
 

 

CORRELATION OF SALARIES IN RESEARCH ADMINISTRATION FIELD WITH 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION, SIZE OF INSTITUTION, SCOPE OF RESEARCH, 

VOLUME OF RESEARCH EXPENDITURES, SUB-TYPE OF RESEARCH 

ADMINISTRATION, ADVANCEMENT OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND 

ADDITIONAL TRAINING 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

by 

Seeba Bhatia 

 

 

 

A thesis submitted to Johns Hopkins University in conformity with the requirements for the 

degree of Master of Science of Research Administration 

 

 

Baltimore, Maryland 

April, 2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© 2017 Seeba Bhatia 

All Rights Reserved 



 ii 

Abstract 

 

This research was designed to investigate if salaries of research administrators 

employed in higher education across the United States were correlated with factors such 

as geographic location, size of the institution, volume of research expenditures, scope of 

research, additional in-house training, advancement of information technology, and sub-

type of Research Administration, e.g., Extramural Fund Management or Intellectual 

Property Management. The National Council of University Research Administrators’ 

(NCURA) Board of Directors provided access to their database of 7,300 university 

research administrators. The survey data was analyzed using standard statistical methods. 

The analysis of data supports that geographic location, volume of research expenditures, 

and sub-type of Research Administration are correlated with salaries of research 

administrators. The institution size, scope of research, additional training, and 

advancement of information technology show no correlation to the salaries of research 

administrators. 
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Chapter 1.  

 

Introduction 

 

 

The aim of this research was to study the salaries of research administrators 

working in higher education and examine if there was a correlation between salaries and 

eight factors.  The research involved the development and distribution of a 

comprehensive salary survey to the 7,300 research administrators throughout the United 

States. The data was collected from 1,256 research administrators and analyzed.  The 

results of the analysis are presented in this thesis. The National Council of University 

Research Administrators’ Board of Directors provided access to their membership 

database of 7,300 university research administrators.   

Research Objectives 

The objective of this research was to investigate if the salaries of the employees in 

the Research Administration positions throughout the United States are correlated with 

geographic location of the employing institution, size of the institution, scope of research, 

volume of research expenditures at the institution, sub-type of Research Administration, 

i.e., Extramural Fund Management or Intellectual Property Management, the 

advancement of information technology at the institution, and additional in-house 

training provided to research administrators by the institution. 
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Chapter 2.  

 

Review of Literature 

 

 

Salary is one of the many driving factors for people to choose their career path. 

Monetary compensation can decide where a person might live, how many cars he or she 

might drive, and sometimes how many children one may decide to have. While quite a 

respectable career, Research Administration might not be as well known when compared 

to other professions such as health or public administration. Thus, an average salary for a 

research administrator may not be known, unless that person is working in Research 

Administration and/or has extensive knowledge about salaries of research administrators. 

While there have been various publications on academic research salaries, there 

has been very little research on salaries in the field of Research Administration.  

Therefore, this literature review tries to cover as much literature that is available in the 

academic domain about this topic.  

When reviewing the literature on academic salaries in higher education the theory 

of salary compression frequently comes up.  According to this theory, “assistant 

professors make close to what associate and full professors make due to changes in the 

market between their points of hire”(Flaherty, Paragraph I). What is happening at 

universities is that professors with seniority are not being compensated increasingly for 

the amount of years they keep working. Meanwhile, new assistant professors are coming 

into the university at higher salary rates in the attempt of the university to try and  meet 

current market value (McCulley & Downey, Abstract). Although the theory of salary 

compression is applied to professors, it has not been applied to research administrators in 

higher education.  
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Since geographic location is one of the testing factors in this thesis, further 

research was done about the current cost of living in metropolitan areas in the United 

States. The cost of living varies throughout the country. As an example, New York City 

is a prominent metropolitan area of the Northeast and Los Angeles is a prominent 

metropolitan area in the Pacific and the cost of living is different in these two locations. 

According to U.S. News, the cost of living is 50.20% of the average income for New 

York City and the cost of living is 42.58% of the average income for Los Angeles 

(Austin, Table: 10 metro areas with highest cost of living). Furthermore, U.S. News also 

reports that out of the “10 metro areas with the highest cost of living”, New York City 

and Los Angeles rank at the top”(Austin, Table: 10 metro areas with highest cost of 

living).  

When examining the location of universities and colleges, Wishart points out that 

many “colleges [specifically] on the Great Plains were founded outside the largest cities, 

so they came to have a controlling influence over the places where they were 

located”(Wishart, Paragraph II).  Small towns “actively pursued colleges as a way to 

assure their economic survival”(Wishart, Paragraph II).  To some degree, they “resemble 

company towns, with the college as the number one employer, biggest property owner 

and landlord, and most powerful political force”(Wishart, Paragraph III). Colleges are 

also home to sponsored research programs that employ research administrators that 

contribute significantly to the economic growth of a region by providing jobs and 

services.  

  Although studies on the topic of salary for research administrators in higher 

education are limited, there are several articles that examine the topic.  One such study is 
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titled Salary: Association with Education, Experience, Credentials and Gender (J. 

Shambrook, T.J. Roberts, and R. Triscari 2011, 87-99). The factors taken into account in 

the Shambrook study are level of education, experience, gender and Certified Research 

Administrator (CRA) credentials.  

 This study reports that a research administrator with “masters or doctoral level 

graduate degree, more than five years of experience in Research Administration, and 

male gender are associated with higher salaries in Research Administration”(Shambrook 

et al, 99). According to Shambrook, “male participants have significantly higher salaries 

than their female counterparts”(Shambrook et al, 97). The reason behind the salary gap 

between genders was unstated in the study.  

Also, the correlation of salaries with research administrators with masters or 

doctoral level graduate degrees supports further research in proving or disproving the 

theory that higher levels of education lead to better compensation. Many a times, 

professionals choose to get additional certifications along with academic degrees. The 

Certified Research Administrator Certificate is a national certification for research 

administrators. If one achieves a CRA, then one “has demonstrated a level of knowledge 

necessary for a person to be a professional research or sponsored programs administrator” 

(RACC, Paragraph 1).  A recipient of the CRA certification must pass a national 

examination. The CRA certification has been known to be used for promotions and as a 

determining factor in hiring. 

The one study that looked at credentialing in Research Administration focused on 

the Clinical Research Association Credential. In this study Shambrook et al (Shambrook 

et al, 99) stated that the “credential may increase credibility and confidence for those who 
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attain it, the data in the paper does not indicate that the CRA (Clinical Research 

Association Credential) will result in a significant increase in salary” Thus, while the 

Clinical Research Association Credential can be considered an industry standard it not a 

causative factor in an increase in salary. 

For each hypothesis in the Shambrook et al study, the analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) test was applied. If results were significant, then further post-hoc tests were 

performed such as the Tukey-Kramer test. The ANOVA and post hoc testing showed that 

there were significant differences among the different levels of educations. Some 

education levels were significantly higher than others and some were significantly lower 

than others. Nonetheless, the tests indicated a difference but not a direction of difference.  

Shambrook et al was unable to prove or disprove the correlation between certain factors, 

such as education correlating with higher salary levels. The Shambrook et al study was 

only able to confirm that there was an association between education and salary levels. 

In yet another study by Shambrook, entitled Research Administration Salaries 

(Shambrook n.d., 20-22). Shambrook compared mean salaries to the median annual 

salary range as listed in the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Shambrook stated that the 

median salary used in the paper was $38,740, and reported that research administrators 

“working in pre-award and post-award have a significantly higher likelihood of being in 

the lower salary ranges than those serving as departmental administrators, research ethics 

and compliance or other roles”(Shambrook n.d., 22).  Shambrook collected data on 543 

pre-award and post-award research administrators. The study reported that 158 of the 

research administrators or 29% of pre-award and post-award research administrators who 

completed the survey fell in the lower salary ranges.  In comparison, out of the 594 



 6 

research administrators working as departmental administrators, research ethics and 

compliance administrators, and others that took the survey, 76 or 12.7% fell in the lower 

salary ranges. While the percentage of pre-award and post-award research administrators 

falling into lower salary ranges is higher than the percentage of departmental 

administrators, research ethics and compliance administrators, and others in lower salary 

ranges, further research is needed to show significance.   

In summary, while several studies exist about salaries in Research Administration, 

more research is needed in this area.   In addition, more research is needed to statistically 

demonstrate that there is a correlation between an independent variable, such as gender, 

for instance, and salary. The Shambrook study did not examine causative factors and this 

is a limitation of this study. As an example, if all the males fell in the higher salary range, 

then it may not be due to their gender, but because all the males had higher degrees than 

females. Still, the data analysis in the Shambrook study does not support claims that a 

certain dependent variable influences other independent variables.  
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Chapter 3.  

 

Problem Statement 

 

 

This thesis was designed to examine if a correlation exists between the levels of 

salary paid to research administrators and factors associated with their place of 

employment such as the geographic location, the size of the institution, research 

expenditures reported by an institution, scope of research at the institution, sub-types of 

Research Administration, in-house training, and effect of the advancement of information 

technology.  

The overall goal of the study was to determine various attributes that are 

correlated with salaries. This research was conducted to prove or disprove the hypotheses 

listed below: 

H1. Is there a correlation between geographic location and salary compensation 

paid to research administrators?  

H2. Is there a correlation between the size of the student population at the 

university/college and salary compensation paid to research administrators at the 

institution? 

H3. Is there a correlation between higher volumes of research expenditures at a 

university/college with the salary of research administrators? 

H4. Is there a correlation between the scope of research at an institution of higher 

education, i.e. Human Health, Space Science, Technology, Environment and the 

salary of research administrators? 
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H5. Is there a correlation between automation of a research administrator’s job 

responsibilities and the salary of research administrators? 

H6. Is there a correlation between software used by research administrators and 

salaries of research administrators? 

H7. Is there a correlation between additional in-house training taken by a research 

administrator and the salary of research administrators? 

H8. Is there a correlation between certain sub-types of Research Administration 

i.e. Extramural Fund Management or Intellectual Property Management and the 

salary of research administrators? 
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Chapter 4.  

 

Methodology 

 

 

The methodology applied in this research was conducted in several stages. Since 

human subjects participated in the study, permission to conduct the study through the 

IRB was applied for and received (Appendix H).  The development of the research 

involved the planning and production of a comprehensive salary survey. The data 

collected through the survey not only included salary data of research administrators, but 

also data concerning their geographic location of employment, training, use of 

technology, work duties (i.e., pre-award management, post-award management), and 

information about their affiliated institutions. The tool used to develop the survey was a 

Google form application.  

The survey included multiple choice and fill-in-the-bank questions revolving 

around the factors described in the objectives section.  In all, the survey had 37 

questions.  The National Council of University Research Administrators (NCURA) 

assisted in the dissemination of the survey. NCURA distributed the survey to 7,300 

NCURA members using its extensive membership database. Participation in the survey 

was voluntary and anonymous.  The source of the data came from 1,258 NCURA 

member responses. Since it was not mandatory to answer all of the questions, the total 

number of responses for each question in the survey varied.  Upon electronic collection, 

the surveyor responses were converted into statistical facts and figures.  

The data collected through the survey was analyzed to determine if various 

independent variables were correlated with dependent variable.  The critical assessment 

and analysis work was done using statistical methods. The software utilized was SPSS. 
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For each independent variable (one of the 12 regions falling in the group of geographic 

locations, for example), the mean of the salary stratification levels, standard deviation, 

and frequency were calculated.  To determine if there were any statistically significant 

differences, an initial Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted (p less than or 

equal to .05) followed by post hoc tests. Post hoc testing followed the ANOVA test. The 

post hoc test used was a Tukey-Kramer method test at the same level of statistical 

significance. If the independent variable had two factors, then the Chi-Square test was 

applied. Furthermore, histograms were generated from certain data about the kinds of 

software used in each salary range as well.  

  



 11 

Chapter 5.  

 

Data Analysis 

 

  

Limitations 

One limitation of the study, which was similar to that stated by Shambrook 

(Shambrook et al, Limitations section) was that due to the responses being voluntary, it 

was also possible for human participants to opt out of answering certain questions. As a 

result sample sizes may change based on the question.   

A second limitation had to do with one of the salary survey questions that asked 

the survey takers what their current salary ranges were. The multiple choices were 

‘Below $30,000’, ‘$30,000 - $60,000’, ‘$60,000 - $80,000’, ‘$80,000 - $100,000, 

‘$100,000 – $150,000’, and ‘Above $150,000’ as shown in Figure 2. The intervals were 

uneven, i.e., some intervals were significantly larger (e.g. $50,000) than others. The 

analysis might have been more precise if all salary ranges were equal in their spread.  

This would have resulted in interval variables whose means of salary stratification were 

more easily interpreted. Nonetheless, the statistical analytical approach was decided on 

after all the data was retrieved from survey takers. 

Average Salary 

While studying the accumulated data, the aim was to find some correlations 

between a factor (and /or certain logical set of factors), and the average salary of a 

resource in the Research Administration domain. The sample size, N0, was 1,256  

participants who responded to the survey, and the sample size, N1, was 1,253  participants 
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who provided their salary range. The salary range was the dependent variable in this 

study.   

Figure 1: Percentage Breakdown of Research Administrators in Salary Ranges 

 

          
 

The breakdown of the research administrators in each salary range is displayed in 

the pie chart in Figure 1. In Figure 1, 15.3% of the N1 sample earned in the salary range 

of $100,000 to $150,000; 19.5% of the N1 sample earned in the salary range of $80,000 

to $100,000; 28.7% of the N1 sample earned in the salary range of $30,000 to $60,000; 

30.5% of the N1 sample earned in the salary range of $60,000 to $80,000; 5.2% of the 

N1 sample earned above $150,000; .6% of the N1sample earned below $30,000. 
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Table 1: Stratification of Salary Ranges and Frequency and Percentage of Research Administrators in Each 

Salary Range 

Salary Frequency Percent 

No Response 3 .2 

1 7 .6 

2 361 28.7 

3 383 30.5 

4 245 19.5 

5 192 15.3 

6 65 5.2 

Total 1256 100.0 

 

Table 1 includes the frequency, percentage, and stratification level for each salary 

range and compliments Figure 1. Stratification level 1 stood for the ‘Below $30,000’ 

salary range; stratification level 2 stood for the ‘$30,000 to $60,000’ salary range; 

stratification level 3 stood for the  ‘$60,000 to $80,000’ salary range; stratification level 4 

stood for the ‘$80,000 to $100,000’ salary range; stratification level 5 stood for the 

‘$100,000 to $150,000’ salary range; stratification level 6 stood for the ‘Above $150,000’ 

salary range. 7 participants earned in the ‘Below $30,000’ range; 361 participants earned 

in the ‘$30,000 to $60,000’ range; 383 participants earned in the ‘$60,000 to $80,000’ 

range; 245 participants earned in the ‘$80,000 to $100,000’ range; 192 participants 

earned in the ‘$100,000 to $150,000’ range; 65 participants earned in the ‘Above 

$150,000’ range; 3 participants did not indicate a salary range. 

H1. Geographic Location 

In this study, geographic location corresponded to a specific location where the 

research administrator is employed. Since the average income varies from region to 
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region, the objective was to determine which region(s) has the higher average income. 

Through question 7 and question 24, data was accumulated about each participant’s 

geographic location and salary range.  

Figure 2. American Regions Map in Salary Survey  

 

 

Respondents were able to choose from 12 regions located within the United 

States. The regions were labeled on a map of the United States in question 7 to make it 

possible for respondents to identify their region. The regions as described in Figure 2 

were the Northwest, the Pacific, the Rocky Mountain, the Southwest, the North Central, 

the South Central, the Mid-America, the Southeast, the Atlantic, and the Northeast (AVA 

n.d., AVA Regions Map).  
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Table 2. Means and Standard Deviation of Salary Stratification and Frequency of Research Administrators 

Per Location 

Location 

Mean of Stratification 

Levels Std. Deviation N 

The Atlantic 3.49 1.226 175 

The Mid-America 3.13 1.174 153 

The North Central 3.27 1.119 94 

The Northeast 3.73 1.156 219 

The Northwest Region 3.04 1.261 55 

The Pacific 3.78 1.294 125 

The Rocky Mountain 3.08 1.152 49 

The South Central 2.86 .943 56 

The Southeast 3.18 1.150 188 

The Southwest 3.29 1.151 126 

Total 3.37 1.203 1240 

 

 Table 2 displays the mean and standard deviation of salary stratification and 

frequency for each geographic location. The mean of salary stratification was the average 

of all the stratified salaries of survey takers who chose a certain geographic location. The 

standard deviation was the variation in the mean salary stratification for each geographic 

location. Frequency stood for the number of research administrators who fell in a certain 

location. The means of salary stratifications for the geographic location groups were used 

to test statistical significance of differences between groups. The results were used to 

demonstrate if geographic location is correlated with the salaries of research 

administrators.  

The sample size was 1,240 subjects, as only 1,240 respondents opted to provide 

their geographic location. Of the sample, 4.4% of the respondents fell in the Northwest 

region; 10.1% of the respondents fell in the Pacific region; 3.9% of the respondents fell in 
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the Rocky Mountain region; 10.1% fell in the Southwest region; 7.5% fell in the North 

Central region; 4.5% fell in the South Central region; 12.4% fell in the Mid-America 

region; 15.1% fell in the Southeast region; 14% fell in the Atlantic region; 17.6% fell in 

the Northeast region.  

 The mean of salary stratification of research administrators in the Atlantic was 

3.49; the mean of salary stratification of research administrators in the Mid-America was 

3.13; the mean of salary stratification of research administrators in the North Central was 

3.27; the mean of salary stratification of research administrators in the Northeast was 

3.73; the mean of salary stratification of research administrators of Pacific was 3.78; the 

mean of salary stratification of research administrators in the Rocky Mountain was 3.08; 

the mean of salary stratification of research administrators in the South Central was 2.86; 

the mean of salary stratification of research administrators in the Southeast was 3.18;  the 

mean of salary stratification of research administrators in the Southwest was 3.29. 

Table 3. Analysis of Variance Test for the Means of Salary Stratification for Different Locations 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Location 93.634 9 10.404 7.536 .000 

Error 1698.143 1230 1.381   

Total 15842.000 1240    

      

 

Using the means of salary stratification, the ANOVA test was performed. The 

results are displayed in Table 3, and the significance (sig.) variable was .000, which is 

less than the alpha level (.05).  Since the overall ANOVA was significant at the .05 alpha 

level, post hoc tests were performed. The Tukey-Kramer test was used at the .05 alpha 

level, and Appendix B shows the results of the multiple comparisons test: All regions 

showed at least one statistical difference when compared to another region, but the 
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comparisons between the Northwest region and other regions and between the Pacific 

Region and other regions showed significant differences as compared to other regions.  

Thus, geographic location has a correlation with salaries of research administrators. 

H2. Institution Size 

 
Figure 3. Breakdown of Research Administrations Per Institution Size 

 
 

Two of the survey questions were designed to gather data about the size of a 

respondent’s institution. The size of the institution was based on the number of students 

enrolled in an institution. The participants were asked about what kind of institution they 

work for – small, medium, or large. The results are displayed in Figure 3: 18.8% of the 

research administrators worked for small-size institutions, 33% of the research 

administrators worked for medium-size institutions; 48.2% of the research administrators 

worked for large-size institutions.  
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Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations of Salary Stratification and Frequency of Research Administrators 

Per Size of Institution 

Size 

Mean of the 
Stratification 

Levels Std. Deviation N 

10,000 to 25,000 students 3.23 1.204 313 

25,000 to 45,000 students 3.38 1.208 310 

45,000 students and above 3.26 1.185 178 

5,000 to 10,000 students 3.33 1.198 184 

Less than 5,000 students 3.48 1.192 172 

Total 3.33 1.200 1157 

 

Another question asked the respondents to classify the size of the affiliated 

institution or institution of employment according to the number of students attending the 

institution. The different sizes of an institution that respondents could choose from were 

‘Less than 5,000 students’, ‘5,000 to 10,000 students’, ‘10,000 to 25,000 students’, 

‘25,000 to 45,000 students’, or ‘45,000 students and above’. The means and standard 

deviations of salary stratification, and frequencies of research administrators falling in 

each category of institution size are listed in Table 4.  

The sample size was 1,157 subjects, as 1,157 respondents provided information 

on the number of students attending their institutions. Of the sample, 14% worked for an 

institution with less than 5,000 students; 15% worked for an institution having between 

5,000 and 10,000 students; 25.5% worked for an institution having between 10,000 and 

25,000 students; 25.2% worked for an institution having between 25,000 and 45,000 

students; 14.5% worked for an institution having 45,000 students and above.  

The mean of salary stratification of research administrators working at an 

institution with a size of 10,000 to 25,000 students was 3.23; the mean of salary 

stratification of research administrators working at an institution with a size of 25,000 to 

45,000 students was 3.38; the mean of salary stratification of research administrators 
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working at an institution with a size of 45,000 students and above was 3.26; the mean 

salary stratification of research administrators working at an institution with a size of 

5,000 to 10,000 students was 3.33; the mean of salary stratification of research 

administrators working at an institution wit a size of less than 5,000 students was 3.48. 

Table 5. Analysis of Variance Test for the Means of Salary Stratification for Institution Sizes 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Size of Institution 8.102 4 2.026 1.408 .229 

Error 1656.748 1152 1.438   

Total 14476.000 1157    

      

 

Using salary stratification data, the Analysis of Variance test was performed at the 

.05 alpha level. Table 5 displays the results. The significance variable in Table 5 was 

.222, which is more than the alpha level (.05). There was no statistically significant 

difference in the means of salary stratifications for those working at institutions of 

different sizes.  Thus, the size of the institution has no correlation with the salaries of 

research administrators. 
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H3. Volume of Research Expenditures 

 
Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of Salary Stratification and Frequency of Research Administrators 

Per Volume of Research Expenditure 

Volume of Research 
Expenditure 

Mean of 
Salary 

Stratification Std. Deviation N 

1,000,001 - 5,000,000 3.20 1.061 123 

10,000,000 - 50,000,000 3.20 1.162 209 

100,000 - 500,000 3.26 1.308 42 

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 3.10 1.165 77 

50,000,000 - 1,000,000,000 3.57 1.273 474 

500,001 - 1,000,000 3.10 1.096 48 

Less than 100,000 3.61 1.166 28 

More than 1,000,000,000 3.51 1.169 166 

Total 3.40 1.214 1167 

 

The objective of H3 was to determine if the level of research expenditures at an 

institution is correlated with salaries of research administrators. The means and standard 

deviations of salary stratification, and frequencies of research administrators falling in 

each category are listed in Table 6. As stated in Table 6, the sample size was 1,167 

subjects. Of the sample, 2.4% worked for an institution with an expenditure level “Less 

than $100,000”; 3.6% worked for an institution with an expenditure level between 

“$100,000 and $500,000”; 4.1% worked for an institution with an expenditure level 

between “$500,000 and $1,000,000”; 10.5% worked for an institution with an 

expenditure level between “$1,000,000 and $5,000,000”; 6.6% worked for an institution 

with an expenditure level between “$5,000,000 and $10,000,000”; 17.8% worked for an 

institution with an expenditure level between “$10,000,000 and $50,000,000”; 40.6% 

worked for an institution with an expenditure level between “$50,000,000 - 
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$1,000,000,000”; 9.9% worked for an institution with an expenditure level “more than 

$1,000,000,000”. 

In Table 6, the mean of salary stratification for the ‘Less than $100,000’ level of 

expenditure was 3.61; the mean of salary stratification for the ‘$100,000 - $500,000’ 

level of expenditure was 3.26; the mean of salary stratification for the ‘$500,000 - 

$1,000,000’ level of expenditure was 3.10; the mean of salary stratification for the 

‘$1,000,000 - $5,000,000’ level of expenditure was 3.20; the mean of salary stratification 

for the ‘$5,000,000 - $10,000,000’ level of expenditure was 3.10; the mean of salary 

stratification for the ‘$10,000,000 - $50,000,000’ level of expenditure was 3.20; the mean 

of salary stratification for the ‘$50,000,000 - $1,000,000,000’ level of expenditure was 

3.57; the mean of salary stratification for the ‘More than $1,000,000,000’ level of 

expenditure was 3.51. 

Table 7. Analysis of Variance Test for Means of Salary Stratification for Volumes of Expenditures 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Volume of Research 

Expenditures 
42.493 7 6.070 4.197 .000 

Error 1676.398 1159 1.446   

Total 15170.000 1167    

      

 

Based on the means of salary stratification, the ANOVA test was performed. The 

results are above in Table 7: The significance variable was .000, which is less than the 

alpha level (.05).  The ANOVA was significant and thus, the Tukey-Kramer test was 

performed at the .05 alpha level. The results are listed in Appendix C: The following 

levels of expenditure did not have a significant difference to any group: “Less than 

$100,000”, “$100,000 - $500,000”, “$500,000 - $1,000,000”, “More than 
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$1,000,000,000”. This could be because these expenditure level groups had the lowest 

number of research administrators: “Less than $100,000”, “$100,000 - $500,000”, 

“$500,000 - $1,000,000”.  

The mean of salary stratification for those research administrators working for 

institutions with expenditure levels between “$50,000,000 and $1,000,000,000” was 

significantly different than the mean of salary stratification for those research 

administrators working for institutions with expenditure levels between “$1,000,000 and 

$5,000,000”, “$5,000,000 and $10,000,000”, and “$10,000,000 and $50,000,000”. Thus, 

it can be concluded that institutions with expenditure levels between $50,000,000 and 

$1,000,000,000 are correlated with salaries of research administrators, and that higher 

volumes of research are correlated with salaries. 

H4. Scope of Research 

While the volume of research expenditures measured the quantity of research 

being done at the university, the scope of research weighed in on the different kinds of 

research being done at the university. The respondents were asked about which field of 

research their universities primarily focused on. The question was formatted as a fill-in-

the-blank. Since this question was open-ended, many answers received were further 

narrowed down to a general answer. For example, many answers that included terms like 

‘pediatrics’, ‘medical’, ‘cancer’, or ‘medical research’. These answers were grouped into 

a category called  ‘Human Health’. Table 8 below shows the seven categories used in the 

study.   
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Table 8. Means and Standard Deviations of Salary Stratification and Frequency of Research Administrators 

Per Scope of Research 

Scope of Research Mean of Salary Stratification Std. Deviation N 

Behavioral 3.50 1.414 40 

Education 3.29 1.126 35 

Environment 3.34 1.200 105 

Human Health 3.60 1.222 405 

Law 3.00 1.000 5 

Space Science 4.00 1.483 11 

Technology 3.33 1.171 166 

Total 3.49 1.222 767 

 

The means and standard deviations of salary stratification, and frequencies of 

research administrators falling in each category are listed in Table 8. The sample size was 

767 subjects, as only 767 respondents opted to answer the question. 5.2% of the 

respondents reported that they worked for institutions focusing on behavioral-related type 

of research; 4.5% of research administrators worked for institutions focusing on 

education-related type of research; 13.6% of research administrators worked for 

institutions focusing on environment-related type of research; 52.8% of research 

administrators worked for an institution focusing on human health-related research; .6% 

of research administrators worked for an institution focusing on law-related research; 

1.4% of research administrators worked for an institution focusing on space science-

related research; 21.6% of research administrators worked for an institution focusing on 

technology-related research. 

The mean of salary stratification for research administrators in behavioral 

research was 3.50; the mean of salary stratification for research administrators in 

education research was 3.29; the mean of salary stratification for research administrators 
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in environment research was 3.34; the mean of salary stratification for research 

administrators in human health research was 3.60; the mean of salary stratification for 

research administrators in law research was 3.00; the mean of salary stratification for 

research administrators in space science research was 4.00; the mean of salary 

stratification for research administrators in technology research was 3.33. 

Table 9. Analysis of Variance Test for the Means of Salary Stratification for Scope of Research 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Scope of Research  16.754 6 2.792 1.883 .081 

Error 1126.824 760 1.483   

Total 10459.000 767    

      

 

An analysis of variance test was performed using the means of salary stratification 

in Table 8 to conclude if the scope of research correlates with the salaries of research 

administrators at the .05 alpha level. Table 9 displays the results of the analysis of 

variance test: The significance variable was .081, which is more than the alpha level 

(.05). There was no statistically significant difference in the means of salary stratification 

for those working at institutions with specified scopes of research.  
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H5. Automation with Technology 

 
Table 10. Advancement of Technology Chi-Square Test  

 Value Df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 10.211a 5 .069 

Likelihood Ratio 10.318 5 .067 

N of Valid Cases 1236   

 

Information technology has become a prominent role in Research Administration. 

The question asked respondents if they believed technology had automated many of their 

responsibilities. The question was to be answered in a “yes or no” format. A chi-squared 

test was applied on the data received to determine whether or not there was independence 

(significant correlation) between the response received and salary ranges. The results are 

displayed in Table 10, and show that there was no independence between the response 

received and the salary ranges. Thus, it can be concluded that the advancement of 

information technology in a given institution is not correlated with salaries of research 

administrators.  
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H6. Software 

 
Figure 4. Type of Software Histogram 

 
 

Since, the Chi-Square Test showed that the two variables are not independent of 

each other in the previous section, a histogram was created to garner any further 

information. The second question asked survey takers to list the software they use while 

working.  Figure 4 displays the different salary ranges, the software systems chosen in 

each and the number of times (count) that the software were chosen within each salary 

range in a histogram format. On the x-axis in Figure 4, stratified level 1 stood for Below 

30k range; level 2 was for the 30k to 60k range; level 3 was for the 60k to 80k range; 



 27 

level 4 was for the 80k to 100k range; level 5 was for the 100k to 150k range; level 6 was 

for the Above 150k range.  

The different kinds of software reported were MS Office, ASSIST, Banner, 

Cayuse 424, Kuali Coeus, Cognos, eRA, NSF Fastlane, Google/Google Applications, 

Grants.gov, Homegrown, InfoEd, Oracle Applications, SAP, and Workday. ASSIST, 

Oracle Applications, Cognos, MS Office, Google/Google Applications, Homegrown, and 

SAP are business application software (LinkedIn n.d., Paragraph I).  Out of the latter 

software, MS Office was used the most. Workday is finance management software 

(Workday n.d., Main Page). Banner is a financial management system. Kuali Coeus and 

InfoEd were software for research administrative processes. Kuali Coeus was used more 

than InfoEd. eRA is a grant management system. Cayuse 424 is a proposal development 

and submission tool that feeds into federal proposal submission systems such as the 

National Science Foundation Fastlane System and Grants.gov (Evisions n.d., Main Page).   
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         Table 11. Number and Type of Software in Each Salary Range  

  Software 

Salary 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Count Count Count Count Count Count 

 ASSIST 0 8 6 5 3 0 

Banner 0 54 49 37 14 5 

Cayuse 424 1 38 47 29 17 6 

Cognos 0 11 9 9 4 0 

ERA 0 10 5 5 2 1 

NSF FastLane 0 17 21 9 4 1 

Google/Google Applications 0 7 7 4 4 0 

Grants.gov 0 15 11 8 3 0 

Homegrown 0 7 8 14 11 3 

InfoEd 0 8 21 19 22 9 

Kuali Coeus 0 50 52 27 30 15 

MS Office 3 192 203 124 85 14 

Oracle Applications 1 83 106 73 68 32 

SAP 0 14 13 14 7 3 

Workday 0 6 12 8 8 2 

 

Figure 4 displays software chosen by respondents at least 20 times.  Table 11 lists 

the different software packages or systems, and the count of each kind of software in each 

salary range. (The count of software means that 54 research administrators in Salary 

Range 2 have used the Banner software system, for example.)  The results showed that 

the following software was used across all ranges: MS Access, Cayuse 424, MS Office 

(no particular Microsoft software specified), and PeopleSoft. The only research 

administrative software used in all salary ranges was Cayuse 424. Out of the Research 
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Administration based software, Cayuse 424 was the second most used software. The 

software selected in salary ranges above the 30k range were: Banner, Kuali Coeus, ERA, 

NSF Fastlane, Homegrown, InfoEd, Oracle Applications, SAP, and Workday. The 

software used in the comparatively higher salary ranges (ranges higher than the average 

U.S. median salary) were MS Access, ASSIST, Banner, Cayuse 424, Kuali Coeus, 

Cognos, ERA, NSF Fastlane, Google/Google Applications, Grants.gov, Homegrown, 

InfoEd, MS Office, Oracle Applications, PeopleSoft, SAP, and Workday. 

Table 12. Means and Standard Deviations of Salary Stratification and Frequency per Software 

Software Mean Std. Deviation N 

Access 3.14 1.060 125 

Assist 3.14 1.082 22 

Banner 3.16 1.090 159 

Cayuse 3.30 1.149 138 

Kuali Coeus 3.47 1.302 174 

Cognos 3.18 1.044 33 

ERA 3.09 1.203 23 

FastLane 3.06 .998 52 

Google/Google Applications 3.23 1.110 22 

Grants.gov 2.97 .986 37 

Homegrown 3.88 1.179 43 

Info Ed 4.04 1.192 79 

MS Office 3.24 1.122 496 

Oracle 3.67 1.273 94 

PeopleSoft 3.58 1.275 269 

SAP 3.45 1.205 51 

Workday 3.67 1.171 36 

Total 3.37 1.188 1853 
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The means and standard deviations of salary stratification, and frequencies of 

research administrators falling in software category are listed in Table 12. The sample 

size was 1,853 subjects, as only 1,853 respondents provided information on what 

software they work with.   6.7% of research administrators used the Access software; 

1.2% of research administrators used the Assist software; 8.5% of research administrators 

used the Banner software; 7.4% of research administrators used the Cayuse software; 

9.3% of research administrators used Kuali Coeus software; 1.7% of research 

administrators used the Cognos software; 1.2% of research administrators used ERA 

software; 2.8% of research administrators used the FastLane software; 1.1% of research 

administrators used the Google/Google Applications; 1.9% of research administrators 

used the Grants.gov; 2.3% of research administrators used the Homegrown software; 

4.2% of research administrators used the InfoEd software; 26.7% of research 

administrators used MS Office; 5% of research administrators used the Oracle software; 

14.5% of research administrators used the PeopleSoft software; 2.7% of research 

administrators used the SAP software; 1.9% of research administrators used the Workday 

software.  

The mean of salary stratification for the ‘Access software’ category was 3.14; the 

mean of salary stratification for the ‘Assist software’ category was 3.14; the mean of 

salary stratification for the ‘Banner software’ category was 3.16; the mean of salary 

stratification for the ‘Cayuse software’ category was 3.30; the mean of salary 

stratification for the ‘Kuali Coeus software’ category was 3.47; the mean of salary 

stratification for the ‘Cognos software’ category was 3.18; the mean of salary 

stratification for the ‘ERA software’ category was 3.09; the mean of salary stratification 
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for the ‘FastLane software’ category was 3.06; the mean of salary stratification for the 

‘Google/Google Applications’ was 3.23; the mean of salary stratification for ‘Grants.gov’ 

category was 2.97; the mean of salary stratification for ‘Homegrown software’ category 

was 3.88; the mean of salary stratification for ‘Info Ed software’ category was 4.04; the 

mean of salary stratification for the ‘MS Office’ category was 3.24; the mean of salary 

stratification for the ‘Oracle software’ category was 3.67; the mean of salary stratification 

for the ‘PeopleSoft software’ category was 3.58; the mean of salary stratification for the 

‘SAP software’ category was 3.45; the mean of salary stratification for the ‘Workday 

software’ category was 3.67. 

Table 13. Analysis of Variance Test for the Means of Salary Stratification for Software 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 110.208a 16 6.888 5.052 .000 

Intercept 9707.895 1 9707.895 7119.892 .000 

Software 110.208 16 6.888 5.052 .000 

Error 2503.366 1836 1.363   

Total 23701.000 1853    

Corrected Total 2613.574 1852    

 

Using the means of salary stratification in Table 12, the ANOVA test was 

performed. The results are displayed in Table 13, and the significance variable was .000, 

which was less than the alpha level (.05). Since the overall ANOVA was significant at 

the .05 alpha levels, post hoc tests were performed. The Tukey-Kramer test was used at 

the .05 alpha level, and Appendix G shows the results of the Tukey-Kramer test. The 

mean of salary stratification for the ‘Info Ed software’ category was significantly 

different than the mean of salary stratification for the ‘Access software’ category, 

‘Banner software’ category, ‘Cayuse software’ category, ‘Kuali Coeus software’ 
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category; ‘Cognos software’ category, ‘FastLane software’ category, ‘Grants.gov’ 

category, and the ‘MS Office’ category. The mean of salary stratification for the 

‘Homegrown software' category was significantly different than the mean of 

salary stratification for the ‘Access software’ category, ‘Banner software’ category, and 

‘Grants.gov’ category. The mean of salary stratification for the 'PeopleSoft software' 

category was significantly different than the means of salary stratification for the ‘Access 

software’ category, the ‘Banner software’ category, and ‘MS Office’ category. The 

means of salary stratification for the ‘Assist software’ category, ‘ERA software’ 

category, ‘Google/Google Applications’ category, ‘Oracle software’ category, ‘SAP 

software’ category, ‘Workday software’ category had no significant difference to the 

mean of salary stratification of any other category. 

H7. Additional Training 

Table 14. Means and Standard Deviations of Salary Stratification and Frequency of Research 

Administrators Per Training Category 

Training 

Mean of 
Salary 

Stratification Std. Deviation N 

Annual 3.25 1.174 344 

Bi-Annual 3.19 1.137 59 

Monthly 3.27 1.217 193 

Semi-Annual 3.41 1.175 282 

Total 3.30 1.182 878 

 

 The question about additional in-house training was designed to address 

additional training on Research Administration received by respondents at their place of 

employment. The respondents were asked if they have received any additional in-house 

training and how often they received it.  Table 14 displays the means of salary 

stratification, standard deviation, and frequency for research administrators receiving 
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annual training, bi-annual training, monthly training, or semi-annual training. The sample 

size was 878 subjects, as only 878 respondents opted to disclose how often they undergo 

training. 39.1% of research administrators got annual training; 6.7% of research 

administrators got bi-annual training; 21.9% of research administrators got monthly 

training; 32.1% of research administrators got semi-annual training.  

 The mean of salary stratification for research administrators in the ‘annual 

training’ category was 3.25; the mean of salary stratification for research administrators 

in the ‘bi-annual training’ category was 3.19; the mean of salary stratification for research 

administrators in the ‘monthly training’ category was 3.27; the mean of salary 

stratification for research administrators in the ‘semi-annual training’ category was 3.41. 

Table 15. Analysis of Variance Test for the Means of Salary Stratification for Training Categories 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Training 5.234 3 1.745 1.250 .291 

Error 1220.178 874 1.396   

Total 10804.000 878    

      

 

Using the means of salary stratifications, an Analysis of Variance test followed 

this, and is displayed in Table 15: The significance variable was .291, which was more 

than the alpha level (.05). There was no significant difference in the means of salary 

stratification according to the Analysis of Variance test with an alpha level of .05. Thus, 

it can be concluded that additional training was not correlated with salaries of research 

administrators.  
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H8. Sub-Type of Research Administration 

 There are different sub-types of Research Administration. The respondents were 

asked about the specific sub-type of Research Administration they work in: Contracts and 

Grants – Pre-Awards Management, Contracts and Grants – Post-Awards Management, 

Grants and Contract Accounting, Regulatory Affairs/Research Policy/Compliance 

Management, Extramural Fund Management, Human Research Protection Program, 

Animal Research Oversight, Research Safety, Research Legal Counsel, Clinical Research 

Department, Technology Transfer, and Intellectual Property Management. The 

respondents could choose the various sub-types of Research Administration they worked 

in.  
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Table 16. Means of Salary Stratification, Standard Deviation, Frequency Per Sub-Type of Research 

Administrators 

Sub-Type of Research Administration 
Mean of Salary 
Stratification Std. Deviation N 

Animal Research Oversight 4.19 1.347 54 

Clinical Research Department 4.12 1.053 49 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-Awards 

Management 
3.37 1.201 847 

Extramural Fund Management 3.99 1.227 100 

Grants and Contracts - Post-Awards 

Management 
3.34 1.172 698 

Grants and Contract Accounting 3.42 1.203 327 

Human Research Protection Program 3.95 1.231 88 

Intellectual Property Management 4.13 1.274 62 

Other 3.60 1.253 162 

Regulatory Affairs; Research Policy; 

Compliance Management` 
3.94 1.243 245 

Research Legal Counsel 4.39 1.345 33 

Research Safety 4.03 1.317 35 

Technology Transfer 4.38 1.190 47 

Total 3.56 1.244 2747 

 

Table 16 shows the means and standard deviation of salary stratification, and 

frequency for each sub-type of Research Administration. The sample size was 2,747 

subjects, as only 2,747 respondents opted to disclose what sub-type(s) of Research 

Administration they work in.  The mean of salary stratification for research 

administrators in the clinical research department was 3.80; the mean of salary 

stratification for research administrators in the Contracts and Grants – Pre-Awards 

Management was 3.14; the mean of salary stratification for research administrators in 

Extramural Fund Management was 3.00; the mean of salary stratification for research 

administrators in Grants and Contracts – Post-Awards Management was 2.98; the mean 
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of salary stratification for research administrators in Grants and Contract Accounting was 

3.38; the mean of salary stratification for research administrators in more than 2 areas of 

Research Administration was 3.49; the mean of salary stratification for research 

administrators in the other category was 3.35.  

Table 17. Analysis of Variance Test for the Means of Salary Stratification for Sub-Types of Research 

Administration 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Sub-Type RA 257.622 12 21.468 14.712 .000 

Error 3989.516 2734 1.459   

Total 39045.000 2747    

      

 

Using the means of salary stratification, an Analysis of Variance test was 

performed and the results are in Table 17: The significance variable was .000, which was 

less than the alpha level (.05). There was a significant difference in the means of salary 

stratification. Since the ANOVA test was significant, a post-hoc test like the Tukey-

Kramer method was executed and the results are displayed in Appendix D: The mean of 

salary stratification for Grants and Contracts – Pre-Awards Management was 

significantly different than the mean of salary stratification for Animal Research 

Oversight, Clinical Research Department, Extramural Fund Management, Human 

Research Protection Program, Intellectual Property Management, Regulatory Affairs, 

Research Policy, Compliance Management, Research Legal Counsel, and Technology 

Transfer. The mean of salary stratification for Grants and Contracts – Post-Awards 

Management was significantly different than the mean of salary stratification for Animal 

Research Oversight, Clinical Research Department, Extramural Fund Management, 

Human Research Protection Program, Intellectual Property Management, Regulatory 
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Affairs, Research Policy, Compliance Management, Research Legal Counsel, and 

Technology Transfer. The mean of salary stratification for Grants and Contracts 

Accounting was significantly different than the mean of salary stratification for Animal 

Research Oversight, Clinical Research Department, Extramural Fund Management, 

Human Research Protection Program, Intellectual Property Management, Regulatory 

Affairs, Research Policy, Compliance Management, Research Legal Counsel, and 

Technology Transfer. The mean of salary stratification for Research Safety was not 

significantly different than the mean of salary stratification for any other sub-type of 

Research Administration. Thus, a sub-type of Research Administration, i.e. working as a 

research administrator in clinical research department or working as a research 

administrator in extramural fund management, is correlated with salaries of research 

administrators.  
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Chapter 6.  

 

Discussion of Data Results 

 

 

Average Salary 

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reported that the annual median income of 

full-time workers in the United States as of the last quarter of 2016 is $43,836 

(Shambrook n.d., 20; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics n.d., Archived News Releases).  

Analysis of the data showed that 70.7% of research administrators earned above the 

annual medium income.  

H1. Geographic Location 

As stated in Chapter 5 - Data Analysis, geographic location has a correlation with 

salaries according to the Analysis of Variance test, the Tukey-Kramer test. According to 

the results, the Northeast was statistically different from all the regions except the Pacific 

and the Atlantic; the Pacific was statistically different from all the regions except the 

Northeast and the Atlantic. Each of the regions had 7 statistical differences. In addition 

only two regions, the Northeast and the Pacific Region had numerous statistical 

differences when compared to other regions. For analytical purposes, these two regions 

were scrutinized even further. The annual median income fell in the ‘$30,000 to $60,000’ 

salary range, which is the stratified salary level 2. All the American regions except, the 

South Central, had means of salary stratification that were above the stratified salary level 

2.   At least 14.8% of the research administrators in the Northeast region fell in salary 

ranges higher than the U.S. annual median income; 8.1% of the research administrators in 

the Pacific region fell in the higher salary ranges as well. The Northeast region and the 
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Pacific region also happen to have two of the metropolitan areas with the highest cost of 

living, New York and Los Angeles.  

The Great Plains fall within the Rocky Mountain region, the Southwest region, 

the South Central region, and the North Central region as per Figure 2. The Great Plains 

is also known as the agricultural area of the country (Wishart n.d., Paragraph I). 

According to Wishart, towns in the Great Plains revolve around colleges. While these 

colleges have an effect within their cities, the geographic locations of these colleges still 

did not result in statistically significant correlations between respondent’s location of 

employment and salary. The means of salary stratification of those in the Rocky 

Mountain region, the Southwest region, the South Central region, and the North Central 

region were not significantly different than those of other regions.  

H2. Institution Size 

According to the statistical analysis in Chapter 5 - Data Analysis, the size of an 

institution had no correlation with salaries. This was proven by the Analysis of Variance 

test, the Tukey-Kramer test. As reported previously, the U.S. annual median income is 

$43,836. The annual median income fell in the ‘$30,000 to $60,000’ salary range, which 

was the stratified salary level 2. The means of salary stratification for all institution sizes 

(Less than 5,000 students, 5,000 to 10,000 students, 10,000 to 25,000 students, 25,000 to 

45,000 students, 45,000 students and above) had means of salary stratification that are 

above the stratified salary level 2.  

Nonetheless, the statistical tests (ANOVA test and the Tukey-Kramer method 

test) did not yield significant differences in the means of salary stratification. Particularly, 

the number of students attending the university did not have a correlation with salaries of 
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research administrators. A possible causative (although not an absolute) factor for no 

correlation between institution size and salaries could be that the influx of more students, 

(and thereby the increased influx of tuition), does not affect or change the fixed salary 

rate of research administrators.  

H3. Volume of Research Expenditures 

The annual median income fell in the ‘$30,000 to $60,000’ salary range, which is 

the stratified salary level 2. The means of salary stratification for all categories of 

volumes of research expenditures were above the stratified salary level 2. All the 

categories of research, except for law-related research, had means of salary stratification 

above the stratified salary level 2.  Also, as stated before in Chapter 5 - Data Analysis, the 

statistical analysis showed that the institution with expenditure levels between 

“$50,000,000 and $1,000,000,000” correlated with salaries according to the Analysis of 

Variance test, the Tukey-Kramer test.  

 474 out of 1,167 (40.6%) respondents selected the “$50,000,000 to 

$1,000,000,000” expenditure level as demonstrated in Table 6. This resulted in 35.8% of 

the research administrators in that expenditure level falling above the U.S. median salary. 

Thus, even though the average salary of the “$50,000,000 to $1,000,000,000” 

expenditure level was significantly different than average salaries at other expenditure 

levels, one of the possible causative factors for this significant difference could be that a 

higher number of respondents selected their institution to have expenditure levels 

between “$50,000,000 and $1,000,000,000”.  
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H4. Scope of Research 

As stated in Chapter 5 - Data Analysis, the statistical analysis showed that scope 

of research has no correlation with salaries according to the Analysis of Variance test and 

the Tukey-Kramer test. The annual median income research administrators fell in the 

‘$30,000 to $60,000’ salary range, which is the stratified salary level 2. All areas of 

research, except law-related research, had means of salary stratification that were above 

the stratified salary level 2. Still, the statistical tests (ANOVA test and Tukey-Kramer 

method test) showed that there was no significant difference in the mean of salary 

stratification for the different scopes of research. A possible causative factor for no 

statistical significance could be that no matter what the scope of research at the institution 

is, the fixed salary rate of research administrators did not change, as research 

administrators’ work duties did not change. The work duties remained constant even if 

the institution became larger or honed in on the most popular kind of research occurring 

in the country.  

H5.  and H6. Advancement of Information Technology and Software 

Statistical tests were applied to determine if advancement of information 

technology is correlated with salaries of research administrators. The statistical test did 

not indicate that the advancement of information technology in a given institution is 

correlated with salaries of research administrators. Nonetheless, research administrators 

earning below $30,000 reported 4 kinds of software, while those earning at and above 

$30,000 reported at least 10 kinds of software.  The annual median income fell in the 

‘$30,000 to $60,000’ salary range.  Thus, according to the standard analytical approach, 

research administrators with salaries higher than the U.S. annual median income were 
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employed at institutions with a higher amount of (exactly 92 more) electronic tools. As 

stated in Chapter 5 - Data Analysis, software used by research administrators is correlated 

with salaries of research administrators. 

H7. Additional Training 

As stated in Chapter 5 - Data Analysis, additional training does not have a 

correlation with salaries based on the results of the Analysis of Variance test and the 

Tukey-Kramer test. The annual median income in this category fell in the ‘$30,000 to 

$60,000’ salary range, which was the stratified salary level 2. All the sub- categories (the 

annual training group, the bi-annual training group, the monthly training group, and the 

semi-annual training group) had means of salary stratification that were above the 

stratified salary level 2. Still, the statistical tests did not show that the means of salary 

stratification were not significantly different from each other.   A possible causative 

factor could be that training provided to Research Administration employees across all 

employment areas did not increase the competitiveness of one employee over another.  

H8. Sub-type of Research Administration  

As stated in Chapter 5 - Data Analysis, working in a certain sub-type of Research 

Administration has a correlation with salaries according to the Analysis of Variance test, 

and the Tukey-Kramer test. The means of salary stratification for research administrators 

working in Grants and Contracts - Pre-Awards Management, Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management, and Grants and Contracts Accounting were significantly different 

than the means of salary stratification for research administrators working in Animal 

Research Oversight, Clinical Research Department, Extramural Fund Management, 

Human Research Protection Program, Intellectual Property Management, Regulatory 



 43 

Affairs, Research Policy, Compliance Management, Research Legal Counsel, and 

Technology Transfer. The means of salary stratification for research administrators 

working in Grants and Contracts - Pre-Awards Management, Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management, and Grants and Contracts Accounting were not significantly 

different than the mean of salary stratification for Research Safety. A possible causative 

factor for this correlation was that post-award management for grants and contracts, for 

instance, had more duties and responsibilities yielding to higher salary compensation to 

research administrators who worked in post-award management for grants and contracts. 
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Chapter 7.  

 

Conclusion 

 

 

Research Administration offices can use this thesis to gain insight into Research 

Administration salaries and influencing factors. In fact, a research administrator at Johns 

Hopkins University mentioned how he and his co-workers are looking forward to what 

comes out of this research, as they can directly apply the research findings to their work. 

The results of the survey will serve as a metric for research administrators as to how they 

compare to other research administrators in terms of salary. Overall, geographic location, 

volume of research expenditures, and sub-type of Research Administration i.e. 

Extramural Fund Management or Intellectual Property Management are correlated with 

research administrators’ salaries. Yet, the data did not support that institution size, scope 

of research, software technology, or additional in-house training correlated with salaries. 

While this research provides statistically accurate information about the factors that are 

correlated with salaries of professionals within the Research Administration field, the 

author suggests that future researchers conduct more research on salaries to produce 

additional possible causative factors that may enhance the results of this study.  
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Appendix A 

 

 

Tukey-Kramer HSD Test: Salary vs. Location 

(I) Location (J) Location 

Mean (of Salary 
Stratification) 

Difference (I-J)* Sig.** 

The Atlantic The MidAmerica .36 .147 

The North Central .23 .892 

The Northeast -.23 .621 

The Northwest Region .46 .266 

The Pacific -.28 .551 

The Rocky Mountain .41 .487 

The South Central .63* .016 

The Southeast .32 .238 

The Southwest .21 .893 

The MidAmerica The Atlantic -.36 .147 

The North Central -.14 .997 

The Northeast -.60* .000 

The Northwest Region .09 1.000 

The Pacific -.65* .000 

The Rocky Mountain .05 1.000 

The South Central .27 .896 

The Southeast -.04 1.000 

The Southwest -.15 .985 

The North Central The Atlantic -.23 .892 

The MidAmerica .14 .997 

The Northeast -.46* .049 

The Northwest Region .23 .979 

The Pacific -.51* .049 

The Rocky Mountain .18 .997 

The South Central .41 .556 

The Southeast .09 1.000 

The Southwest -.02 1.000 

The Northeast The Atlantic .23 .621 

The MidAmerica .60* .000 

The North Central .46* .049 

The Northwest Region .69* .004 

The Pacific -.05 1.000 

The Rocky Mountain .64* .019 
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The South Central .87* .000 

The Southeast .55* .000 

The Southwest .44* .028 

The Northwest Region The Atlantic -.46 .266 

The MidAmerica -.09 1.000 

The North Central -.23 .979 

The Northeast -.69* .004 

The Pacific -.74* .004 

The Rocky Mountain -.05 1.000 

The South Central .18 .999 

The Southeast -.14 .999 

The Southwest -.25 .951 

The Pacific The Atlantic .28 .551 

The MidAmerica .65* .000 

The North Central .51* .049 

The Northeast .05 1.000 

The Northwest Region .74* .004 

The Rocky Mountain .69* .017 

The South Central .92* .000 

The Southeast .60* .000 

The Southwest .49* .033 

The Rocky Mountain The Atlantic -.41 .487 

The MidAmerica -.05 1.000 

The North Central -.18 .997 

The Northeast -.64* .019 

The Northwest Region .05 1.000 

The Pacific -.69* .017 

The South Central .22 .994 

The Southeast -.09 1.000 

The Southwest -.20 .990 

The South Central The Atlantic -.63* .016 

The MidAmerica -.27 .896 

The North Central -.41 .556 

The Northeast -.87* .000 

The Northwest Region -.18 .999 

The Pacific -.92* .000 

The Rocky Mountain -.22 .994 

The Southeast -.32 .748 
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The Southwest -.43 .409 

The Southeast The Atlantic -.32 .238 

The MidAmerica .04 1.000 

The North Central -.09 1.000 

The Northeast -.55* .000 

The Northwest Region .14 .999 

The Pacific -.60* .000 

The Rocky Mountain .09 1.000 

The South Central .32 .748 

The Southwest -.11 .998 

The Southwest The Atlantic -.21 .893 

The MidAmerica .15 .985 

The North Central .02 1.000 

The Northeast -.44* .028 

The Northwest Region .25 .951 

The Pacific -.49* .033 

The Rocky Mountain .20 .990 

The South Central .43 .409 

The Southeast .11 .998 

*The negative sign stands for the (I) Location being significantly lower than (J) Location. The positive sign 

stands for the (I) Location being significantly higher than (J) Location. 

**If Sig. is less than or equal less than or equal to .05, it is significant. If Sig. is more than .05, then it is not 

significant. 
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Appendix B 

 

 

Tukey-Kramer HSD Test: Salary vs. Size of Institution 

(I) Size of Institution (J) Size of Institution 

Mean (of Salary 

Stratification) 

Difference (I-J) Sig. 

10,000 to 25,000 students 25,000 to 45,000 students -.14 .562 

45,000 students and above -.03 .999 

5,000 to 10,000 students -.09 .920 

Less than 5,000 students -.24 .204 

25,000 to 45,000 students 10,000 to 25,000 students .14 .562 

45,000 students and above .11 .853 

5,000 to 10,000 students .05 .991 

Less than 5,000 students -.10 .907 

45,000 students and above 10,000 to 25,000 students .03 .999 

25,000 to 45,000 students -.11 .853 

5,000 to 10,000 students -.06 .988 

Less than 5,000 students -.21 .460 

5,000 to 10,000 students 10,000 to 25,000 students .09 .920 

25,000 to 45,000 students -.05 .991 

45,000 students and above .06 .988 

Less than 5,000 students -.15 .760 

Less than 5,000 students 10,000 to 25,000 students .24 .204 

25,000 to 45,000 students .10 .907 

45,000 students and above .21 .460 

5,000 to 10,000 students .15 .760 

*The negative sign stands for the (I) Location being significantly lower than (J) Location. The positive sign 

stands for the (I) Location being significantly higher than (J) Location. 

**If Sig. is less than or equal less than or equal to .05, it is significant. If Sig. is more than .05, then it is not 

significant. 
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Appendix C 

 

 

Tukey-Kramer HSD Test: Salary vs. Research Volume 

(I) Level of Expenditure (J) Level of Expenditure 

Mean  (of Salary 

Stratification) 

Difference (I-J) Sig. 

1,000,001 - 5,000,000 10,000,000 - 50,000,000 .00 1.000 

100,000 - 500,000 -.07 1.000 

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 .09 1.000 

50,000,000 - 1,000,000,000 -.37* .044 

500,001 - 1,000,000 .09 1.000 

Less than 100,000 -.41 .728 

More than 1,000,000,000 -.32 .343 

10,000,000 - 50,000,000 1,000,001 - 5,000,000 .00 1.000 

100,000 - 500,000 -.07 1.000 

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 .09 .999 

50,000,000 - 1,000,000,000 -.37* .005 

500,001 - 1,000,000 .09 1.000 

Less than 100,000 -.41 .689 

More than 1,000,000,000 -.32 .185 

100,000 - 500,000 1,000,001 - 5,000,000 .07 1.000 

10,000,000 - 50,000,000 .07 1.000 

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 .16 .997 

50,000,000 - 1,000,000,000 -.31 .757 

500,001 - 1,000,000 .16 .999 

Less than 100,000 -.35 .939 

More than 1,000,000,000 -.25 .931 

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 1,000,001 - 5,000,000 -.09 1.000 

10,000,000 - 50,000,000 -.09 .999 

100,000 - 500,000 -.16 .997 

50,000,000 - 1,000,000,000 -.47* .035 

500,001 - 1,000,000 .00 1.000 

Less than 100,000 -.50 .554 

More than 1,000,000,000 -.41 .213 

50,000,000 - 1,000,000,000 1,000,001 - 5,000,000 .37* .044 

10,000,000 - 50,000,000 .37* .005 

100,000 - 500,000 .31 .757 

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 .47* .035 
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500,001 - 1,000,000 .47 .174 

Less than 100,000 -.04 1.000 

More than 1,000,000,000 .06 .999 

500,001 - 1,000,000 1,000,001 - 5,000,000 -.09 1.000 

10,000,000 - 50,000,000 -.09 1.000 

100,000 - 500,000 -.16 .999 

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 .00 1.000 

50,000,000 - 1,000,000,000 -.47 .174 

Less than 100,000 -.50 .648 

More than 1,000,000,000 -.41 .436 

Less than 100,000 1,000,001 - 5,000,000 .41 .728 

10,000,000 - 50,000,000 .41 .689 

100,000 - 500,000 .35 .939 

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 .50 .554 

50,000,000 - 1,000,000,000 .04 1.000 

500,001 - 1,000,000 .50 .648 

More than 1,000,000,000 .10 1.000 

More than 1,000,000,000 1,000,001 - 5,000,000 .32 .343 

10,000,000 - 50,000,000 .32 .185 

100,000 - 500,000 .25 .931 

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 .41 .213 

50,000,000 - 1,000,000,000 -.06 .999 

500,001 - 1,000,000 .41 .436 

Less than 100,000 -.10 1.000 

*The negative sign stands for the (I) Location being significantly lower than (J) Location. The positive sign 

stands for the (I) Location being significantly higher than (J) Location. 

**If Sig. is less than or equal less than or equal to .05, it is significant. If Sig. is more than .05, then it is not 

significant. 
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Appendix D 

 

 

Tukey-Kramer HSD Test: Salary vs. Sub-Type of Research Administration  

(I) Sub-Type RA  (J) Sub-Type RA  

Mean (of Salary 

Stratification) 

Difference (I-J) Sig. 

Animal Research Oversight Clinical Research Department .06 1.000 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
.82* .000 

Extramural Fund Management .20 .999 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.84* .000 

Grants and Contract Accounting .77* .001 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
.23 .997 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
.06 1.000 

Other .59 .097 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

.24 .983 

Research Legal Counsel -.21 1.000 

Research Safety .16 1.000 

Technology Transfer -.20 1.000 

Clinical Research Department Animal Research Oversight -.06 1.000 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
.75* .002 

Extramural Fund Management .13 1.000 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.78* .001 

Grants and Contract Accounting .71* .009 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
.17 1.000 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
-.01 1.000 

Other .52 .276 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

.18 .999 
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Research Legal Counsel -.27 .999 

Research Safety .09 1.000 

Technology Transfer -.26 .998 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 

Animal Research Oversight -.82* .000 

Clinical Research Department -.75* .002 

Extramural Fund Management -.62* .000 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.03 1.000 

Grants and Contract Accounting -.05 1.000 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
-.59* .001 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
-.76* .000 

Other -.23 .582 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

-.57* .000 

Research Legal Counsel -1.02* .000 

Research Safety -.66 .079 

Technology Transfer -1.01* .000 

Extramural Fund Management Animal Research Oversight -.20 .999 

Clinical Research Department -.13 1.000 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
.62* .000 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.65* .000 

Grants and Contract Accounting .57* .002 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
.04 1.000 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
-.14 1.000 

Other .39 .344 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

.05 1.000 

Research Legal Counsel -.40 .908 

Research Safety -.04 1.000 

Technology Transfer -.39 .830 

Grants and Contracts - Post- Animal Research Oversight -.84* .000 
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Awards Management Clinical Research Department -.78* .001 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
-.03 1.000 

Extramural Fund Management -.65* .000 

Grants and Contract Accounting -.07 1.000 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
-.61* .001 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
-.79* .000 

Other -.25 .430 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

-.60* .000 

Research Legal Counsel -1.05* .000 

Research Safety -.68 .057 

Technology Transfer -1.04* .000 

Grants and Contract Accounting Animal Research Oversight -.77* .001 

Clinical Research Department -.71* .009 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
.05 1.000 

Extramural Fund Management -.57* .002 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.07 1.000 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
-.54* .013 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
-.71* .001 

Other -.18 .937 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

-.53* .000 

Research Legal Counsel -.98* .001 

Research Safety -.61 .179 

Technology Transfer -.97* .000 

Human Research Protection 

Program 

Animal Research Oversight -.23 .997 

Clinical Research Department -.17 1.000 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
.59* .001 

Extramural Fund Management -.04 1.000 
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Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.61* .001 

Grants and Contract Accounting .54* .013 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
-.17 1.000 

Other .36 .573 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

.01 1.000 

Research Legal Counsel -.44 .859 

Research Safety -.07 1.000 

Technology Transfer -.43 .757 

Intellectual Property 

Management 

Animal Research Oversight -.06 1.000 

Clinical Research Department .01 1.000 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
.76* .000 

Extramural Fund Management .14 1.000 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.79* .000 

Grants and Contract Accounting .71* .001 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
.17 1.000 

Other .53 .145 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

.19 .997 

Research Legal Counsel -.26 .999 

Research Safety .10 1.000 

Technology Transfer -.25 .997 

Other Animal Research Oversight -.59 .097 

Clinical Research Department -.52 .276 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
.23 .582 

Extramural Fund Management -.39 .344 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.25 .430 

Grants and Contract Accounting .18 .937 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
-.36 .573 
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Intellectual Property 

Management 
-.53 .145 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

-.34 .197 

Research Legal Counsel -.80* .033 

Research Safety -.43 .790 

Technology Transfer -.78* .006 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

Animal Research Oversight -.24 .983 

Clinical Research Department -.18 .999 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
.57* .000 

Extramural Fund Management -.05 1.000 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.60* .000 

Grants and Contract Accounting .53* .000 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
-.01 1.000 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
-.19 .997 

Other .34 .197 

Research Legal Counsel -.45 .724 

Research Safety -.09 1.000 

Technology Transfer -.44 .526 

Research Legal Counsel Animal Research Oversight .21 1.000 

Clinical Research Department .27 .999 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
1.02* .000 

Extramural Fund Management .40 .908 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
1.05* .000 

Grants and Contract Accounting .98* .001 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
.44 .859 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
.26 .999 

Other .80* .033 
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Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

.45 .724 

Research Safety .37 .990 

Technology Transfer .01 1.000 

Research Safety Animal Research Oversight -.16 1.000 

Clinical Research Department -.09 1.000 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
.66 .079 

Extramural Fund Management .04 1.000 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
.68 .057 

Grants and Contract Accounting .61 .179 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
.07 1.000 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
-.10 1.000 

Other .43 .790 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

.09 1.000 

Research Legal Counsel -.37 .990 

Technology Transfer -.35 .985 

Technology Transfer Animal Research Oversight .20 1.000 

Clinical Research Department .26 .998 

Contracts and Grants - Pre-

Awards Management 
1.01* .000 

Extramural Fund Management .39 .830 

Grants and Contracts - Post-

Awards Management 
1.04* .000 

Grants and Contract Accounting .97* .000 

Human Research Protection 

Program 
.43 .757 

Intellectual Property 

Management 
.25 .997 

Other .78* .006 

Regulatory Affairs; Research 

Policy; Compliance 

Management` 

.44 .526 
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Research Legal Counsel -.01 1.000 

Research Safety .35 .985 

*The negative sign stands for the (I) Location being significantly lower than (J) Location. The positive sign 

stands for the (I) Location being significantly higher than (J) Location. 

**If Sig. is less than or equal less than or equal to .05, it is significant. If Sig. is more than .05, then it is not 

significant. 
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Appendix E 

 

 

Tukey-Kramer HSD Test: Salary vs. Training 

(I) Training (J) Training 

Mean (of Salary 

Stratification) 

Difference (I-J) Sig. 

Annual Bi-Annual .06 .981 

Monthly -.02 .996 

Semi-Annual -.16 .324 

Bi-Annual Annual -.06 .981 

Monthly -.09 .959 

Semi-Annual -.22 .544 

Monthly Annual .02 .996 

Bi-Annual .09 .959 

Semi-Annual -.14 .602 

Semi-Annual Annual .16 .324 

Bi-Annual .22 .544 

Monthly .14 .602 

*The negative sign stands for the (I) Location being significantly lower than (J) Location. The positive sign 

stands for the (I) Location being significantly higher than (J) Location. 

**If Sig. is less than or equal less than or equal to .05, it is significant. If Sig. is more than .05, then it is not 

significant. 
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Appendix F 

 

 

Tukey-Kramer HSD Test: Salary vs. Scope of Research  

(I) Scope of Research  (J) Scope of Research 

Mean (of Salary 

Stratification) 

Difference (I-J) Sig. 

Behavioral Education .21 .988 

Environment .16 .993 

Human Health -.10 .999 

Law .50 .977 

Space Science -.50 .892 

Technology .17 .983 

Education Behavioral -.21 .988 

Environment -.06 1.000 

Human Health -.31 .779 

Law .29 .999 

Space Science -.71 .618 

Technology -.04 1.000 

Environment Behavioral -.16 .993 

Education .06 1.000 

Human Health -.25 .487 

Law .34 .996 

Space Science -.66 .614 

Technology .02 1.000 

Human Health Behavioral .10 .999 

Education .31 .779 

Environment .25 .487 

Law .60 .932 

Space Science -.40 .932 

Technology .27 .198 

Law Behavioral -.50 .977 

Education -.29 .999 

Environment -.34 .996 

Human Health -.60 .932 

Space Science -1.00 .731 

Technology -.33 .997 

Space Science Behavioral .50 .892 

Education .71 .618 
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Environment .66 .614 

Human Health .40 .932 

Law 1.00 .731 

Technology .67 .562 

Technology Behavioral -.17 .983 

Education .04 1.000 

Environment -.02 1.000 

Human Health -.27 .198 

Law .33 .997 

Space Science -.67 .562 

*The negative sign stands for the (I) Location being significantly lower than (J) Location. The positive sign 

stands for the (I) Location being significantly higher than (J) Location. 

**If Sig. is less than or equal less than or equal to .05, it is significant. If Sig. is more than .05, then it is not 

significant. 
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Appendix G 

 

 

Tukey-Kramer HSD Test: Salary vs. Software 

(I) Software (J) Software 

Mean (of Salary 

Stratification)  (I-J) Sig. 

Access Assist .01 1.000 

Banner -.02 1.000 

Cayuse -.15 1.000 

Coeus -.33 .586 

Cognos -.04 1.000 

ERA .06 1.000 

FastLane .09 1.000 

Google/Google Applications -.08 1.000 

Grants.gov .17 1.000 

Homegrown -.74* .034 

Info Ed -.89* .000 

MS Office -.10 1.000 

Oracle -.53 .082 

PeopleSoft -.44* .048 

SAP -.31 .978 

Workday -.52 .605 

Assist Access -.01 1.000 

Banner -.03 1.000 

Cayuse -.16 1.000 

Coeus -.33 .998 

Cognos -.05 1.000 

ERA .05 1.000 

FastLane .08 1.000 

Google/Google Applications -.09 1.000 

Grants.gov .16 1.000 

Homegrown -.75 .547 

Info Ed -.90 .109 

MS Office -.11 1.000 

Oracle -.53 .882 

PeopleSoft -.45 .952 

SAP -.31 1.000 

Workday -.53 .963 
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Banner Access .02 1.000 

Assist .03 1.000 

Cayuse -.13 1.000 

Coeus -.31 .577 

Cognos -.02 1.000 

ERA .08 1.000 

FastLane .11 1.000 

Google/Google Applications -.06 1.000 

Grants.gov .19 1.000 

Homegrown -.72* .033 

Info Ed -.87* .000 

MS Office -.08 1.000 

Oracle -.51 .074 

PeopleSoft -.42* .032 

SAP -.29 .984 

Workday -.50 .629 

Cayuse Access .15 1.000 

Assist .16 1.000 

Banner .13 1.000 

Coeus -.17 .997 

Cognos .12 1.000 

ERA .21 1.000 

FastLane .24 .998 

Google/Google Applications .07 1.000 

Grants.gov .32 .987 

Homegrown -.59 .247 

Info Ed -.74* .001 

MS Office .06 1.000 

Oracle -.37 .587 

PeopleSoft -.29 .622 

SAP -.15 1.000 

Workday -.37 .960 

Coeus Access .33 .586 

Assist .33 .998 

Banner .31 .577 

Cayuse .17 .997 

Cognos .29 .997 

ERA .38 .989 



 63 

FastLane .41 .698 

Google/Google Applications .24 1.000 

Grants.gov .50 .612 

Homegrown -.41 .808 

Info Ed -.57* .034 

MS Office .23 .706 

Oracle -.20 .996 

PeopleSoft -.11 1.000 

SAP .02 1.000 

Workday -.20 1.000 

Cognos Access .04 1.000 

Assist .05 1.000 

Banner .02 1.000 

Cayuse -.12 1.000 

Coeus -.29 .997 

ERA .09 1.000 

FastLane .12 1.000 

Google/Google Applications -.05 1.000 

Grants.gov .21 1.000 

Homegrown -.70 .429 

Info Ed -.86* .039 

MS Office -.06 1.000 

Oracle -.49 .812 

PeopleSoft -.40 .909 

SAP -.27 1.000 

Workday -.48 .953 

ERA Access -.06 1.000 

Assist -.05 1.000 

Banner -.08 1.000 

Cayuse -.21 1.000 

Coeus -.38 .989 

Cognos -.09 1.000 

FastLane .03 1.000 

Google/Google Applications -.14 1.000 

Grants.gov .11 1.000 

Homegrown -.80 .397 

Info Ed -.95 .054 

MS Office -.15 1.000 
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Oracle -.58 .762 

PeopleSoft -.50 .870 

SAP -.36 .998 

Workday -.58 .911 

FastLane Access -.09 1.000 

Assist -.08 1.000 

Banner -.11 1.000 

Cayuse -.24 .998 

Coeus -.41 .698 

Cognos -.12 1.000 

ERA -.03 1.000 

Google/Google Applications -.17 1.000 

Grants.gov .08 1.000 

Homegrown -.83 .055 

Info Ed -.98* .000 

MS Office -.18 1.000 

Oracle -.61 .170 

PeopleSoft -.53 .198 

SAP -.39 .956 

Workday -.61 .575 

Google/Google Applications Access .08 1.000 

Assist .09 1.000 

Banner .06 1.000 

Cayuse -.07 1.000 

Coeus -.24 1.000 

Cognos .05 1.000 

ERA .14 1.000 

FastLane .17 1.000 

Grants.gov .25 1.000 

Homegrown -.66 .764 

Info Ed -.81 .245 

MS Office -.01 1.000 

Oracle -.44 .976 

PeopleSoft -.36 .995 

SAP -.22 1.000 

Workday -.44 .994 

Grants.gov Access -.17 1.000 

Assist -.16 1.000 
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Banner -.19 1.000 

Cayuse -.32 .987 

Coeus -.50 .612 

Cognos -.21 1.000 

ERA -.11 1.000 

FastLane -.08 1.000 

Google/Google Applications -.25 1.000 

Homegrown -.91* .048 

Info Ed -1.07* .001 

MS Office -.27 .996 

Oracle -.70 .153 

PeopleSoft -.61 .193 

SAP -.48 .897 

Workday -.69 .473 

Homegrown Access .74* .034 

Assist .75 .547 

Banner .72* .033 

Cayuse .59 .247 

Coeus .41 .808 

Cognos .70 .429 

ERA .80 .397 

FastLane .83 .055 

Google/Google Applications .66 .764 

Grants.gov .91* .048 

Info Ed -.15 1.000 

MS Office .64 .051 

Oracle .21 1.000 

PeopleSoft .30 .981 

SAP .43 .935 

Workday .22 1.000 

Info Ed Access .89* .000 

Assist .90 .109 

Banner .87* .000 

Cayuse .74* .001 

Coeus .57* .034 

Cognos .86* .039 

ERA .95 .054 

FastLane .98* .000 
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Google/Google Applications .81 .245 

Grants.gov 1.07* .001 

Homegrown .15 1.000 

MS Office .80* .000 

Oracle .37 .814 

PeopleSoft .45 .168 

SAP .59 .293 

Workday .37 .978 

MS Office Access .10 1.000 

Assist .11 1.000 

Banner .08 1.000 

Cayuse -.06 1.000 

Coeus -.23 .706 

Cognos .06 1.000 

ERA .15 1.000 

FastLane .18 1.000 

Google/Google Applications .01 1.000 

Grants.gov .27 .996 

Homegrown -.64 .051 

Info Ed -.80* .000 

Oracle -.43 .093 

PeopleSoft -.34* .012 

SAP -.21 .999 

Workday -.42 .788 

Oracle Access .53 .082 

Assist .53 .882 

Banner .51 .074 

Cayuse .37 .587 

Coeus .20 .996 

Cognos .49 .812 

ERA .58 .762 

FastLane .61 .170 

Google/Google Applications .44 .976 

Grants.gov .70 .153 

Homegrown -.21 1.000 

Info Ed -.37 .814 

MS Office .43 .093 

PeopleSoft .09 1.000 



 67 

SAP .22 1.000 

Workday .00 1.000 

PeopleSoft Access .44* .048 

Assist .45 .952 

Banner .42* .032 

Cayuse .29 .622 

Coeus .11 1.000 

Cognos .40 .909 

ERA .50 .870 

FastLane .53 .198 

Google/Google Applications .36 .995 

Grants.gov .61 .193 

Homegrown -.30 .981 

Info Ed -.45 .168 

MS Office .34* .012 

Oracle -.09 1.000 

SAP .13 1.000 

Workday -.08 1.000 

SAP Access .31 .978 

Assist .31 1.000 

Banner .29 .984 

Cayuse .15 1.000 

Coeus -.02 1.000 

Cognos .27 1.000 

ERA .36 .998 

FastLane .39 .956 

Google/Google Applications .22 1.000 

Grants.gov .48 .897 

Homegrown -.43 .935 

Info Ed -.59 .293 

MS Office .21 .999 

Oracle -.22 1.000 

PeopleSoft -.13 1.000 

Workday -.22 1.000 

Workday Access .52 .605 

Assist .53 .963 

Banner .50 .629 

Cayuse .37 .960 
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Coeus .20 1.000 

Cognos .48 .953 

ERA .58 .911 

FastLane .61 .575 

Google/Google Applications .44 .994 

Grants.gov .69 .473 

Homegrown -.22 1.000 

Info Ed -.37 .978 

MS Office .42 .788 

Oracle .00 1.000 

PeopleSoft .08 1.000 

SAP .22 1.000 

*The negative sign stands for the (I) Location being significantly lower than (J) Location. The positive sign 

stands for the (I) Location being significantly higher than (J) Location. 

**If Sig. is less than or equal less than or equal to .05, it is significant. If Sig. is more than .05, then it is not 

significant. 
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