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Executive Summary 

    
 The Academic Plan calls for competitive faculty salaries to enable The Ohio State University to retain and 
recruit an outstanding faculty.  To implement the Academic Plan, former President Kirwan committed OSU to an 
average faculty salary equal to the average of our benchmark universities in three to four years.  When President 
Kirwan committed OSU to this goal, in May 2001, the benchmark average salary was only 3.4% ahead of OSU’s. 
 
 In FY 2002, however, many OSU faculty received a salary increase of only $396, and OSU’s average salary 
increased only 1.2%, while the benchmark average salary increased 4.3%.  Consequently, in FY 2002 the benchmark 
average salary climbed to 6.5% above OSU’s. 
 
 In FY 2003, although the OSU average faculty salary increased by 1.7% more than the benchmark average 
increase, the benchmark average is now 4.6% greater than OSU’s.  Thus OSU faculty are further behind the 
benchmark average now than in 2001 when President Kirwan committed OSU to reaching the benchmark average in 
three or four years. 
 

Historical data show how much OSU faculty salaries have declined in comparison with the market.  In FY 
1997, the benchmark average was 1.8% behind OSU.  Today, the benchmark average is 4.6% ahead of the OSU 
average faculty salary.  In FY 1997, OSU had the 3rd highest average salary among the 10 benchmark universities, 
trailing only Michigan and UCLA.  Today, OSU is in 8th place, leading only Washington and Arizona, and $2,430 
behind 7th place Wisconsin.  Among the 60 AAU institutions, OSU’s average faculty salary currently ranks 46th.  In 
FY 1997, OSU ranked 32nd among AAU institutions.  The erosion in OSU faculty salaries is even more pronounced 
when looking back twenty years.  In FY 1984, OSU’s average was 14th among AAU institutions.  To rank 14th today, 
OSU’s average faculty salary would have to be 21.7% higher than it is.  The same trend emerges from the CIC data.  
Today, OSU ranks 9th among the 12 CIC institutions.  In FY 1997, OSU was 4th, and in  FY 1984, OSU was 2nd 
among the 12 CIC institutions in average faculty salary.  To rank 2nd today, OSU’s average faculty salary would 
have to be 28.2% higher than it is. 
 
 In 2001 former President Kirwan committed OSU to reaching the benchmark average in three or four years 
in order to implement the Academic Plan. Because salaries had already been determined for FY 2002 when he made 
the commitment, President Kirwan’s most optimistic commitment envisioned OSU reaching the benchmark average 
in FY 2005; his most pessimistic commitment anticipated reaching the benchmark average in FY 2006.  In order for 
the OSU average to reach the benchmark average in FY 2005, the average OSU faculty salary must increase 
annually by 2.4% more than the market for the next two years.  If FY 2006 is the target date, the OSU faculty 
average salary must increase annually 1.6% more than the market for the next three years.  If the OSU average 
increases annually at market plus 1%, OSU will not reach the benchmark average until FY 2008. 
 
 The following table displays the fiscal year in which OSU’s average faculty salary will reach the benchmark 
average salary, depending on how much above market the OSU average increases over the next five fiscal years: 
        
% Above 
Market FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 

      1.0% $78,840 $79,630 $80,420 $81,230 $82,040 $82,860 
1.6% $78,840 $80,100 $81,380 $82,680   
2.4% $78,840 $80,730 $82,670    

 
 
 We recognize current fiscal conditions, but if OSU is to remain consistent with the Academic Plan and its 
stated goal, made by former President Kirwan, of reaching the benchmark average no later than FY 2006, faculty 
salaries must increase at market plus 1.6% each year for the next three years.
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I.   Introduction 

 In this 25th report on faculty salaries submitted to the University Senate by the Faculty 

Compensation and Benefits Committee (FCBC), a rather bleak picture emerges.  During the past 

twenty years since 1983-84, Ohio State’s average overall faculty salary has declined relative to 

comparable universities.  It would require an astonishing 22% salary increase above market to 

return OSU to the relative position it held in 1983-84. Moreover, this decline has been even more 

pronounced since 1996-97.   Despite the 5.3% overall average increase in faculty salaries for 

2002-03, which was 1.7% more than the benchmark average, OSU faculty salaries actually fell 

1.3% compared with two years ago.   For OSU to reach parity with the average faculty salaries at 

benchmark institutions by 2005-06, a goal set by central administration, FCBC recommends 

salary increases for 2003-04 that exceed the average increase of our benchmark institutions by at 

least 1.6%. 

 

II.   Faculty Salaries at Ohio State Compared to Similar Universities 

 Salary comparisons are presented in this report for three groups:  (1) the ten benchmark 

institutions; (2) the twelve CIC institutions; and (3) the sixty American Association of 

Universities institutions. 

 

 A.   Salary Comparisons with the Ten Benchmark Institutions 

 The ten benchmark institutions are a group of large, public-funded universities that are 

the primary research institutions in their areas: Arizona, Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio 

State, Penn State, Texas, UCLA, Washington, and Wisconsin.  These ten institutions are a 

reference set of state universities whose activities closely compare to Ohio State’s and reflect 



 4

structural similarities to Ohio State.  All offer a wide diversity of academic programs for both 

undergraduates and graduate students, have productive graduate and research programs, and 

have strong professional colleges in many areas.  All are regarded as flagship universities in their 

respective states.  This comparison group was first included in the 1998 FCBC report.   

FCBC notes that Arizona should no longer be considered a peer institution.  First, all the 

benchmark institutions except Arizona are ranked among the top 25 public universities by U.S. 

News & World Report; Arizona is ranked 39th in the most recent ranking.  Second, Arizona’s 

average faculty salary is almost $9,000 below the mean of the remaining institutions, $74,190 

compared to $83,165.  An evaluation of the benchmark institutions should be made in the near 

future. 

 The salary comparisons for the benchmark institutions are set forth in Table A-1 and 

Figure A-1 in the Appendix.∗  A plot of the salaries for the combined faculty ranks is given in 

Figure 1.  The downward trend of Ohio State’s average salary relative to the benchmark 

institutions is substantial and vividly demonstrated by Figure 1. 

Figure 1:  Ohio State History of Ranking among Benchmark Institutions  
Across Assistant, Associate, and Full Professor Ranks Combined 

         
 
          
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         

                                                 
∗ All full page tables and figures labeled “A” are located in the Appendix. 
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 In 1996-97, Ohio State ranked third overall in faculty salaries and was 1.9% above the 

overall average salary (excluding Ohio State), $62,730 compared to a benchmark average of 

$61,580.  Since 1996-97, Ohio State’s overall average salary has declined precipitously when 

compared with the other benchmark institutions.  Ohio State is ranked eighth out of the ten 

benchmarks and the average benchmark salary (excluding Ohio State) of $82,500 is 4.6% above 

Ohio State’s overall average salary of $78,840. 

 

B.   Salary Comparisons with the Twelve CIC Universities 

 The Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC) includes the eleven institutions in the 

Big Ten Conference plus the University of Chicago.  Ohio State’s similarity to these institutions 

includes common geography, reliance on state assistance (except for Northwestern and Chicago), 

and similar demographic and economic profiles.  The CIC universities also represent a major 

source of Ohio State faculty and competition for those faculty.  The CIC institutions have a rich 

tradition of academic excellence and most are regarded in their own states as flagship 

institutions.  The CIC represents that group of institutions with whom Ohio State competes 

directly on a daily and yearly basis. 

The salary comparisons for the CIC institutions are given in Table A-2 and Figure A-2 

(in the Appendix).  A plot of the salaries for the combined faculty ranks is given in Figure 2.  

The data reveal that Ohio State has lost its competitive position relative to the CIC institutions 

with regard to faculty salaries. 

 In 1983-84, Ohio State was tied for second with an overall average salary of $36,550, and 

was 7.3% above the CIC average of $34,066 (excluding Ohio State).  By 1996-97, Ohio State 

had slipped to fourth among CIC universities, with an average salary of $62,730 and was 2.2% 
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below the CIC average of  $64,130  (excluding Ohio State).  Today, Ohio State is in ninth, with 

the CIC average salary of $85,170 (excluding Ohio State) being 8% greater than Ohio State’s 

overall average salary of $78,840. 

Figure 2:  Ohio State History of Ranking among CIC Institutions  
 Across Assistant, Associate, and Full Professor Ranks Combined 

         
 
          
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
** Years 85-92 have been represented by a single bar as there was no change in rank during those years.  
 

  

**
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C.   Salary Comparisons with Association of American Universities (AAU) 

 The Association of American Universities (AAU) consists of 60 major public and private 

research universities in the United States (excluding two Canadian institutions).  These 60 

universities form a select group because of their outstanding faculty, high-quality students, and 

excellent academic programs.  The AAU represents the national set of institutions with whom 

Ohio State directly competes for faculty.

Figure 3:  Ohio State History of Ranking among AAU Institutions 
Across Assistant, Associate, and Full Professor Ranks Combined 

          
 
           
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
Note: the number of US AAU institutions increased from 56 to 60 in 1996-97, from 60 to 61 in 2001-02 and decreased from 61 to 60 in 2003-03. 
** Years 85-89 have been represented by a single bar as there was no change in rank during those years.    
 

The salary comparisons for the AAU institutions are set forth in Table A-3 and Figure A-

3 in the Appendix.  A plot of the salaries for the combined faculty ranks is given in Figure 3.  As 

with the benchmark and CIC universities, Ohio State has lost ground in overall salary average 

compared to the AAU.  Specifically, in 1983-84 Ohio State was ranked 14th among the AAU 

institutions, but since then there has been a dramatic decline in Ohio State’s ranking within the 

AAU.  Between 1983-84 and 1996-97, Ohio State’s ranking fell 18 places from 14th to 32nd.  The 

**  
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average salary of the 14th ranked institution is now 21.7% above Ohio State’s average salary.  

Ohio State’s drop in ranking has accelerated in the past six years.  Since 1996-97, Ohio State’s 

ranking fell another 14 places in just six years from 32nd to 46th place. 

During the past five years, from 1997-98 to 2002-03, the average salary of the 14th ranked 

AAU institution has increased from $73,790 to $95,930.  That is an average increase of almost 

6%.  As shown in Table 1, assuming that the 14th ranked AAU institution’s salary continues to 

increase at almost 6% a year, Ohio State salaries would have to rise almost 12% annually for the 

next four years for Ohio State to rank 14th among AAU institutions.   Clearly, a comparison of 

Ohio State’s average faculty salaries with salaries at peer institutions illustrates the huge erosion 

of Ohio State’s rankings and its ability to compete for the best faculty. 

                                            
Table 1:  Four-year Salary Growth Increase for 14th-Ranked AAU Institution and Ohio State 

       
   2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 
 14th Rank           
 (6%) $95,930 $101,686 $107,787 $114,254 $121,109 
 OSU           
 (12%) $78,840 $88,301 $98,897 $110,765 $124,056 
 
 
 
III.   The Ohio State University’s 2002-03 Faculty Salary Pool Increase  

A.   Compensation Initiative Goals 

To plan their budgets, universities determine the funds that are allocated to the faculty 

salary budget for the next fiscal year.  Information on the percent increase in the “Faculty Salary 

Budget Pool” is shared among peer institutions early in the new fiscal year, thus enabling 

universities to estimate the “market increase” in faculty salary budget pools for that year and use 

it for planning.    It is important to note that the faculty salary budget pool is for continuing 

faculty and excludes additional funds added to pay for increases due to promotions and counter-
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offers made to retain faculty. Unlike the faculty salary budget pool, the “Total Faculty Salary” 

(the average salary of all faculty) is impacted by promotions, counter-offers, new hires, and 

departures.  Information on the increases in total faculty salaries is also shared among institutions 

but later in the fiscal year.  In this FCBC report, Total Faculty Salaries (as defined above) were 

covered in Section II.  Section III discusses the Faculty Salary Budget Pool (as defined above), 

which was used to plan for the market increase in faculty salaries.  

In 2001, former President Kirwan stated that the university would make it a high priority 

to increase faculty and staff salaries “to the mean of our benchmark peers within three or four 

years.”  In the spring of 2002, the central administration committed itself to the Compensation 

Initiative to exceed the average market increase of OSU’s nine benchmark universities by 1%.  It 

was estimated that the mean of the faculty salary budget pools for the nine benchmark 

universities would increase by approximately 3.5%.  Accordingly, the central administration 

established a target for OSU in 2001-02 that would increase the faculty salary budget pool by 

3.5% plus 1% for continuing faculty, excluding salary increases attributable to promotions, 

counter-offers, and related exceptions.  

 

B.   Comparison of  OSU’s Faculty Salary Budget Increase with Benchmarks 

 When compared to its benchmark institutions in 2002-03, Ohio State exceeded its stated 

goal of a increasing the university faculty salary budget pool by 1% more than the benchmark 

average.  As shown in Figure 4, in the Fall of  2002-03, data were reported that the mean faculty 

salary budgets of OSU’s nine benchmark schools increased by 2.5%, excluding promotions and 

counter-offers.  Ohio State reported an increase of 4.8% for the same period.  Three benchmark 

institutions reported no increase in their faculty salary budget.  One reported a 1.5% increase in 
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its faculty salary budget, and the remaining five benchmark institutions reported average faculty 

salary budget increases ranging between 3% and 5%.             

Figure 4 compares Ohio State to its benchmark institutions for increases in faculty salary 

budgets for the last two years.  Although in 2002-03 Ohio State had an increase in the faculty 

salary budget nearly twice as high as the mean increase of our benchmark institutions (4.8% vs. 

2.5%), Ohio State’s combined increases in faculty salary budgets for the last two years is still 

below that of our benchmark institutions (5.8% vs. 6.7%, respectively).   

Currently, Ohio State’s average salary ($78,840) is 1.2% further behind the benchmark 

mean ($82,500) than it was when the university set an increase in faculty salaries as a priority in 

2001.  This is due to the small increase in 2001-02 when many OSU faculty received only a $396 

salary increase.  Between 1996-97 and 2002-03, the benchmark average salary increased 34.0% 

while OSU’s average salary increased only 25.7%. 

 

 

  

4.2%

1.0%

2.5%

4.8%

0%

2%
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6%
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Benchmark Ohio State
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* FY 2002-03 salaries based on estimates provided by Public Benchmark Institutions as of October 2002.  

6.7%
5.8%

Figure 4:  Ohio State Faculty Salary Increase Budget Increase 
Comparison FY 2001-02 and FY 2002-03
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C.   2002-03 Salary Increases by Colleges  

The decentralized, restructured budget system led to significant variations among 

colleges in salary increases for 2002-03.  The Provost authorized variations so long as each 

college implemented a specific salary budget of at least 4.0%, although the university-wide 

faculty salary budget pool target for the year was 4.5%.  Taking funds from their budgets, each 

college made salary allocations separately according to its own priorities.  Table 2 illustrates the 

differences in the average raises among the colleges and shows that the increases ranged from 

4.3% for Medicine to 5.9% for Mathematical and Physical Sciences (MAPS).  Thus it appears 

that each college increased its faculty salary budget higher than the minimum of 4.0% directed 

by the Provost.  

                                                       
Table 2:  Ohio State FY03 Faculty Salary Budget Pools 

 Percentage Increase by College 
      
  College Increase    
    MAPS 5.9%    
    Humanities 5.5%    
    Law 5.5%    
    Business 5.4%    
    Pharmacy 5.0%    
    Arts 5.0%    
    Veterinary Medicine 5.0%    
    Education 4.9%    
    Social Work 4.8%    
    Optometry 4.8%    
    Dentistry 4.8%    
    Social & Behavioral Sciences 4.7%    
    Biological Sciences 4.6%    
    FAES 4.5%    
    Human Ecology 4.5%    
    Engineering 4.5%    
    Nursing 4.4%    
    Medicine 4.3%    
       
Source: FY03 SLDP Process Salary Adjustment (Increase) Summary Reports.    
Note: These figures exclude faculty promotions to new positions, counter-offers and related exceptions. 
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Figure A-4 shows how Ohio State’s 18 colleges compared in 2001-02 with colleges at 

other universities that each OSU college selected for its own benchmark set.  Data on OSU 

college salary increases show that there is little relationship between the colleges with the highest 

average salary increase (Table 2) and the colleges that were the furthest below the market 

average for their benchmark colleges in 2001-02 (Figure A-4).  Some of these differences may 

be attributed to the Academic Plan and to the Selective Investment Program. Six colleges were 

more than 10% behind market average (Social Work, 19%; Human Ecology, 17.1%; Dentistry, 

15.3%; Education, 11.2%; Arts, 10.7%; and Optometry, 10.2%). Five OSU colleges were less 

than 6% behind market average (Business, 5.4%; Food, Agriculture & Environmental Sciences, 

4.2%; Nursing, 3.2%; Humanities, 2.6%; and Social & Behavioral Sciences, 1% ).  Only two 

colleges were above market average (Pharmacy, 0.7%; and Medicine & Public Health, 4.6%). 

 

D.   Distribution of Faculty Salary Increases 

  1.  University 

The Provost’s Fiscal Year 2003 Salary Budget Process Guidance required that all faculty 

who were performing well and were representatively behind the market receive salary increases 

of at least 3.5%.  Analysis of the data show that there was a similar distribution in the percentage 

salary raises across all faculty salary levels.  Figure 5 presents the university-wide distribution of 

the percent increase by salary range.   Over 80% of faculty university-wide received an increase 

of 3.5% or higher.  The majority received increases of 3.5 to 5.5%, and 2.7% received an 

increase of 10% or higher.  More than 14% of faculty, however, received salary increases of less 

than 3.5%, while 3.3% received no increase in their salary for 2002-03.  A word of caution is 

needed for these latter two categories, however, as these may include faculty who had received 
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counter-offers last year to keep them at OSU, those who were hired late in the academic year, 

and those whose salary may be significantly above the market in their discipline.   

                                        

As mentioned above, almost 18% of all faculty received an increase of less than 3.5% 

(Figure 5).  Only faculty receiving no salary increase due to performance or market position were 

required to be notified in writing with a supporting rationale.  Thus 3.3% of all faculty received 

no salary increase and, presumably, written notification of the reason for the lack of a salary 

increase.  Another 14.5% of the faculty, however, received a smaller salary increase than was 

recommended if they were performing well and were representatively behind the market. There 

was no mandate, however, to provide written notification of the manner in which their 

performance was lacking or why their market position permitted a less than market salary 

increase. 
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Figure 5:  Ohio State Distribution Summary of FY03 Salary Increases Percent of 
Population by Salary Increase Percentage Total University - Faculty 
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             2.  Colleges 
 

Each college was permitted to determine individual faculty member salary increases 

pursuant to the Provost’s Fiscal Year 2003 Salary Budget Process Guidance.  The distribution of 

salaries within colleges varied significantly and is summarized in Table 3.  

 

Table 3:  Ohio State Distribution Summary of FY03 Faculty Salary Increases   
Percent of Population by Salary Increase Percentage  

       
  0% 0.01-3.49% 3.50-5.50% 5.51-7.50% 7.51-10.00% >10.00%
Arts 1.4% 0.7% 79.9% 6.9% 8.3% 2.8% 
Business 3.2% 6.5% 55.9% 20.4% 8.6% 5.4% 
Biological Sciences 0.0% 14.4% 58.8% 23.7% 2.1% 1.0% 
Dentistry 0.0% 3.4% 71.9% 24.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
Education 0.0% 28.2% 37.3% 14.5% 14.5% 5.5% 
Engineering 7.8% 16.3% 49.2% 19.4% 7.4% 0.0% 
FAES 1.6% 8.1% 75.0% 12.5% 2.8% 0.0% 
Health Sciences 7.1% 3.6% 71.4% 17.9% 0.0% 0.0% 
Human Ecology 2.9% 17.1% 51.4% 22.9% 5.7% 0.0% 
Humanities 2.0% 23.0% 33.3% 18.0% 12.7% 11.0% 
Law 0.0% 8.8% 55.9% 11.8% 5.9% 17.6% 
Libraries 0.0% 5.0% 95.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
MAPS 1.4% 6.7% 38.3% 34.0% 12.9% 6.7% 
Medicine 4.9% 21.1% 57.4% 10.5% 5.7% 0.4% 
Nursing 0.0% 6.4% 83.0% 10.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
Optometry 0.0% 9.1% 63.6% 18.2% 9.1% 0.0% 
Pharmacy 4.9% 4.9% 53.7% 31.7% 4.9% 0.0% 
SBS 7.4% 25.3% 35.0% 17.5% 9.7% 5.1% 
Social Work 4.0% 0.0% 96.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Veterinary Medicine 5.0% 6.9% 60.4% 22.8% 5.0% 0.0% 
Lima 5.7% 2.9% 85.7% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
Mansfield 0.0% 19.0% 35.7% 38.1% 7.1% 0.0% 
Marion 6.7% 16.7% 33.3% 26.7% 16.7% 0.0% 
Newark 2.4% 14.6% 43.9% 17.1% 17.1% 4.9% 
       
Source:  FY03 SLDP Process Salary Adjustment (Increase) Summary Reports   
Note:  These figures exclude faculty promotions to new positions, counter-offers and related exceptions 
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IV.   Comparison of Average and Median Salaries  

 
 There is a perception by many faculty members that there is a significant difference 

between the salary offered to certain new faculty hires and the salaries of existing faculty 

members of the same rank within the same discipline.  There is even the belief that in some cases 

new junior faculty are hired at salaries higher than that of current full professors in the same 

discipline.  This perception of salary discrepancy between current faculty and new hires, which is 

fairly widespread within the university and is largely based on anecdotal evidence, is detrimental 

to faculty morale.  Therefore, FCBC examined data that might help to determine whether the 

perceived salary discrepancy were true, and if so, how the discrepancies could be measured.   

In recent years, some departments and colleges at OSU have used information about 

median and average salaries to make salary decisions. FCBC recommends, where possible, that 

departments and colleges follow this procedure and that information about median department 

salaries be compiled annually. Furthermore, the university should set goals for the relation 

between median and average salaries and report yearly on progress towards these goals. Finally, 

FCBC should monitor and discuss this issue annually.  

A quantity, called here the “deviation,” is a useful tool for making comparisons between 

median and average salaries. The definition is: 

Deviation = (average-median)/average. 

 Relatively speaking, if a department has a few very highly paid faculty the average 

salary will be larger than the median (this number is positive). Conversely, if a department has a 

few very low paid faculty, the average will be below the median (this number is negative). While 

this single number does not completely explain salary distribution in a department, it adds 
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significant information beyond the calculation of a simple average salary. Other similar measures 

have been suggested and can be used.  

To support this argument, comparisons between departments at OSU and CIC institutions 

are presented. Data were available for 11 of the 12 CIC institutions for the years 1998-02, but 

only from colleges of arts and sciences, and the data for some departments at some universities 

are missing. Only data from the largest units (10 or more full professors) were used. These units 

were: biological science, chemistry, economics, English, history, mathematics, philosophy, 

physics, psychology, political science, sociology, and statistics. Only full professors were 

selected for the study because a survey of the data suggests that, in these units, the salaries of 

assistant and associate professors are closely bunched. The average deviation of the eleven 

universities in the sample between 1998-2002 was 3.17% and the average at OSU was 5.93%, as 

shown in Table 4. 

 

Table 4  Faculty Salary Deviation Full Professors 1998-99 to 2001-02 
(Institution Deviation Weighed by Discipline FTE) 

    
 Institution Deviation  
 Ohio State 5.93%  
 Indiana 5.30%  
 Penn State 4.71%  
 Michigan State 4.03%  
 Iowa 3.71%  
 Northwestern 3.53%  
 Wisconsin - Madison 3.06%  
 Purdue 2.87%  
 Illinois - UC 2.56%  
 Minnesota 1.86%  
 Michigan 0.07%  
 All (excluding Ohio State) 3.17%  
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Because salaries are determined at the departmental level, it is necessary to examine 

several sample departments. The departments in Figures A-5 to A-10 were selected to give a 

cross section of the university or to demonstrate a particular feature.  

At over 20 % in 1998, the Physics Department at OSU (Figure A-5) has one of the largest 

deviations in the study. This department is particularly interesting because of the downward 

trend of the deviation since 1998. The Physics Department is in the college of MAPS and has 

been distributing data on median salaries for some time. It is clear from the data that the OSU 

Physics Department is aware of the large deviation and has been working to correct it. The data 

for the Department of Chemistry (Figure A-6) is also interesting because of the fluctuation of the 

deviation from a negative number to more than 10% in the last two years. However, the number 

of full professors in even the largest chemistry departments is still small and these effects should 

be expected. Therefore, it is important to analyze trends over several years and over larger 

groups like colleges. The deviation for Biological Sciences at OSU (Figure A-7) is in the middle 

of the CIC range for all biological sciences units in the study. The largest deviation is for 

Purdue’s Biological Sciences unit, which is relatively constant at 11% or 12%. The deviation for 

English departments (Figure A-8) appears to be generally smaller, and the OSU department is 

just a few percent. The Department of Psychology at OSU (Figure A-9) has a deviation that is 

relatively constant at 5% and is consistent with the university average. It is interesting that for 

1999-2000 there is a dip to about –1%. This illustrates the need to look at data for several years 

because of fluctuations that might occur in any given department. The deviation for the Political 

Science Department at OSU (Figure A-10) is consistently about 6%. 

Because many factors contribute to determining the deviation between average and 

median salaries for each department, it is difficult to recommend any uniform deviation as a goal 
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when making salary decisions.  Deviations with positive values might be indicating that a few 

highly paid professors are causing the average salary to be greater than the median salary for that 

department.  It is frequently necessary to pay high salaries to attract and retain the most 

competent individuals.  On the other hand, if the deviation between the average and median 

salaries for a department at Ohio State is positive and well beyond those for departments at its 

benchmark institutions, it could be an indication that some members of that department are being 

under-compensated.  Appropriate compensation of all faculty should be the goal of The Ohio 

State University, and considering both average and median salaries can help in achieving this 

goal.  

 
 

V. Conclusions 
 

A. Summary 
 

Ohio State has declared its intent to be a truly great research university and enter the 

ranks of the top ten public institutions in the United States.  Former President Kirwan laid out an 

ambitious plan for achieving this academic mission that begins with the retention and 

recruitment of high-quality faculty.  This FCBC report highlights one of the most difficult 

challenges that Ohio State faces in implementing the Academic Plan.  Rather than gaining 

ground in the last two years in terms of faculty compensation, Ohio State is falling behind the 

benchmark competition.  In the competitive market of top-flight universities, Ohio State will not 

be able to retain, recruit, and motivate high-quality faculty if it does not compete in terms of 

compensation.  As former President Kirwan argued, “academic excellence begins with high-

quality faculty.” It is therefore absolutely vital that Ohio State reverse its declining position 

among the benchmark institutions. 
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Compensation plays a critical role in the competition for retaining and recruiting high-

quality faculty.  Ohio State has seen a continuous downward slide in its competitive position 

over the last twenty years, with a precipitous decline since 1996-97.  Among the ten benchmark 

institutions, Ohio State has had the lowest percent increase in faculty salaries from 1996-97 to 

2002-03 and has dropped from third to eighth place.  Among the twelve CIC institutions, Ohio 

State dropped from second in 1983-84 to fourth in 1996-97, and to ninth by 2002-03.  Among 

the 61 AAU institutions, Ohio State dropped from 14th to 32nd between 1983-84 and 1996-97, 

and to 46th by 2002-03.  If Ohio State is to reverse this decline, the University must continue to 

make faculty compensation its highest priority by investing more substantially in faculty salaries. 

 

B. Recommendations 

 1.  Current economic conditions notwithstanding, the average faculty salary must 

increase by 1.6% over market for each of the next three fiscal years (2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06) 

before salaries reach the benchmark average.  If OSU faculty salaries increase annually at market 

plus 1%, they will not reach the benchmark average until 2008-09.  An average salary increase of 

less than 1.6% over the average salary increase of the benchmark schools will significantly delay 

Ohio State’s goal of achieving competitive salaries and undercut the implementation of the 

Academic Plan. 

FCBC therefore recommends that in 2003-04 Ohio State increase its average salary by at 

least 1.6% above the average salary increase of the benchmark schools.  Otherwise, achieving 

former President Kirwan’s goal articulated in 2001 of raising Ohio State’s compensation “to the 

mean of our benchmark peers within three or four years” will become impossible.  An increase 
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of 1.6% over the benchmark average salary increase in 2003-04 will put Ohio State within reach 

of its goal of being at the benchmark average in 2005-06. 

  

 2.  The University administration communicates the amount of new funds to be made 

available centrally for salary increases in terms of a percentage increase of the current salary 

budget.  Similarly, Recommendation 1 above states salary increases in terms of a percentage 

increase.  FCBC recommends, however, that salary decision makers should not use the 

percentage increase in the salary budget as a basis for distributing raises.  Faculty in the same 

unit who are performing well and are representatively behind the market should receive the same 

dollar amount salary increase.  In other words, faculty members in the same unit who are 

performing equally well should receive the same dollar salary increase irrespective of their base 

salary.  Merit and market considerations should be used to determine increases above this 

amount. 

 
 
 3.  The Provost’s Fiscal Year 2003 Salary Budget Process Guidance required that all 

faculty who were performing well and were representatively behind the market receive salary 

increases of at least 3.5%. Almost 18% of all faculty received an increase of less than 3.5%.  

Only faculty receiving no salary increase at all were required to be notified in writing with 

supporting rationale.  Among the faculty 3.3% received no salary increase and, presumably, did 

receive written notification of the reason for the lack of an increase.  Another 14.5% of the 

faculty received a smaller increase than was recommended if they were performing well and 

were representatively behind the market.  There was no mandate to provide these faculty with 
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written notification of the manner in which their performance was lacking or why their market 

position permitted a less than market salary increase. 

Therefore, FCBC recommends that all faculty whose salary increase is less than half of 

their unit’s average increase receive written notification explaining why their performance or 

market position justified a salary increase below the external market. 

 

4.   Data from the CIC institutions show that, at least at the full professor level, OSU 

distributes a disproportionate percentage of its salary dollars to the highest paid faculty relative 

to other CIC institutions. FCBC therefore recommends that OSU set goals to correct this 

inequity. To monitor our progress toward this goal, the Office of Human Resources should 

collect and distribute data on the median, as well as average, salaries at OSU and comparable 

universities. Colleges and departments should set year-to-year goals for median and average 

salaries. The Office of Human Resources and FCBC should monitor and report annually on the 

progress toward these goals. 
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Figure A-5  Faculty Salary Deviation Full Professors 1998-99 to 2001-02 
Physics
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Figure A-6  Faculty Salary Deviation Full Professors 1998-99 to 2001-02 
Chemistry
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Figure A-7  Faculty Salary Deviation Full Professors 1998-99 to 2001-02 
Biological Sciences

-10.00%

-5.00%

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

D
ev

ia
tio

n

2001-2002
2000-2001
1999-2000
1998-1999

Indiana Iowa Michigan Mich
 State

Northwestern Ohio 
State

Penn 
State

Purdue Illinois

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
32

 
 
 
 
 

Figure A-8  Faculty Salary Deviation Full Professors 1998-99 to 2001-02 
English
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Figure A-9  Faculty Salary Deviation Full Professors 1998-99 to 2001-02 
Psychology
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Figure A-10  Faculty Salary Deviation Full Professors 1998-99 to 2001-02 
Political Science

-10.00%

-5.00%

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

D
ev

ia
tio

n

2001-2002

2000-2001

1999-2000

1998-1999

Indiana Iowa Michigan Minnesota
Mich
State Northwestern

Ohio
State

Penn
State Purdue Illinois Wisconsin

 
 
 
 
 


