon the phrasing “the gender (female flag) and AALANA status variables,
while negative, were not statistically significant from zero in any of the models, indicating that
the observed average RIT salary difference by gender or AALANA status could be attributed to
chance in a broader population, as opposed to some systemic source.” Figure 3 provides an
excerpt of the Executive Summary with the main headings. A redacted version of the full 2018
Executive Summary (AdvanceRIT RAC, 2018) is available upon request.
Dissemination Planning

The Executive Summary was developed with broad dissemination to the campus in mind.
In creating a communication plan to implement the dissemination, the RAC engaged in key
discussions about the desired nature of communications around the Executive Summary and the

appropriate messengers to deliver them. The proxies on the RAC for the president and provost
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briefed their respective administrative leaders on the contents of the Executive Summary and the
draft communication plan. Their input and feedback were crucial to building trust in the
dissemination process.

Figure 3

Excerpt from Executive Summary Highlighting Section Headings

<University> Faculty Salary Equity Study

Background

<The University> annually conducts analyses of faculty and staff salaries. Originally managed internally,
beginning in 2012 external, independent consultants have been hired to design and conduct these studies.
More recently, Human Resources and the Resource Allocation Committee (RAC) have collaborated....

Executive Summary

The dataset used for the 2018 study consists of information from a total of <#> tenured and pre-tenured
<University> faculty. (Deans, faculty in endowed chairs, and working retirees were not included).

The dependent variable used throughout this study was the natural logarithm of the annualized....

Methodology

To understand differences in salary, we estimated three regression models that iteratively introduced
controls for measureable factors that should legitimately affect pay. The hierarchical approach......

Findings

As expected, benchmark, years in rank, management position, rank, and performance rating were
significant predictors of salary with positive coefficients. According to <the external consultants....

Recommendation

For the 2018 faculty salary equity study, the RAC worked collaboratively with <University> Human
Resources to set specifications and hire <the external consultant> to conduct the analysis....|

The resulting communication plan included a detailed dean discussion followed by a
“beta-test” presentation during a faculty meeting at one of the university’s colleges. Shortly
thereafter, the provost would send a faculty-wide email message, with the Executive Summary as
an attachment, to introduce the salary study activity, briefly describe the results, and inform the

faculty about an upcoming open forum for those interested in learning more.



GENDER-EQUITY SALARY STUDY FOR FACULTY 20

Dean Discussions of Executive Summary

In 2016, a presentation by the RAC to the Deans’ Council informed senior leadership and
fielded questions that further refined the document. Each subsequent year, the Executive
Summary was presented to the Deans’ Council. As the members of this group became more
familiar with the statistical analysis, their questions and the resulting discussion became more
nuanced and specific. For example, after the first salary equity study the university elected to
have a different third-party consultant conduct the analysis according to the specifications laid
out by the RAC. In the second year of this arrangement, the third party changed the datum
assignments (for college, rank, gender). The deans recognized that direct comparisons to model
coefficients from prior studies would not be possible and questioned why the changes were
implemented. Subsequent communications between HR and the third-party established
requirements for continuity of datum assignments in the future.
Dissemination of Executive Summary to Faculty

After the initial discussion with the deans, the salary study methods and results were
presented during a faculty meeting in one of the university’s colleges. Members of the RAC
representing HR and Advance worked collaboratively to prepare slides and to address this group.
As the presenters fielded questions from the audience, they recognized the value of this team
approach in building confidence among the faculty in the salary study process. Faculty
appreciated the breadth and depth of expertise on the team, as well as the inclusion of faculty
representatives in the process from start to finish. Shortly after the college presentation, the
provost introduced the Executive Summary in a faculty-wide email, and announced an upcoming

open forum for those interested in learning more. To address the resulting questions from the
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campus, the RAC presentation team joined together for an additional presentation during a
college-wide meeting as well as the planned campus open forum.
Human Resources Practice Refinement
Continuing Salary Equity Studies

Annual faculty salary-equity studies continued, following the same collaborative process.
In following years, efforts were made to increase reliability of the data and to further refine the
model, while maintaining enough similarities (e.g., datum assignments) for comparisons from
year to year. The gender salary gap is consistently below 2%, which is considered the threshold
for practical significance by university HR (and in alignment with the Office of Federal Contract
Compliance Programs (U.S. Department of Labor, 2021). The gap also decreased slightly over
time, but cannot be attributed to any particular cause, and may be due to the changes in the
model. The models have produced varying coefficients for AALANA (African American, Latin
American, and Native American) status, sometimes positive and sometimes negative, due to the
small number of faculty of color and challenges in retention. As these studies continue, it will be
important to note changes in the data, the model, and university policies and practices.
Data and Process Information

Over time, as campus leaders became increasingly comfortable with the salary study
process and dissemination, compensation process documents and faculty salary benchmark data,
by discipline and rank, were released on a secure website. This resulted in more information, and
more questions, from faculty and academic leaders.
Salary Inequities

This model, while constructed to yield a systematic view of compensation, also provided

a vehicle to identify individual salaries that did not conform to the model (also known as
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outliers). The university committed to investigate these salaries. The Executive Summary
emailed to all faculty by the provost stated, “In cases where individual salaries are considerably
lower than expected, Human Resources will follow up with associated leadership as appropriate
based on results of the analysis.” During the initial years of the salary equity studies,
“considerably lower than expected” was determined solely by outliers in the regression analysis.
Over time, HR introduced a measure of individual salaries relative to the benchmark salary
determined by discipline and rank, called “compa-ratio.” Identification of salary inequities also
became linked to low compa-ratios.
Workshops
Workshops for Academic Leaders
Members of the RAC developed workshops on understanding university pay practices for

faculty and academic leaders. In the early spring of 2019, HR and AdvanceRIT team members
offered an interactive workshop for a group of invited associate deans and department heads
from across the university (n=9). The workshop provided an opportunity to better understand
which topics should be included in a workshop for department heads/chairs and associate deans
on the topic of faculty compensation. We began with the slides which would be presented to
faculty at our compensation workshop to be held the next month. We used the slides as a starting
point for our discussion and framed the discussion with questions. Would this info also be
helpful for department heads? Is there other material that would be helpful? As session
facilitators, we noted several takeaways from the workshop:

e [t is valuable for department managers to compare differences in practice between

colleges. For example, in two colleges the department heads meet to calibrate faculty
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ratings across the college to increase uniformity in the application of rating categories
(e.g., outstanding).
e [t would be helpful for department managers to learn more about how levers for salary
adjustment such as “market” and “exceptional performance” are implemented within
their college. Some department managers are questioned by faculty members regarding
these topics and may not know the answers.
e Session participants appreciated the materials from the upcoming faculty compensation
workshop, as well as the opportunity to compare compensation approaches across
colleges.
e The university database system plays an important role in compensation processes, but is
not used effectively. Department managers would benefit from assistance in using the
system, and it would be helpful for department managers to inform faculty of the data
assigned to them (such as “discipline”) within the database.
e HR has a key role in the university’s complex compensation system. As one participant
stated, “The discussion was very helpful in that it explained all of the factors that go into
faculty compensation. It really is a complicated system and HR shows a level of
competency that is quite reassuring.”
Workshops for Faculty

In late spring 2019, a subset of RAC members from HR and the AdvanceRIT team jointly
conducted an interactive workshop for full-time RIT faculty titled “Let’s Talk Money:
Understanding RIT Pay Practices.” This workshop aimed to improve faculty understanding of
the university’s compensation philosophy and salary practices. Participants were shown available

salary-related resources and explored how to shape future thinking and discussions regarding
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salary. Topics included factors that affect faculty salary, how RIT measures salary position to
market, and processes for moving pay to market. Learning objectives included understanding the
term “compa-ratio,” locating personal salary-related information in the employee database, and
finding salary-related documentation on the HR website. Comments from attendees included
that, as a result of participation, they would “approach department chair or/and dean to discuss
salary”” and “look at my annual increases more critically and ask questions” (Marchetti & Bailey,
2019).
Aligned Outcomes
Faculty Governance Compensation Committee

In fall 2019 a faculty governance compensation committee was formed. Membership
included a member of the Academic Senate Executive Committee, two faculty, the HR Director
of Compensation, the VP of Finance and Administration, the Associate Provost for Faculty
Affairs, and a college dean. These individuals brought expertise and perspectives in
compensation, salary analysis, budget and resource allocation, and pay decision-making. In its
first year this collaborative faculty-administrator initiative was charged with investigating
updates to the list of salary benchmark schools and faculty promotion raises. The committee’s
recommendations were shared with Academic Senate and forwarded to the university’s president,
provost and Board of Trustees, resulting in revised promotion raises for faculty (to be phased-in)
and a new set of schools for salary benchmarks that better reflect the university’s strategic
direction.
Strategic Plan

An indirect outcome of this work occurred in 2019 when our new strategic plan was

adopted. It includes a goal related to attracting and retaining world-class faculty. One of the



GENDER-EQUITY SALARY STUDY FOR FACULTY 25

metrics used to track progress towards this goal is faculty salary relative to market as defined by
our benchmark schools. The provost is responsible for tracking progress on this goal and the vice
provost who supports the provost on this activity was a key member of the RAC while serving as
the provost’s proxy. The latest version of the compensation workshops include mention of this
goal and metric as it directly aligns with the topics covered.

Discussion

Prior to creation of the RAC, salary analyses conducted by the university did not include
faculty collaboration or input and used a different approach to statistical methodology. Neither
the process nor the results of the analyses were shared widely with faculty. The RAC was
intended to build transparency into the process and facilitate a deep understanding of the
statistical study among a collaborative group of faculty and administrators who would
subsequently have a high-level of confidence in the study’s outcomes. The committee framework
and its collaborative process brought about many positive outcomes: a completed faculty salary
equity study analysis and report; increased trust in the process and outcomes as a result of the
checks and balances of working together in a larger group; and reduction in the perceived risk for
individuals due to involvement in a sensitive initiative such as this.

Our reflections on the salary equity related work described in this paper have been
informed significantly by thinking about how the work relates to the various justice components
and where the various activities fall within the four Bolman and Deal frames. We strive to ensure
that the combined activities address each of the justice components described within this paper in
order to move the faculty compensation system closer toward greater equity. Table 3 lists the
justice components that map to the activities conducted. Note that each of the justice components

(interpersonal, informational, distributive, and procedural) is listed more than once.
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Table 3
Barriers and Strategies: Components of Justice and Bolman and Deal Frames Associated with

Salary Equity Study Methods and Outcomes

Justice Bolman and

Method (M) / Outcome (O) Components Deal Frames

Barrier: Resistance to changing how analysis was conducted
Strategy: Resource Allocation Committee (RAC) Formation

Formation of the RAC (M) Procedural Structural
Engagement of administrative units on the RAC (M) Procedural Political
Endorsement/support of university top leadership in Distributive Symbolic
creating the RAC and conducting a salary equity study

(M)

Barrier: Disagreements on methods and personnel for the salary study
Strategy: RAC Activities
Process to create Request Proposal (RFP) and rubric (M)  Interpersonal | Human Resource

RFP and rubric tools (O) Procedural Structural
Informational

Hiring consultant to conduct the salary equity study (M) Procedural Political

Ongoing communication between consultant and key Procedural Human Resource

stakeholders (M) Symbolic

Barrier: Concerns about dissemination
Strategy: Executive Summary

RFP scope includes third-party consultant support to Informational | Political
create communication plan/write Executive Summary (M) | Procedural Structural
Process of creating Executive Summary (M) Interpersonal | Political
Dissemination planning (M) Procedural Political
Dean discussion of Executive Summary draft (M) Interpersonal | Political
Human Resource
Executive Summary document (O) Informational | Structural
Procedural
Provost dissemination of Executive Summary to faculty Interpersonal | Political
(O) Symbolic

Barrier: Negative faculty perceptions about salary resources on campus
Strategy: Human Resources Practice Refinement

Continuing salary equity studies (O) Procedural Structural
Data/process information available on the HR website (O) | Procedural Symbolic
Human Resource
Identification of salary inequities (O) Distributive Human Resource
Process to address salary inequities (O) Procedural Structural

Barrier: Lack of knowledge about salary processes and outcomes
Strategy: Workshop Creation
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Process of creating workshops for academic leaders and Interpersonal | Political

faculty (M) Human Resource

Workshops for academic leaders (O) Informational | Structural
Procedural
Interpersonal

Workshops for faculty (O) Informational | Symbolic
Procedural Human Resource
Interpersonal

Barrier: Salary policies/practices outdated and not aligned with institution’s goals/vision
Strategy: Update and Align Outcomes

Faculty Governance Compensation Committee (O) Procedural Structural
Targeted goal within Strategic Plan (O) Procedural Political
Human Resource
Symbolic

By examining the work of the RAC in relation to the justice components, we can begin to
better understand how this committee’s work helped address equity issues within the faculty
compensation system. Reaching consensus among RAC members required discussion of
differences of opinion. Many questions were asked and answered, allowing for a better
understanding of the broad perspectives of committee members which informed the processes.
Ample discussion often occurred over breakfast and lunch meetings where food was provided
and time allocated for full, unrushed discussion. As it became clear over time that people sitting
around the table wanted to work together effectively, levels of respect and trust began to emerge
(interpersonal justice). This opened the process to examination, increasing
transparency, building collective knowledge of salary equity and compensation practices,
increasing confidence in the process (procedural justice), and improving confidence in and
understanding of the study’s outcomes (distributive justice). In particular, the RAC was able to
endorse and fully understand the validity of the salary equity study results and conduct

meaningful dissemination (informational justice).
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We relied on the Bolman and Deal frames while conducting salary-related activities and
during reflection. Table 3 lists the frames that map to the activities. Because of the nature,
complexity, and breadth of the activities, our work touched upon each of the four frames. As an
illustration, certain activities motivated high confidence in the study’s results. From the
beginning, this entire effort was political from the standpoint of every stakeholder involved.
Activities that are heavily political are more likely to involve conflict, distrust, and strong
reluctance to change. We needed to deliberately address and understand these realities and the
barriers that were presented. In Table 3, before each grouping of activities, we note the barrier
faced and the strategy developed which led to the development of each set of activities. Trying to
better understand opposing viewpoints was crucial, as was gaining understanding of the
compensation process and practices at our university. There were many meetings where we
learned and discussed the practice of faculty compensation and its language and meanings. These
are examples of building skills and knowledge within people which aligns with the human
resources frame. The formation of the RAC was both political and symbolic, especially due to its
strong endorsement from the president and provost, and head of HR. The RAC’s intent to
carefully disseminate the findings of the equity study was also symbolic and greatly appreciated
by many faculty. The human resource function within a university is a crucial structure and
through the work of the RAC, the salary equity processes within HR improved. There were
significant structural changes to how this work is accomplished within the university. Salary
equity studies and related activities as we’ve described in this paper are not easy or quick. Using
the Bolman and Deal frames helped us to better understand why the challenges existed and to not

take them personally. Using the justice components helped us to understand why we needed to be
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deliberate and thoughtful about what we were trying to do. Both approaches helped
tremendously.
Implications

A salary equity study at an institution of higher learning can shed light on its pay
structure. Undertaking and completing such a study shows that academic leaders are attentive to
possible inequities in pay. But how these studies are conducted and discussed is just as important
as the study itself and may ultimately have a bigger impact on the university.

We believe a number of guiding questions can help to frame the salary equity study
processes.

1. What are your recognized core institutional values? Among institutions on the 2019
Honor Roll of Great Colleges to Work For (ModernThink, 2019), the following are
commonly stated institutional values: Learning/Academics/Education (59%), Inclusion
(51%), Excellence (41%), Integrity (35%), Innovation/Creativity (32%), Service (24%),
and Respect (24%).

2. Does your university have a pay philosophy that supports your institutional values?

3. How do your institutional values inform the structure and practices surrounding faculty
salary?

4. What is your campus dialogue like regarding salary equity? Faculty say... Administrators
say... Human Resources (HR) representatives say...

5. Are the salary processes on your campus transparent? Do faculty know how salary is
determined and how adjustments are made (at hire, annual merit increases, promotion
increases, and special assignments for additional pay)?

6. Should your university conduct a faculty salary equity study? Is it ready to do so?
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Additional questions can assist in planning the salary equity study.

7. What roles and responsibilities could administrators and faculty have in a salary equity
study? Consider how you could engage appropriate administrative units (HR,
Institutional Research, Diversity and Inclusion, Legal, and Academic Affairs) in a highly
collaborative relationship to conduct your salary equity study with the endorsement and
support of university top leadership.

8. In what ways could a salary equity study improve institutional understanding and
influence actions regarding pay equity? Consider how a broader understanding of the
compensation structures of the institution might refine and strengthen structures and
compensation practices to promote an inclusive academic work environment.

9. Could an understanding of the results of the salary equity study enhance pay decision-
makers’ understanding of and basis for pay decisions, and their ability to communicate to
individuals how their pay is determined?

10. How could dissemination of results of the salary equity study increase faculty knowledge
of institutional pay practices while emphasizing the importance of inclusion and
institutional values?

Working through these questions takes more effort than conducting a study that merely
checks the boxes. But in our experience, a salary equity study that is implemented through an
intentional collaboration between faculty and administrators with deliberate transparency and
dissemination can have a significant impact on recruitment and retention of faculty.

Future Work
Annual salary equity studies for faculty continue to be conducted at RIT, with further

refinements to the process each year. As the results of the equity study have stabilized, questions
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regarding faculty compensation are directed towards the governance committee. For example,
the salary studies used base 9-month pay as the response variable, which did not include forms of
supplemental pay, such as summer pay (for teaching, research, or service) or additional academic
year pay for overload teaching or special service assignments. This group recently began
examining the various forms in which faculty receive extra pay in an effort to better define these
opportunities and ensure that they are accessible to all faculty on a nondiscriminatory basis.

Efforts are also underway to draw upon experiences gained through our ongoing, multi-
faceted salary equity initiative and to guide a cohort of partner institutions in a similar initiative,
with the goal of empowering stakeholders to effect systemic change within the faculty
compensation system. A key objective is to improve institutional understanding and influence
actions regarding pay equity through broader understanding of the compensation structures of the
institution. The group defined four initial partner institution goals.

1. Promote an inclusive academic work environment and an informed faculty community
that understands its financial model in regards to compensation including how each
person fits into this model and contributes to the institution’s well-being. These
conditions will attract and retain women faculty in STEM and beyond while improving
levels of satisfaction with compensation and career.

2. Align university resources with institutional values, resulting in enhanced equity for
STEM faculty.

3. Support systemic, sustainable change through institutionalization of compensation

interventions.
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4. Adapt and implement evidence-based systemic change strategy to expand equity efforts
across the academic profession and beyond, through collaboration with national
organizations.

Ideally a salary equity study is part of a larger initiative to support systemic, sustainable
change through institutionalization of compensation interventions. We hope to continue work
with multiple institutions to adapt and implement evidence-based systemic change strategies that
will expand equity efforts across the academic profession and beyond. It is possible to implement
strategies to improve the compensation system that are inclusive of all faculty members, while
recognizing unique needs of underrepresented faculty groups. The critical insights that can be
gained will guide compensation practices to support equity and inclusion and mitigate systemic
factors that create inequities in the academic workplace as well as industrial, government, and
non-profit work settings.

Conclusion

By using a cross-functional model, the RAC was able to increase communication, trust,
knowledge, understanding, and effective collaboration among different units across campus
(External Evaluators, 2017). Collaboration has long been used as a strategy to reduce risk for
individuals (“strength in numbers”). Through collaborative efforts such as the RAC, the
perceived and actual risks associated with studying and talking about salary can be mitigated,
ultimately opening the door for enhancements to strengthen an institution’s compensation system
while improving the community’s understanding of it. Due to its broad success, the collaborative
process for faculty salary related topics served as a model for formation of the governance

committee described earlier in this paper. Dissemination continues through presentations and
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reports to academic governance and sessions for academic leaders as the university strives for a

more inclusive campus environment.
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