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To:    ISU Faculty Senate and Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
From: Administrative Affairs Committee  
Date: 18 August 2011 
  
Re:  Analysis of ISU Staffing Data 
 
With this memo we provide three tables representing data on ISU staffing over the period 1995-2010. We 
considered both numbers of staff (in full time equivalents, FTEs, for positions filled) and salaries.  Table 1 contains 
the basic data we worked from, and table 2 shows salaries and shares of total wage bill by aggregate employee 
category.  Data in the series comprise snapshots of ISU as of 1 October, and the most recent data (2010) do not 
reflect the salary increases that were established in the late fall of that year.  (Increasing the salary figures by 3 
percent would provide a rough adjustment to actual current spending on personnel.)  A second problem with the 
2010 data is connected to changes in ISU policy on retirement contributions.  Between October 2009 and October 
2010 retirement contributions for some employees were decreased with offsetting increases in salaries.  Thus the 
changes in salary to 2010 actually overstate compensation changes if retirement contributions are taken into account.  
Details on this are described in section 1, which also explains our attempt to adjust the salary data to provide a more 
correct picture of changes. The results of these adjustments are contained in table 3.  In sections 2 to 4 we highlight 
some of the salient trends while taking into account the adjustments in salary data to account for changes in 
retirement contributions. The three tables that serve as the basis of our comments are contained in an appendix (pdf 
files:  ISU~Staff11-Tabl1, ISU~Staff11-Tabl2, and ISU~Staff11-Tabl3).  
 
1.  Adjustments for Changes in Retirement Contributions:  Faculty and EAP Employees 
 
ISU contributions to retirement funds for employees in the Faculty and Executive, Administrators & Professional 
(EAP) categories were universally set to 10 percent of salary during the previous fiscal year.  (Support staff salaries 
and retirement benefits were not affected.)  Previously, some employees received higher percentages contributed 
toward retirement, and when these were reduced to the new universal level, those employees received compensating 
increases in salary.  These salary changes are reflected in the October 2010 data.  Employees hired between 1994 
and 2000 were receiving retirement benefits of 12 percent.  Employees hired before 1994 had a more complicated 
structure.  They received a retirement benefit of 11 percent on the first $10,800 of salary as well as an additional 15 
percent of salary above $10,800. Employees hired after 2000 received the now universal retirement contribution rate 
of 10 percent, so their salaries are excluded from our adjustments. Similarly, salaries for one-year faculty, part-time 
faculty and part-time professionals are not adjusted, as their retirement benefits and salaries would not have been 
affected by the policy change. 
 
In table 3 we make approximate calculations to set the October 2010 salary levels where they would have been 
without these offsetting changes in compensation structure.  The detailed accounting necessary for a precise 
adjustment is beyond the scope of our committee’s capability, as we would need detailed knowledge of each 
employee’s history at ISU and would have to work with completely disaggregated data.  But a rough adjustment is 
possible using some reasonable assumptions with the aggregate data.  We believe these adjustments provide a more 
accurate picture of changes in salary levels through October 2010 than are shown in table 1, which uses the 
unadjusted salary data.  Comments in sections 2 and 4 rely on both to these adjusted figures for 2010 as well as the 
unadjusted data for 2010.   
 
We have assumed that about 15 percent of ISU employees in the Faculty and EAP groups were hired between 1994 
and 2000.  So we take 15 percent of the aggregate salaries in these groups and adjust that downward by 2 percent.  
We assume that about 30 percent of ISU employees in these groups were hired before 1994, and we adjust that 
fraction of the salaries downward by a larger amount.  The adjustment, however, depends on the employee category 
owing to diverse salary levels and the two-part structure of contribution that was followed before 2010.  To calculate 
this adjustment, we calculate an average salary for each of the categories affected and estimate an average overall 
retirement contribution rate.  Then we subtract 10 percent from this rate of contribution to arrive at a factor used to 
adjust the 30 percent of aggregate salary downward.  Table A contains the calculations for these contribution rates.  
Table 3 (in the appendix) contains actual salary data for 2006, 2009, and 2010 as well as our adjusted figures for 
2010.  This table also compares the rates of change in salaries using both the actual 2010 data and the adjusted 
salary figures for 2010.  We do not make such adjustments in computing shares of aggregate salaries like those 
shown in table 2.  The differences are likely to be quite small compared to using unadjusted data for 2010.  
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Table A. Estimates of Retirement Contribution Rates  
   Employees hired before 1994. Based on 2010 data.  

   Average Contribution 

Category FTEs Salaries Salary Rate 

  Executive 38.0 4,791 126.09 14.7% 

  Administrative 29.0 2,253 77.69 14.4% 

  Coaches 30.0 1,559 51.97 14.2% 

  Professional 302.6 13,724 45.35 14.0% 

  Faculty  363.6 24,698 67.92 14.4% 

  Fiscal Faculty 26.0 1,790 68.84 14.4% 

   Only tenured and tenure track faculty. Salaries in $1000s.  
 
 
2.  Main Findings for the Current Year 
 
A consistent theme from previous staffing studies was that EAP positions (executives, administrators and 
professionals) were increasing relative to faculty positions.  That pattern is not evident in the most recent data:  total 
faculty positions increased over the past year while EAP positions declined.  We also noted in prior years that EAP 
positions increased relative to support staff, and that pattern is repeated in the most recent data.  
 
The past year witnessed an extraordinary reduction in funding from the state of Indiana, and adjustments to this were 
likely the primary driver of changes we see in the data.  The total of ISU personnel fell by 6.8 percent (in FTEs) and 
by 5.5 percent in aggregate salary.  After making adjustments to the 2010 data as described in section 1, the 
aggregate salary reduction is larger, at 6.6 percent.  (See table 3.)  Considering data beginning in 2006, this 
significant annual decline has resulted in a cumulative change downward of 7.6 percent for FTEs and 0.6 percent for 
salary from 2006 to 2010.   Again taking into account the adjustments to the 2010 data, the salary decline from 2006 
to 2010 is larger, at 1.8 percent.   
 
Within broad categories of employees, the largest reduction over the past year was in support staff, both in 
percentage terms (16 percent) and in terms of FTE numbers (108.7).  These are also reflected in salaries for that 
group, which fell by 15 percent or $2.5 million.   
 
The next largest decline was for EAP, with a reduction of 9 percent (41.3 positions).  Most of this was in the 
professional category, which experienced a net loss of 33 positions (9.8 percent).  Administrative posts were reduced 
by 6 FTEs and executive positions by 1.  As with the support staff, the salary reduction for the EAP group matched 
the fall in positions with a total reduction of $2.2 million (9 percent).  Using the adjusted data for 2010 this reduction 
is $2.6 million (10 percent).  The reduction in administrator salaries (22 percent, or 23 percent with the adjustments 
to 2010 data) was more that the FTE decline (17 percent).  Despite a reduction of 1 executive position, salaries for 
the group rose modestly, absorbing the funding previously spend on the line eliminated and adding an additional 0.3 
percent.  However, using the adjusted 2010 data we see a slight decline in the total salaries to executives of 1.5 
percent.   
 
Efforts to preserve instructional positions in an environment of reduced state subvention were successful.  The total 
faculty FTEs rose by 6.1 percent (34 positions) and salaries for all faculty members increased modestly, by 2.6 
percent (only 1.2 percent using adjusted 2010 data).  This leaves the average compensation lower by about 3.5 
percent (4.9 percent using the adjusted data).  
 
However, this success at preserving the teaching labor force at ISU appears to have been achieved primarily by 
replacing T&TT (tenured and tenure-track) faculty with part-time and special purpose faculty.  This explains the 
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decline in average faculty compensation.  A total of 19 T&TT positions1 were eliminated (a 5 percent decline) while 
49 FTEs in non-T&TT postings were added to both meet the loss of T&TT positions and the increased need due to 
higher ISU enrollments.  In our study last year, we noted that:   
 

“The main gain in faculty resources from 2008 to 2009 was in part-time faculty with benefits.  In terms of 
FTEs these positions rose nearly 25 percent …  However, given the decision to dismiss most temporary 
and part-time instructors last year, we expect the October 2010 data to show a complete reversal of this 
increase.”   

 
Our prediction was completely wrong.  In fact all categories of non T&TT faculty increased and the part-time 
category increased by about 42 percent.  Despite the suspension of all sabbatical proposals in March 2010 – owing 
to the claimed need to have all T&TT faculty teaching, that need seems to have been substantially met with 
increases in part-time instructors.   
 
While we are pleased to see a reversal in the previous pattern in which faculty positions gave way to increases in 
EAP positions, the Committee cautions that this accelerated trend of replacing full-time professional faculty with 
part-time and temporary teaching staff may be degrading the overall quality of students’ academic experience at 
ISU.2 
 
3.  Salary Shares by Employee Category  (Table 2) 
 
In the most recent year the salary share paid to the EAP category declined, but within this group the share to coaches 
rose slightly, by 0.1 percentage point, and the share to executives went up by half a percentage point.  The salary 
share to faculty rose from 41 to 45 percent.  This relative gain was largely offset by a reduction in the share to 
support staff, which fell from 24 to 21 percent, and the share to professionals, which fell from 22 to 21 percent.  
Administrators as a group experienced a decline in share from 4.1 to 3.4 percent.  
 
Increased labor productivity in non-instructional areas combined with an emphasis on the core function of teaching 
may justify a shifting of shares from support staff, administrators and professionals to faculty.  Yet this does not 
explain why executives should be taking a larger share.  The change for coaches is too small to be of much concern.  
Moreover, the coaching share has been relatively stable since 2006, running around 2.2 percent of all salaries.  But 
the executive share has consistently risen throughout the period from 5.8 percent in 2006 to 7.2 percent in 2010.  In 
one of the previous staffing studies, we made adjustments in the data analysis to account for changes in employee 
reclassifications that had little or no impact on the actual function of reclassified employees within the University.  It 
may be that the increase in executive share results from a reclassification of administrators to executives – the 
Committee does not have the information to evaluate this possibility.  But we do think that the continuing increase 
in aggregate salary share going to executives is an issue that should be raised in discussions between the faculty 
leadership and the University executives.   
 
4.  Five Year Results 
 
This edition of the study represents the fifth consecutive year in which we have worked with comprehensive ISU 
staffing data.  It seems appropriate to reflect on the five-year changes shown in table 1.   
 
Across this period (2006 – 2010) total faculty positions have experienced a modest increase of 4.1 percent, and an 
aggregate salary increase of 7.9 percent.  But using the adjusted 2010 data, the total salary for all faculty members 
rose only 6.4 percent.  In real terms (i.e. adjusted for inflation) this represents a roughly constant average 

                                                
1 References to T&TT faculty in this paragraph exclude Fiscal T&TT faculty because the latter have little or no 
teaching obligations. 
2 It should be noted here that a large part of the relative increase in part-time teaching staff in the October 2010 data 
was due to two unusual events.  First, a number of tenured faculty members took advantage of the retirement 
incentive that the Bradley administration had put in place.  Second, there was an unusually large increase in the 
number of ISU students in the fall 2010 term, and teaching staff had to be rapidly increased.  Thus it is not clear that 
the recent data on this measure are indicative of long-term direction for the structure of teaching personnel.  
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compensation.  Within the faculty group, positions for all T&TT faculty declined by 6.7 percent, and T&TT 
teaching faculty declined by 8.1 percent.  Despite these declines in positions, total salaries for T&TT faculty rose by 
5.3 percent, which implies an increase in average salary in excess of inflation.  However, using adjusted 2010 data 
for T & TT faculty we calculate a smaller increase of 3.6 percent.  In real terms, the average T & TT faculty member 
is paid slightly more in 2010 than in 2006 – and, as we noted in the introduction, this change does not reflect the 
salary increases that occurred in late 2010.   
 
Although this has improved the personal position of T&TT faculty remaining at ISU, the same caution we raised in 
relation to the changes from last year are relevant here as well:  replacement of T&TT faculty with temporary and 
part-time instructors may compromise the quality of ISU education.  
 
The change in EAP positions across these five years has declined by 3.3 percent, with all the decrease occurring in 
the last year.  Aggregate salaries for the group experienced a similar change, rising consistently from 2006-2009 and 
then falling 9 percent in the last year.  The change over five years is a modest decline of 0.3 percent.  Using adjusted 
data for 2010 this decline is larger at 1.8 percent.  It is important also to consider changes within the EAP category. 
Other than executives, all subcategories of EAP employees experienced a decline in FTEs and a reduction in 
aggregate salaries (with the exception of coaches).  Executive FTEs rose by 12 percent (4 positions) and salaries for 
executives grew 22 percent, i.e. $858,000 (or 20 percent and $776,000 considering adjustments in the 2010 data).   
 
Finally, we repeat an admonishment from our report of last year with respect to support staff.  Over the five-year 
period FTEs in this category fell by almost a fifth (19.5 percent) and saw a salary reduction of 15 percent.  While we 
recognize that the teaching function of ISU personnel is a primary concern, adequate attention should be paid to 
other functions such as clerical support, facilities maintenance and custodial services.  Any university functions as a 
complex team, with all the parts supporting the overall function.  To our knowledge, the issue of whether the long-
term decline in support staff is appropriate for overall functioning of ISU has not been addressed.  We suggest that a 
careful review be undertaken to assess the impacts of reductions in support staff on the variety of services that they 
provide to the University.   


