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Introduction	

In	Fall	2015,	the	Senate	Agenda	Committee	convened	an	Ad	hoc	committee	to	examine	the	Northeastern	

University	faculty’s	relatively	high	levels	of	dissatisfaction	on	the	Higher	Education	Research	Institute	(HERI)	

Faculty	Survey.	In	their	March	2016	ﬁnal	report,	this	Ad	hoc	HERI	Committee	recommended	that	the	Faculty	

Senate	convene	another	Ad	hoc	Committee	this	year	to	further	review	the	results	of	the	survey	and	address	

key	concerns	revealed	in	their	report.	

Three	members	of	the	previous	year’s	committee	continued	on	this	year's	committee	(Professors	Golub-	

Victor,	Levendis,	and	Randall);	they	were	joined	by	Professor	McOwen,	who	was	appointed	Chair,	and	

Kathleen	Kenney	from	the	ADVANCE	Oﬃce	of	Faculty	Development.	The	Committee	was	charged	to:		

1)	Identify	speciﬁc	areas	of	concern	pertaining	to	job	satisfaction,	professional	satisfaction	and	work	climate.	

2)	Identify	probable	causes	of	these	areas	of	concern.	

3)	Identify	barriers	to	improving	these	areas.	

4)	Make	recommendations	for	improving	these	areas.	

The	Senate	Agenda	Committee	further	requested	that,	in	accomplishing	this	task,	the	Ad	hoc	HERI	

Committee	convene	a	series	of	University-wide	meetings	during	the	2016-17	academic	year	for	faculty	and	

administrators	to	discuss	issues	highlighted	in	the	previous	year’s	report.		

The	Committee	held	a	series	of	meetings	in	the	fall	to	discuss	how	to	fulﬁll	our	charge.	We	decided:		

i)	 To	conduct	an	online	survey	of	all	Northeastern	University	faculty	to	more	deeply	understand	points	of	

dissatisfaction;	

ii)	 To	convene	several	focus	groups	to	discuss	the	reasons	for	dissatisfaction,	particularly	themes	identiﬁed	

on	the	survey.	

(We	decided	that	focus	group	meetings	just	for	faculty	would	be	more	productive	than	University-wide	

meetings	that	included	both	faculty	&amp;	administrators.)	

We	revisited	the	HERI	survey	analysis	by	the	2015-2016	committee	and	identiﬁed	twelve	areas	of	concern.	

Focusing	on	these	areas,	in	December	2016	we	distributed	a	new	faculty	survey	to	all	1384	beneﬁts-eligible	

NU	faculty:	547	tenured	(T),	215	tenure-track	(TT),	and	622	full-time	nontenure-track	(NTT).	The	survey's	

questions	were	coded	on	a	seven	point	Likert	scale	and	included	areas	for	comments.	

1)	Extremely	satisﬁed	

2)	Moderately	satisﬁed	

3)	Slightly	satisﬁed	

4)	Neither	satisﬁed	nor	dissatisﬁed	

5)	Slightly	dissatisﬁed	

6)	Moderately	dissatisﬁed	

7)	Extremely	dissatisﬁed	

We	received	355	responses,	a	25.7%	response	rate.	(Of	the	355	responses,	20	did	not	indicate	academic	rank.)	

Amongst	all	academic	ranks,	the	ratings	showed	strong	satisfaction	with	autonomy	over	research	&amp;	teaching	

and	with	health	&amp;	dental	plans.	There	was	also	general	satisfaction	with	job	security	and	teaching	loads.	

However,	in	all	academic	ranks,	a	signiﬁcant	portion	of	the	questions	in	other	areas	revealed	a	high	level	of	

dissatisfaction.	Those	questions	for	which	the	combined	dissatisﬁed	responses	exceeded	40%	are	displayed	

in	Table	1.		
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To	learn	more	about	these	responses,	we	conducted	three	focus	groups:	on	January	31	(NTT	faculty),	

February	2	(T	and	NTT	faculty),	and	February	7	(TT	faculty).	The	discussions	were	lively	and	far-ranging,	

covering	many	possible	causes	of	dissatisfaction	and	several	recommendations	for	addressing	them.	

Below	are	the	quantitative	results	of	our	survey.	The	survey	also	solicited	comments,	which	appear	as	

quotations	in	endnotes	together	with	comments	made	in	the	focus	groups.	(In	one	instance,	a	lengthy	

comment	made	on	the	survey	has	been	edited;	no	quotation	marks	are	used	in	this	case.)	Following	the	

results,	we	summarize	our	conclusions	and	list	several	recommendations	for	addressing	the	issues	that	we	

have	identiﬁed.		

Tenured	Faculty	

The	quantitative	results	and	the	comments	of	the	167	tenured	faculty	at	NU	who	took	our	faculty	survey	

identiﬁed	major	dissatisfaction	in	several	areas:	

Compensation	was	the	area	of	most	widespread	and	serious	dissatisfaction.	

Merit/equity:		50-51%	of	the	respondents	were	dissatisﬁed	with	merit	and	equity	raises	(if	their	unit	gives	

them	–	some	units	don't).	They	believe	that	the	merit	and	equity	pools	should	be	separate	since	merit	is	

inconsistent	from	one	year	to	the	next,	which	means	that	there	is	no	reliable	cost-of-living	

compensation.	Many	note	that	they	don't	understand	the	relationship	between	merit	and	equity	and	

some	said	they	didn't	know	that	NU	had	a	system	for	equity.		Many	say	that	the	merit	process	is	not	

standard.	For	the	rewards	it	brings,	the	process	is	much	too	time	consuming,	and	merit	in	their	units	is	

often	determined	by	people	who	are	unable	to	judge	them,	because	they	have	diﬀerent	kinds	of	

appointments	(e.g.,	clinical	vs.	research).1	

Cost	of	Living:		53%	are	unhappy	with	the	failure	of	salaries	to	track	with	the	relatively	high	Boston	cost	

of	living,	and	the	high	rate	of	inﬂation	driven	by	the	housing	market.	They	note	that	a	2-3%	annual	raise	

does	not	keep	pace	with	a	10%	increase	in	the	price	for	health	care	and	similar	increases	in	

transportation,	parking,	tuition,	child	care,	etc. 2	

Travel	Professional	Development	Funding:	Half	feel	that	they	receive	insuﬃcient	--	or	no	--	travel	(50%)	or	

professional	development	funds	(51%)	for	themselves	or	their	graduate	students	and	ﬁnd	it	a	problem	

that	(a)	the	budgets	are	at	the	discretion	of	the	chair	or	the	dean,	and	(b)	are	often	combined,	because	if	

they	use	all	their	funds	for	travel,	they	have	nothing	for	development.	They	ﬁnd	the	disparities	across	

departments	in	how	these	funds	are	distributed	to	be	unfair.	Many	are	expected	to	ﬁnd	these	funds	

externally,	even	when	the	sources	do	not	exist	in	their	ﬁelds.3			

Other	compensation	issues	

Compression	and	Inversion:	The	faculty	cite	serious	problems	with	salary	compression	across	the	ranks	

(full	professors	paid	less	than	associates)	as	well	as	salary	inversion,	due	to	generous	salary	packages	

oﬀered	to	new	hires	and	they	see	no	systematic	attempts	to	remedy	either	of	these	problems.4 		

Gap	between	NU	and	Peer	Institutions:	The	faculty	note	the	salary	gap	between	NU	and	peer	

institutions,	especially	other	Research	1	schools.			

Salary	Discrepancies	across	Units	and	for	Interdisciplinary	Faculty:	Many	felt	inequities	across	

departments/programs	and	the	diﬀerent	criteria	for	interdisciplinary	faculty,	which	prevents	them	from	

receiving	fair	raises. 5	

	



Gender	Pay	Gap:	Some	faculty	are	very	disheartened	–	even	embittered	--by	a	gender	pay	gap	which	they	

feel	is	being	ignored. 6	
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	A	number	of	comments	cover	more	than	one	topic	related	to	compensation. 7	

Value	of	Research:	The	University/central	administration's	failure	to	value	faculty	research	is	a	second	major	

source	of	dissatisfaction	(42%	of	respondents).		There	is	a	perceived	lack	of	respect	for	non-STEM	ﬁelds,	

especially	the	humanities	and	arts.		Even	those	in	STEM	ﬁelds	feel	that	their	basic	science	research	is	not	

given	the	respect	that	"use-oriented"	(i.e.	applied	or	translational	research)	is.		Many	feel	an	overall	lack	of	

support	for	research	that	doesn't	bring	in	grants;	others	note	that	even	in	their	department	research	is	never	

discussed,	and	faculty	don't	know	what	their	colleagues	are	working	on.		The	climate	is	not	conducive	to	

creating	an	interchange	of	ideas.8 	

Interdisciplinary	Faculty:	Over	40%	of	tenured	faculty	were	not	satisﬁed	with	evaluations	of	interdisciplinary	

eﬀorts	in	their	units.	50%	felt	that	there	was	insuﬃcient	funding	for	interdisciplinary	teaching.	Many	felt	that	

interdisciplinary	evaluations	including	tenure	evaluations	were	not	fair,	that	logistics	like	calendars	and	

computational	capabilities	stood	in	the	way,	and	that	the	budget	model	discouraged	cross-disciplinary	

teaching.9		

University	Administration:	The	tenured	faculty	largely	(61%)	do	not	feel	like	they	have	direct	access	to	the	

layers	of	university	administration	that	they	need.	63%	believe	that	the	administration	does	not	manage	in	a	

way	that	helps	faculty	do	their	work.	Faculty	across	the	colleges	expressed	dismay	in	the	Provost's	

declaration	that	he	not	be	contacted	by	the	faculty.	They	feel	demoralized	and	disrespected. 10	

Support	for	Research	and	Teaching:	Institutional	support	was	felt	to	be	lacking	for	both	research	and	

teaching	by	55%	and	49%	of	tenured	faculty,	respectively.	Needs	for	additional	support	ranged	from	space,	

equipment,	staﬀ,	dissemination	costs,	licensing	and	patenting	costs,	and	supplies.11	

The	lack	of	availability	of	TAs	and	graders	was	seen	as	a	problem	for	51%	of	the	faculty.	The	comments	paint	

a	picture	of	faculty	who	cannot	do	research	because	they	are	hampered	by	too	little	teaching	assistance	

(TAs,	graders)	and	overly	large	classes.	Some	faculty	members	hire	their	own	TAs.	There	is	also	a	problem	

with	adequate	TA	training.12		

RCM	Budget	Model:	The	budget	model,	RCM	is	seen	as	a	major	impediment.	56%	ﬁnd	that	it	negatively	

aﬀects	research,	62%	teaching,	and	71%	the	goals	of	the	entire	unit.	Faculty	who	commented	on	RCM	in	the	

survey	wrote	in	extremely	negative	terms.	They	see	it	as	undercutting	the	mission	of	the	university.13	



Tenure-Track	Faculty	

The	quantitative	results	and	the	comments	of	the	35	tenure-track	(TT)	faculty	at	NU	who	took	our	survey	

indicated	the	following	major	concerns:		

Compensation:	Large	percentages	of	the	TT	faculty	are	dissatisﬁed	with	Equity	(50%)	and	Merit	(42%)	

compensation,	particularly	in	view	of	the	high	cost	of	living	and	high	cost	of	living	increases	in	the	Boston	

Area	(57%).	The	cost	of	rent,	transportation,	parking	at	NU,	health	insurance,	car	insurance,	childcare,	

utilities,	and	the	rate	of	yearly	increase	in	such	expenditures	surpass	the	small	merit	raises,	shrink	salary	

values	and	make	home	ownership	extremely	diﬃcult.14	

Faculty	Development	Funding:	Large	percentages	of	the	TT	faculty	are	dissatisﬁed	with	the	lack	funds	or	the	

low	level	of	funds	available	for	faculty	development	(41%)	and	travel	(44%),	and	from	the	comments	a	lack	of	

uniform	university-wide	policy	is	evident.	We	are	not		on	par	with	other	institutions.15	

Criteria	for	Tenure	and	Promotion:	Naturally,	TT	faculty	are	preoccupied	with	tenure	and	promotion	and	a	

signiﬁcant	percentage	(40%)	ﬁnds	the	criteria	for	tenure	and	promotion	unclear,	particularly	those	who	

4	



engage	in	interdisciplinary	research.	Criteria	are	perceived	to	be	a	moving	target	as	the	university	is	rising	in	

the	ranks.		

There	are	also	complaints	about	Double	Standards.16	

Research	support	could	be	better.17	

External	Funding:	As	expected,	TT	faculty	are	preoccupied	with	securing	funding	from	external	sources.18		

Administration:	A	large	number	of	TT	faculty	(48%)	are	dissatisﬁed	with	the	managerial	top-down	approach	

of	the	administration,	echoing	the	even	larger	number	of	FT	faculty	(63%).	Also,	they	feel	that	they	do	not	

have	direct	access	to	of	the	upper	levels	of	university	administration	that	they	need	(45%).19	

Support	for	Research	and	Teaching:	A	signiﬁcant	number	of	TT	faculty	are	dissatisﬁed	with	support	for	

research	(54%),	with	the	instructional	support/supplies	(49%),	the	availability	of	teaching	assistants	(44%)	and	

classroom	quality	(49%).20 ,21	

RCM:		A	large	number	of	TT	faculty	are	dissatisﬁed	with	the	particular	hybrid	RCM	model,	under	which	the	

University	operates,	including	its	impact	on	their	teaching	(63%),	research	(47%)	and	goals	of	their	unit	

(56%). 22	

ORAF	and	Departmental	Administrative	Support:		Many	TT	faculty	complained	about	ORAF	(pre-and	postaward)23	and	the	lack	of	administrative	support24 .	



Full-time	Nontenure-Track	Faculty	

The	quantitative	results	and	the	comments	of	the	133	full-time	nontenure-track	(NTT)	faculty	at	NU	who	

took	our	survey	indicated	the	following	major	concerns:	

Compensation:	A	signiﬁcant	percentage	(between	43%	and	60%)	of	the	full-time	non-tenure	track	faculty	is	

dissatisﬁed	with	almost	all	aspects	of	compensation	including	merit,	equity,	cost	of	living	adjustment	and	

funding	for	professional	development.	NTT	faculty	commented	that	they	are	poorly	compensated	for	their	

work	compared	with	those	in	other	institutions.	Many	did	not	know	the	processes	surrounding	merit	or	

equity.	Their	merit/equity	pool	has	been	consistently	low,	does	not	keep	up	with	cost	of	living	increases,	and	

has	led	to	salary	erosion.25	Moreover,	there	appear	to	be	extreme	inconsistencies	and	inequalities	in	merit	

increases26	and	funding	for	professional	development.	The	total	annual	professional	development	funding	

that	responders	mentioned	ranged	from	$500	to	$800	to	$1000	to	$2000.27		

Beneﬁts:	The	fact	that	NTT	faculty	are	not	eligible	for	sabbatical	was	an	important	area	of	dissatisfaction	

(41%).	This	lack	of	availability	of	some	form	of	supported	time	away	to	pursue	professional	development,	and	

expand	teaching	expertise	and	resources	to	conduct	scholarship/research,	and	service	was	viewed	as	

shortsighted	and	counterproductive.28	

Value	of	NTT	Faculty	Work:	Based	on	the	survey	results,	NTT	faculty	expressed	dissatisfaction	with	the	

central	administration’s	value	of	all	aspects	of	their	work:	scholarship/research,	teaching	and	service. 29	Over	

42%	of	NTT	faculty	was	dissatisﬁed	with	the	value	central	administration	placed	on	their	scholarship	and	

research30.	Similarly,	45%	of	NTT	faculty	felt	dissatisfaction	with	central	administration’s	value	of	their	

teaching	which	is	remarkable	given	that	this	is	a	primary	role	of	this	rank.	However,	close	to	75%	indicated	

satisfaction	with	the	level	of	appreciation	that	is	provided	by	their	unit	heads/dean.	This	trend	was	similar	for	

service.31	
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Promotion	and	Advancement:	The	process	for	promotion	of	NTT	faculty	is	generally	clear,	after	recent	

important	eﬀorts	by	the	Provost.	However,	42.5%	indicated	dissatisfaction	with	the	clarity	of	the	criteria	for	

promotion.	Many	NTT	faculty	who	provided	comments	reported	that	there	were	inconsistencies	in	access	to	

information	at	the	unit	and	Dean	level.32	A	number	of	responders	commented	that	too	much	value	is	placed	

on	TRACE.	Moreover,	there	appear	to	be	inconsistencies	between	colleges,	much	dissatisfaction	about	

promotion	process	at	CPS,	and	uncertainty	about	promotion	process	for	faculty	co-op	coordinators.33	

Interdisciplinary	Pursuits:	Less	than	20%	of	NTT	faculty	were	satisﬁed	that	they	have	necessary	budgetary	

support	for	interdisciplinary	research;	42.5%	were	dissatisﬁed	with	budgetary	support	or	interdisciplinary	

teaching.	However,	some	comments	revealed	inconsistencies	in	support.	Some	identiﬁed	that	NTT	faculty	

are	“expected	to	be	well-behaved	silos”	whereas	others	highlighted	positive	opportunities	(e.g	within	COE,	

across	COS	and	CCIS).	Nevertheless,	the	overwhelming	sentiment	is	that	interdisciplinary	research	is	

supported	but	interdisciplinary	teaching	is	not.	This	is	not	only	true	in	terms	of	funding	but	also	with	regard	

to	infrastructure,	including	accounting. 34	

Access	to	University	Administration:		NTT	faculty	feel	that	they	do	not	have	access	to	University	

administration	(48%)	and	that	management	does	not	help	them	do	their	work	(42%).	The	overarching	

sentiment	expressed	by	those	who	submitted	comments	is	that	University	administration	(President	and	

Provost-level)	establish	priorities	without	much	input	from	faculty	and	staﬀ.	This	unilateral	decision-making	

hinders	collaboration	and	fosters	a	climate	of	mistrust	and	under-appreciation.35	However,	a	few	

respondents	indicated	recent	improvements,	speciﬁcally	at	CPS.36	

Institutional	Support	for	Research	and	Teaching:		The	trend	of	dissatisfaction	with	University	support	of	NTT	

persisted	in	this	area.	A	large	number	of	NTT	faculty	were	dissatisﬁed	with	institutional	support	for	research	

(45%)	and	teaching	(46%)	in	terms	of	infrastructure,	space,	and	supplies.	Teaching	rooms	are	woefully	

inadequate	in	facilitating	teaching	and	learning	in	wide-ranging	aspects,	from	too	few	seats	to	outdated	

classroom	and	teaching	technology.	Though	there	have	been	signiﬁcant	improvements	such	as	the	presence	

of	a	desktop	computer	and	projector	in	every	classroom,	spaces	are	poorly	designed	to	enable	teaching	in	

more	than	just	lecture	style.	Collaborative	spaces	for	more	dynamic,	contemporary	learning	situations	such	

as	problem-based	learning	or	team-based	learning	for	large	classes	are	lacking.37	Faculty	noted	the	lack	of	

supplies	and	well-trained	teaching	assistants	to	support	student	learning. 38	Overall,	there	is	remarkably	

inadequate	focus	on	teaching	and	teaching	resources	at	the	university.	

Support	for	Teaching:		Only	37%	of	NTT	faculty	are	satisﬁed	with	the	availability	of	teaching	assistants	(TAs)	

and	only	33%	are	similarly	satisﬁed	with	availability	of	graders.	Faculty	commented	that	the	need	for	graders	

and/or	TAs	is	even	more	pronounced	with	large	class	sizes	as	well	as	multiple	sections	of	a	course	(to	comply	

with	19	students/class).	Without	suﬃcient	access	to	qualiﬁed	TA’s	and	graders,	faculty	members	are	unable	

to	expand	student	instruction,	particularly	for	those	in	need	of	signiﬁcant	support.	Furthermore,	there	is	a	

missed	opportunity	to	develop	new	instructors.39 	

RCM	Budget	Model:	A	large	percentage	of	NTT	faculty	are	dissatisﬁed	with	the	impact	of	RCM	on	their	

ability	to	teach	(48%)	and	achieve	overall	goals	of	their	unit	(54%).	Indeed,	many	NTT	faculty	indicated	a	

complete	lack	of	knowledge	of	what	RCM	is.	Others	felt	that	this	model	forces	colleges	to	only	look	inward,	

leading	to	a	reluctance	to	do	interdisciplinary	work	and	leads	to	a	duplication	of	eﬀorts	(i.e.	courses	and	

programs).	There	is	a	feeling	of	competition	for	students	and	dollars	both	between	colleges	and	across	

various	programs	within	particular	colleges.40 		
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Summary	Conclusions	

1.



A	great	cause	of	dissatisfaction	amongst	the	entire	faculty	is	that	raises	are	not	keeping	up	with	cost	

of	living	increases	in	the	Boston	Area.	This	causes	salary	erosion,	compression,	and	inversion.	

Dissatisfaction	is	also	caused	by	insuﬃcient	funding	for	faculty	development	and	travel.	(The	

problem	of	faculty	salaries	not	keeping	up	with	cost	of	living	increases	in	the	Boston	Area	has	also	

been	addressed	in	the	Faculty	Senate’s	Financial	Aﬀairs	Report	this	year.)	



2. Faculty	at	all	ranks	and	in	all	ﬁelds	feel	under-appreciated	by,	and	cut-oﬀ	from,	the	higher	

administration.	This	is	exacerbated	by	a	feeling	that	there	is	insuﬃcient	institutional	support	for	

research/scholarship,	especially	grant	support	and	release	time	for	NTT	faculty,	and	for	teaching,	

especially	in	classroom	quality	and	in	interdisciplinary	ﬁelds.	All	this	undermines	the	loyalty	and	trust	

of	the	faculty.	

3. The	criteria	for	promotion,	especially	amongst	TT	and	NTT	faculty,	are	unclear	and/or	inconsistent.	

The	process	for	equity	raises	is	also	not	clear	to	all	faculty	in	all	departments,	and	decisions	about	

equity	raises	are	not	communicated	clearly.	

4. There	is	wide-spread	dissatisfaction	with	the	RCM	budget	model.	

Recommendations	

1.



Compensation:	

a. Make	sure	that	faculty	compensation	accurately	reﬂects	the	high	cost	of	living	in	Boston.	

b. Review	funding	for	faculty	development	and	travel.	



2. Recognition,	Access,	Support,	and	Trust:	

a. Provide	more	recognition	in	University	publications/announcements	for	faculty	(including	

NTT)	accomplishments	in	research/scholarship	and	teaching.	

b. Make	sure	all	faculty	have	direct	access,	outside	the	normal	chain	of	command,	to	higher	

levels	of	the	administration	when	necessary.	

c. Provide	more	experienced	grant	administrators,	including	at	the	department	level	(not	just	

College/University).	

d. Provide	some	release	time	for	research/scholarship	for	NTT.	

e. Make	sure	classrooms	have	upgraded	technology	and	space	that	is	appropriate	for	all	types	

of	instruction.	

3. Tenure,	Promotions,	Equity:	

a. More	clarity	and	consistency	in	criteria	for	tenure	and	promotions.	

b. More	transparency	in	equity	raises.	

i.



All	faculty	should	receive	department-speciﬁc	matchmake	salary	data.	



ii. Faculty	who	request	an	equity	adjustment	should	be	informed	of	the	ﬁnal	decision.	

4. The	Faculty	Senate	should	form	an	action	committee	to	oversee	these	changes. 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"Faculty	merit	pools	are	9ny	(2%)	compared	to	the	high	salaries	of	upper	administrators.	This	alone	breeds	resentment.	

The	process	of	merit	reviews	is	also	unfair	in	many	units.	Faculty	come	away	feeling	demoralized	and	angry	that	their	work	

was	so	poorly	valued	by	their	peers	and	Chair.	This	engenders	an	undercurrent	of	nega9ve	morale	and	job	dissa9sfac9on."	

	 The	managing	of	merit	and	equity	has	been	increasingly	a	black	hole	where	faculty	labor	in	good	faith	to	produce	merit	

rankings	that	are	rou9nely	ignored	and/or	modiﬁed	by	deans	with	no	accountability,	no	repor9ng	back	and	no	moment	for	

appeal.	One	must	wait	for	one's	contract	to	see	how	the	numbers	work	out,	yet	there	is	s9ll	no	way	to	tell	merit	from	equity	

in	the	new	salary.	THERE	MUST	BE	SOME	RELATIONSHIP	BETWEEN	THE	MERIT	EXERCISE	AND	SALARY.	Also	it	makes	no	

sense	for	the	faculty	to	have	to	apply	for	equity.	If	equity	is	now	an	annual	exercise,	then	inequi9es	in	salary	should	be	

rou9nely	addressed	by	chairs	and	deans,	those	in	a	posi9on	to	see	the	big	picture.	The	Merit/Equity	report	from	the	Dean	

should	transparently	show	how	and	why	the	two	categories	yielded	a	salary	change.	They	should	showing	salary	averages	

within	rank	and	by	matchmate.	And	if	faculty	ﬁnd	the	adjustments	unfair,	they	should	have	opportuni9es	for	appeal.	

	 "Separate	merit	raise	from	equity	raise	cap;	do	not	cap	merit	raise;	give	up	salary	by	years	at	rank,	adopt	salary	by	

cumula9ve	performance	plus	ini9al	condi9on."

2		



"Merit	raise	pool	has	barely	kept	up	with	inﬂa9on.	As	a	result,	in	inﬂa9on	adjusted	dollars,	my	salary	has	not	increased	

much	during	the	last	decade."

3		



"Our	travel	and	professional	development	funds	have	not	increased	in	the	last	decade.	Therefore,	in	inﬂa9on	adjusted	

dollars,	we	have	less	travel	money	than	a	decade	ago.	The	lader	might	be	an	unintended	consequence	of	RCM."	

	 "Travel	and	professional	development	funds--as	far	as	I	know--are	at	the	discre9on	of	the	department.	I	pay	for	much	of	

my	professional	travel	out	of	my	own	pocket.
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"Faculty	merit	pools	are	9ny	(2%)	compared	to	the	high	salaries	of	upper	administrators.	This	alone	breeds	resentment.	

The	process	of	merit	reviews	is	also	unfair	in	many	units.	Faculty	come	away	feeling	demoralized	and	angry	that	their	work	

was	so	poorly	valued	by	their	peers	and	Chair.	This	engenders	an	undercurrent	of	nega9ve	morale	and	job	dissa9sfac9on."	

	 "Unfair	distribu9on	to	those	with	longevity."

5		



"I	am	joint	appointed,	and	my	two	diﬀerent	home	departments	rated	my	produc9vity	diﬀerently.	I	felt	that	this	aﬀected	

my	overall	merit	raise	poorly."	

	 "There	is	ridiculously	large	varia9on	among	faculty	across	colleges;	faculty	who	perform	locally	well	in	their	departments	

can	be	gegng	salaries	that	are	much	higher	than	faculty	that	perform	beder	than	them,	close	to	top	in	their	department."		

	 "Not	listed	here	is	how	compensa9on	in	my	unit	compares	to	other	units.	I	was	hired	tenure-on-entry	and	have	a	salary	

in	the	bodom	quar9le	of	faculty	at	my	rank	at	Northeastern.	I	can't	aﬀord	to	buy	a	condo	in	Boston."

6



		 "There	is	a	huge	gender/compression	gap	issues	across	the	university	that	is	being	swept	under	the	carpet	under	the	

guise	of	"we	need	to	study	it	more"	and	"you	are	right,	but	we	dont	have	the	money	to	address	it".	NU	is	a	hateful	and	

compe99ve	place."	

	 "In	my	college	there	are	large	discrepancies	in	faculty	salary	where	"rainmakers"	--	those	who	receive	&gt;&gt;$1M	large	

research	grants	--	receive	signiﬁcantly	greater	salary.	I	have	a	concern	that	there	may	be	a	bias	towards	higher	

compensa9on	for	men	who	are	rainmakers."

7



			"This	is	all	ﬁltered	through	the	Department	or	School.	The	huge	endowment	gains	in	the	last	few	years	have	not	been	

passed	on	to	faculty.	They	have	been	sunk	in	buildings	e.g.,	Columbus	parking	lot	now	is	a	"science	center"	and	in	fancy	

dorms	for	students.	There	is	no	sense	of	academic	excellence	in	the	air.	The	everyday	reality	here	is	NU	news	puﬀery."	

	 "The	budget	model	leaves	no	room	for	equity	raises	to	address	severe	compression	for	longstanding	and	s9ll	researchproduc9ve	faculty,	while	the	paltry	amounts	divided	up	through	merit	system	basically	add	up	to	peanuts.	Lavish	start-up	

packages	for	highly	compensated	new	faculty	overshadow	stagnant	and	paltry	professional	development	and	travel	funds	

available	to	long-serving	faculty	whose	disciplines	lack	access	to	external	grants	that	generate	suﬃcient	overhead.	In	short,	

senior	faculty	in	social	sciences,	humani9es,	and	arts	get	short	shrik	despite	years	of	hard	work	and	service	to	the	

University.	Oh,	and	did	I	men9on	that	too	many	of	these	highly	compensated	new	hires	won't	do	service?"
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8		"The	exclusive	focus	on	use-oriented	research	makes	my	own	research	in	basic	science	feel	extremely	marginal	at	NEU	



even	though	it	has	been	and	con9nues	to	be	consistently	funded	by	the	NSF."	

	 "Who	knows	what	the	central	administra9on	cares	about	except	their	salaries	and	manipula9ng	the	US	News	ra9ngs?	

There	is	no	sense	of	what	a	University	is	about	here-it's	all	smoke	and	mirrors	around	a	center	ﬁlled	by	bureaucrats.	The	

senior	team,	controlled	by	Aoun	and	the	Board,	have	no	contact	or	commitment	to	faculty	well-being	or	research."	

	 "Unit	head	seems	to	value	media	appearances	and	blog	posts	more	than	scholarship."	

	 "The	Central	Administra9on	seems	to	have	its	own	agenda,	centered	around	brand	development,	and	seems	to	value	

faculty	ac9vity	only	to	the	extent	that	it	facilitates	and	aligns	with	that.	For	example	the	recent	RV2025	(plus	arbitrary	"preselec9on"	by	the	President)	does	not	seem	to	reﬂect	any	real	value	being	placed	on	anyone's	research	in	itself."	

	 "This	university	might	consider	sending	an	overall	message	of	apprecia9on	for	teaching	and	scholarship	based	on	the	life	

of	the	university,	rather	than	constantly	emphasizing	enrollments,	awards,	and	other	facile	markers	of	achievement.	This	is	a	

major	diﬀerence	between	this	school	and	the	last	place	I	worked,	and	it	contributes	to	a	low	level	of	job	sa9sfac9on	or	trust	

here.	The	lack	of	respect	for	teaching	and	intellectual	life	here	is	cul9vated	by	the	administra9on's	language	of	a	constant	

need	to	innovate,	transform,	and	up-end	what	we	faculty	have	spent	our	lives	on	and	the	value	we	place	on	the	ongoing,	

diﬃcult,	rewarding	work	of	teaching	and	research.	Faculty	here	are	poorly	used	and	not	given	adequate	support	or	

apprecia9on	of	their	work.	If	you're	going	to	hire	and	tenure	us,	treat	us	well	and	let	us	actually	do	the	work	we	are	best	at	

and	by	which	we	best	serve	the	school's	overall	ambi9on	of	being	a	world	class	university."	

	 "NU	is	now	completely	focused	on	research,	and	only	research	in	the	areas	iden9ﬁed	by	the	strategy	of	the	University.	If	

you	don't	ﬁt	the	strategy	and/or	are	not	a	"rock	star"	researcher,	then	the	SLT	doesn't	care.	It's	about	PR	and	funding."			

	 "The	university	is	not	simply	indiﬀerent	to	work	in	the	humani9es,	the	president	has	repeatedly	expressed	contempt	and	

even	hos9lity	toward	any	non	STEM	related,	non-future	directed	research.	My	work	is	literary	and	historical.	There	is	no	

place	for	either	in	any	of	the	university's	self-descrip9ons	or	mission	statements.	In	my	view	any	university	that	ignores	the	

humani9es	and	training	in	historical	and	cri9cal	thinking	cannot	protect	the	STEM	sciences,	as	the	outcome	of	this	most	

recent	elec9on	has	made	abundantly	clear."	

	 "The	university/central	admin.	only	values	professional	ac9vity	that	brings	in	external	grants.	Very	demoralizing."	

	 "Nobody	appreciates	anyone's	work	in	my	department.	We	never	talk	about	other	people's	work	or	celebrate	it	or	do	

anything	with	it	other	than	count	it	up	at	the	end	of	the	quarter	to	send	in	our	numbers	to	the	great	and	mighty	Oz."	

	 "I	am	an	ar9st	who	also	writes	and	publishes,	but	my	primary	research	is	crea9ve	produc9on.	This	is	not	valued	or	

understood	as	a	form	of	knowledge	produc9on	at	all	-	at	least	not	by	my	dean	or	the	central	administra9on.	I	have	been	

buried	in	service,	mistakenly	called	"leadership"	but	is	actually	a	lot	of	uncompensated	labor.	My	comments	are	en9rely	

directed	upstream	-	my	chair	is	suppor9ve	and	just	as	overworked/undervalued	as	the	faculty."	

	 "The	Dean	is	terrible.	The	central	administra9on	(as	it	is)	has	no	ability	to	judge	or	value	research.	They	are	like	trout	

looking	for	shiny	things	which	they	then	place	on	the	website.	The	university	administra9on	is	a	marke9ng	organiza9on	with	

no	understanding	of	true	quality...they	are	thus	not	"academics"	anymore	(if	they	ever	were	once,	the	trait	is	now	ves9gial).	

Just	count	the	number	of	people	in	the	marke9ng	group.	It	is	disgus9ng."	

	 "The	central	administra9on	could	care	less	what	I	do.	I	don't	bring	in	massive	external	grants,	am	more	book-oriented	

than	journal-focused	(which	screws	up	their	precious	metrics),	and	am	essen9ally	orthogonal	to	their	priori9es."
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