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Salary negotiation dynamics for athletic trainers: Insights from employers on expectations
and organizational influences

ABSTRACT

Context: While researchers have previously identified that most athletic trainers (ATs) do not
negotiate their salary, little is known about employers’ expectations and behaviors relative to
establishing and negotiating salaries for the ATs they hire.

Objective: To examine employers’ expectations and behaviors regarding AT salary negotiation.
Design: Cross-sectional. K

Setting: Web-based survey. 'S 6

Patients or Other Participants: 413 employers thN t requires them to negotiate

salary offers with prospective AT employees and who ha inimally hired one AT into the
organization they work for accessed the surve random sample of 7,000 ATs (6% access

rate); 324 employers (age=43.8ﬂ:10‘) yedrs) pleted the entire survey (78% completion rate).

Main Outcome Measure(s): A va ey was used to collect employer demographics,

employment organization chdracteriSgics, and employer perspectives on negotiation. Chi-square

S

organizational factors or'émployer demographics on employers’ negotiation expectations and

analyses with Bonfe stments were used to determine relationships between

behaviors.

Results: 67.3% of employers expect the candidate to negotiate their salary, and 66.3% reported
they are provided the salary range by someone else from their organization. More employers of
rurally-located organizations offer in the upper 1/3 of the available range when compared to
suburban or urban settings (p=.014). Employers of public organizations also offer more in the

upper 1/3 of the available salary range compared to private organizations (p=.025). More
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employers who were not healthcare providers have withdrawn an employment offer due to
negotiation attempts (p=.005).

Conclusions: The lack of organizational influence on negotiation expectations indicates that
negotiation attempts do not need to be tailored to specific work settings. ATs may need to adjust
expectations when negotiating with publicly-funded or rurally-located organizations, as the offer
may already be towards the upper end of the available range. Employers expect ATs to negotiate

their salary when offered a position.

Word Count:299 /300 Manuscript Word Count: ~440K
. @

Key Words: Anchoring, Geographic Setting, Offer Withdra

Key Points:

e Most employers expect athl@tic Inef§yto negotiate during the hiring process and there
were no significant influen: N ization factors on negotiation expectations.
e Most employers res iblefer conducting negotiations did not have input into the

rior to making the employment offer.

e Nearly 2/3 of emiplOyers make initial offers to prospective employees in the lower or

available sal

middle 1/3 of the available salary range for a position. The use of a lower initial offer
could provide an anchoring effect by which the prospective employee does not negotiate
as aggressively, which results in a lower final salary amount.

e Alarger proportion of employment organizations that were publicly funded or those in
rural geographic locations make initial salary offers in the upper 1/3 of the available

range.
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Employers that are not healthcare providers were more likely to offer in the lower 1/3 of
the available range and were more likely to withdraw the offer due to attempted
negotiations. ATs negotiating with non-ATs should consider a more educational approach
to negotiations, establishing that the employer understand the role and value of the

profession prior to presenting data to support requests.
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INTRODUCTION

Athletic trainers (ATs) have experienced relatively stagnant wages over the last three
decades, despite more stringent and structured academic requirements in their professional
preparation.'” Researchers have established that the majority of clinically practicing ATs do not
attempt to negotiate their salary during the hiring process, opting to accept the salary that is
initially offered when taking a job.? For those that did negotiate, the decision to do so was
influenced by factors including the number of previous full-time jobs and the current salary
range of the respondent.’ The primary reasons ATs identified for not n%g were that they

\ 4

felt the offer they received was fair or that the employer clarifie %[fer was not
negotiable.” Some ATs identified that they were unco ablemegatiating their salary out of fear

of losing the job offer, offending someone they may wo#k with or under the supervision of in the

future, and in some cases ATs were deterred fr@tiating due to their desperation to leave

their current place of employment.”

agents that engage in negotiations on behalf of their employer have much more complex roles
that are often tied to the hiring organization’s strategy and goals.*” Representatives who engage
in negotiations on behalf of an organization often have role conflict relative to budget
constraints, equity within existing and new hire salaries, expected return on investment, and, in
some cases, competing with other job offers the prospective employee may have already

received.® This requires the representative to fulfill the roles of bargainer (to hire an employee

$S900E 981J BIA / 1-90-GZ0Z 1e /woo Alojoeignd-pold-swiid-yewssiem-1pd-awiid//:sdiy woll papeojumoc]



94

95

96

97

98

99

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

for the lowest possible salary), advocate (to complete the hire by offering an attractive enough
salary), mediator (to finalize an agreement to the benefit of both employee and employer), and
fact-finder (to base salary decisions on sound evidence).*

To be successful in the negotiation process, both employer and employee often have to be
willing to concede in areas to achieve a resolution that satisfies both parties.” This collaborative
effort is necessary, as the tone and tenor of the negotiation process have the potential to influence

the employee’s interest in position, their perceptions and expectations of the employing

organization, their job satisfaction and intent to stay within the position? ile researchers have

established that ATs have not yet fully embraced salary negotiati pected aspect of the
L 4

hiring process,>” there have been no studies to date ex 1nin% ectations of employers of

ATs relative to salary negotiations. Given the dichoto nature of negotiations, the perspective
of the employer of ATs is needed to fully unde@t}:e landscape of how salaries are
&

established for athletic training positions, ith this study, we aimed to determine 1)

how organizational factors might§afl lary offers during the hiring process, and 2)

employers’ expectations for s iation from prospective employees.
METHODS
We employe venience and snowball sampling approaches to conduct a cross-

sectional, web-based survey of employers of ATs. The [BLINDED] University College of Health
Sciences Human Subjects Review Committee determined this research to be exempt.
Instrumentation

Due to the lack of an applicable existing survey in athletic training, two researchers
proficient in survey research methodologies and experience in researching the content area

developed an original survey to achieve the aim of the study. Following initial development, the
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survey was reviewed for content validity, using a content validity index (CVI),® by three ATs who
serve in positions of hiring other ATs within their employment role. Reviewers were asked to
assess validity relative to question clarity, relevance to the research aim, and importance to the
research aim. Revisions were made based on reviewer feedback with the final instrument having
a Scale-CVI score of 0.98 for clarity, 0.98 for relevance to the research aim, and 1.00 for
importance to the research aim, indicating excellent content validity across the instrument.’ The
instrument was then pilot tested among non-eligible participants to determine time to completion
and to test the survey question flow and logic. Pilot data were not incluMle final analyses
and no further changes were made to the survey instrument’.

The final survey instrument contained items reldtive M jzational factors including

location (US state or territory), geographic setting (urbaly suburban, rural), setting and setting

into which ATs are hired (provided settings list identical to the National Athletic Trainers’
0

Association (NATA) salary survey), organi (public, private, unsure), number of ATs

nt model (direct hire, outreach, both).

that work for the organization, a er&
Demographics of the respond e @pllected, including whether they were BOC credentialed,

and if so, for how mg

if'they were credentialed in another heath care profession, and if
s0, which profession, y years they have been in a role to hire ATs, and how many ATs
they have been involved with hiring. We also collected race, gender, and age of the employer.
We asked if they, in their current role, have input into the salary range when hiring an AT, and if
so, what data points they use to determine the appropriate range, whether they expect a
prospective employee to negotiate salary when they extend a job offer, and where within the

salary range (bottom 1/3, middle 1/3, or upper 1/3) they initially offer based on those negotiation

expectations. We also inquired as to whether they have ever withdrawn a job offer based on the
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prospective employee’s attempt, or lack of attempt, at negotiation. Lastly, we provided a matrix
question that asked the employer to identify at which salary range they would likely hire an AT
for with a range of degree qualifications (Bachelors, Masters, Residency/Fellowship, Clinical
Doctoral, Academic Doctoral) and years of experience (0, 1-5, 6-10, more than 10), given the
following answer options for each combination of degree and experience: less than $40,000,
$40000-$49999, $50000-$59000, $60000-$69999, $70000-$79999, $80000-$89999, $90000-

$99999, more than $100000, or “We would not be likely to hire a person with these

qualifications.” \
Procedures 6
nd &r

The survey was hosted on the Qualtrics platfo ibuted using the NATA
Survey Service in January 2024. We sent the survey to W00 athletic training members and asked
them to forward the survey to whomever withi employmg organization was responsible for
the hiring of ATs. Follow-up ema1ls were for three additional weeks for a total
recruitment window of 4 Weeks

Participants

An a priori p ﬁ (G*Power) was conducted to determine the necessary sample
size. To achieve a moderategffect size (f/=0.5) and an alpha of 0.05, a minimum sample of 85
respondents was necessary. Inclusion criteria to complete the survey required the participant to
be in a position within their employing organization to hire ATs, and to minimally have
participated in one complete hiring process of an AT in that role. Of the 7000 emailed invitations,
413 participants accessed and started the survey (6% access rate) with 324 of those completing

the survey (78% completion rate). Since we were unable to target employers of ATs specifically

during recruitment, it is unclear how many of the 7,000 randomly selected ATs that received the
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email invitation met the inclusion criteria and were eligible to participate. Therefore, while
access rate was calculated based on the number of participants that accessed the survey by the
total number emailed, it is possible that several individuals did not access the survey because
they determined they were not eligible based on the email criteria alone. Regardless, the number
of respondents that completed the survey in its entirety well exceeds the a priori sample size to
detect meaningful differences.
Data Analysis

Using IBM SPSS version 29, we calculated descriptive statistic&ﬂacterize the

participant sample, organizational influences, and employer ex% s. Multiple Chi-square

analyses with Bonferonni adjustments were used to de in& tionships between

organizational factors or employer demographics on thejfiegotiation expectations and behaviors
of employers. Due to the nature of survey rese@d the presence of survey logic that only
a

presented some questions to each partici
L 2
all participants answered all questionSRCh#®square analyses were only performed on categorical
cdifire

data points that exceeded exp

answers given on previous questions, not

ncy counts of 5 and significance was determined a

priori to be p<.05.” talces, when expected frequencies of categorical responses did

not meet the threshol gategories were collapsed or removed to allow for statistical
analysis.’

To achieve expected categorical counts of 5 or higher to allow for chi-square analyses, we
collapsed employment settings into five categories [1. Secondary School (outreach or direct hire)
2. Clinic (hospital, physician practice, rehabilitation clinic), 3. College/University — Clinical

(NCAA Division 1, 2, or 3, split appointment, college recreation, college performing arts), 4.

College/University Faculty/Academic/Research, 5. Other (Industrial, professional sports,
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military, sports performance)]. Due to the small number of identified non-White race categories,
race could not be analyzed. Due to the small number of employers indicating that they did not
expect negotiations, we were not adequately powered to conduct analyses on this subgroup of
respondents.
RESULTS
Employer Characteristic Descriptives

A total of 324 employers (86 men, 58 women, 180 prefer not to respond; age=43.8+10.6)
submitted surveys. Our sample was overwhelmingly White (4 Asian, 8 k, 5 two or more
races, 123 White, and 184 prefer not to respond). Most reslz)nde , 70.0%) were Board
of Certification credentialed ATs (years of experience=46.8 i—&& 21 respondents (6.5%)
were credentialed in another healthcare profession (yeat§lof experience=21.3 + 10.2); 19 of

which were dual credentialed as Board of Ceﬁ@l credentialed ATs and another healthcare

profession. Respondents had an average

¢

organization and had hired an av&& + 12.3 ATs for their organization at the time of

survey completion.

years of being a role to hire ATs at their

Organization Factc
Table 1 details settings the respondents hired ATs into. Employment
organizations were represented from all 11 NATA districts including 43 different states and 1
international location. Specific to geographic setting, 33.5% of organizations were in urban
settings, 44.6 % in suburban settings, and 21.9% from rural settings. About half (49.4%) of

employing organizations were private, not-for-profit, and 46.7% were public; 4% of respondents

were not sure if their organization was public or private. About a quarter (25.9%) of employing

$S900E 981J BIA / 1-90-GZ0Z 1e /woo Alojoeignd-pold-swiid-yewssiem-1pd-awiid//:sdiy woll papeojumoc]



208

209

210

211

212

213

214

215

216

217

218

219

220

221

222

223

224

225

226

227

228

229

organizations hired ATs into an outreach employment model, 62.0% directly hired ATs into their
organization, and 12.2% of employing organizations used both employment models.
Salary Range and Negotiation Expectations Descriptives

Two thirds (66.3%) of those responsible for hiring ATs and negotiating salaries are
provided the salary range by someone else from their organization and have no input into the
available range. 22.7% indicated that they typically have input into the salary range for a
position, and 11.0% selected other in response to this question. We asked those that indicated
that they did have input into the salary range to indicate which data sm%y use to inform
that input (Figure 1). The three most used data sources Weri pee zation data, the salaries
of existing AT employees within the organization, and N\ ry Survey.

More than 2/3 (67.3%) of employers expect therospective employee to negotiate their

salary. Figure 2 and Figure 3 display employemtations for salary negotiation and the

associated level within the available ran fer salaries based on those expectations,

L 2
respectively. Figure 4 displays tHéantiei salary ranges an AT with varying education
degrees and experience levels gvotlld b&yoffered at the respondent’s organization.

D
[72)

Lastly, we alg dents if they had ever withdrawn an offer due to a

prospective employec pting or not attempting to negotiate the initial salary offer. 6.2% of
employers have withdrawn a job offer due to the employee attempting to negotiate, and 2.1% of
employers have withdrawn a job offer due to the employee not attempting to negotiate.
Employer Expectations for Negotiation

There were no significant influences of organization factors [geographic setting (p=.338),

employment setting (p=.481), organization type (p=.171), or employment model (p=.123)] or
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employer characteristics [BOC credentialed (p=.564), other credential (p=.572), gender (p=.589),
or input into the salary range (p=.688)] on the employer’s expectations for salary negotiation.
Offered Range

Of the 72% of employers who did expect an employee to negotiate their salary, 21.5%
place their initial offer in the lower 1/3 of the available range, 57% initially offer in the middle
1/3 of the available range, and 21.5% offer in the upper 1/3 of the available range. There were no
significant differences for employment setting (p=.271) or if the employer was BOC credentialed

(p=.147) on the initial offer range. A greater percentage of rurally loca ganizations offer in

the upper 1/3 of the available salary range when compared ‘0 submrbaft or irban geographic

settings (p=.014). A greater percentage of public organigation &(fer in the upper 1/3 of the

available salary range compared to private organizatio =.025). A greater proportion of

employers who were not credentialed healthca iders offered in the middle and lower thirds
&

of the available range (p=.040). A greater, of employers who had input into the

L 2
available range offered in the lo | available range, while a greater percentage of
those who did not have input igto ry range offered in the middle 1/3 of the available

range (p=.002).
Offer Withdrawal

There were no significant findings for organization factors [geographic setting (p=.481),
employment setting (p=.561), organization type (p=.863), employment model (p=.988)] or most
of the employer characteristics [BOC credentialed (p=.726), had input into salary range (p=.714),
or gender (p=.072)]. There was one significant employer characteristic influence, with a greater
percentage of employers who were not healthcare providers having withdrawn an employment

offer due to negotiation attempts (p=.005).
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DISCUSSION

Our findings indicate that most employers expect ATs to negotiate the offered salary
during the hiring process and offer in the lower to middle one third of the available salary range
in anticipation of those negotiations. A minority of our respondents indicated having input into
the salary and used specific data points to do so, and an even smaller percentage of respondents
have withdrawn an offer due to the prospective employee attempting to negotiate. It is imperative

that ATs understand and consider the perspectives of the employer relative to negotiations in

order to be prepared to enter into negotiations during the hiring process\

Determination of Salary Range 6
<

Respondents to our survey who had input into tif€ avatlablc%alary ranges of a position
relied on specific data sources to support those range pr@posals. Interestingly, the most
commonly used sources of data (i.e., NATA sa@\vey, salaries of existing employees, and

peer organization employee data) to supp ges are all data that have aged by the time

4
they are used. For example, the ing employee or peer organization data results in data
0

points that represent a salary who was hired in the past and may not reflect current

wn

market salary rates if

@ e not kept pace with inflation or market value. This is
especially true in yeaf§gwhes¢'inflation rates exceed average pacing, such as in the years
following the COVID-19 pandemic shut-downs. One report from a colleges and universities
human resources research center determined that in the 2021-2022 academic year, while inflation
reached 6.8%, the associated professional staff salaries increased only 2.9%, and tenure-track
faculty salaries increased a mere 1.6%." Specific to market value, in an athletic training job
advertisements posted on the NATA career center, the average salary of prospective positions

increased by 15.3% from January 2024 to September 2024.° Employers using data from 1-2
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years ago to establish salary ranges may report a shortage of applicants or have difficulty filling
vacancies if the offered salary is not representative of other available salaries on the market at the
time.

The issues associated with relying on past or existing employee wage data extend beyond
the challenges of identifying the appropriate market rate for new hires; this practice also
perpetuates existing pay discrepancies. While wage gaps vary state to state, specific, pervasive
pay gaps exist for all women in the workforce, especially for women of color.'® This

perpetuation of discrepancies is the same reason that legislation contaiMry history bans in

hiring practices exists in 16 U.S. states and Puerto Rico. Salary legislation prohibits
<

the employer from relying on an individual’s current ogfpast s en making hiring or salary

decisions.'' However, such legislation is not universal, does it prohibit the employer from

using other peoples’ salaries in the hiring and @sation decisions. Employers and

prospective employees using existing sal ts to determine appropriate salaries for a

¢

i

position should make a point to e of gender, race, or ethnicity as filters for data on

current salary rates to avoid p pay discrepancies in the workforce. Organizations,
including the NATA % is¥galary data that includes gender, race, and ethnicity should
clarify that these data'pg ould be used to identify and advocate for the elimination of salary
discrepancies, and should not be used to perpetuate such discrepancies.

When using existing data, employers are encouraged to use a combination of existing
salary data points and current market analysis of available positions. Existing salaries that are not
more than 24 months old can be mathematically manipulated to reflect current rates, although

this is not recommended for data that is more than 2 years old.'? This same recommendation can

apply to ATs who are gathering data for positions they plan to apply to.
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Lastly, it may be helpful for prospective employees to request an Employee Value
Proposition (EVP) from a prospective employer to fully evaluate the total value of the offered
position beyond the initially offered salary. An EVP is a form of organizational quality
improvement that relies on feedback from existing and exiting employees, as well as recruitment
and retention feedback, to present a comprehensive overview of the value provided by the

organization to the employee.'>'*

EVPs typically include an overview of compensation that
explains salary scales, timelines for promotions and raises, and how employees are evaluated in
addition to descriptions of the workplace culture, the work environmen how work-life
balance is supported, the types of training and education prgvid t@yees in support of
career goals, and the totality of the benefits package offéred N ployer.”* "> While not

currently widespread in athletic training employment sétfings, we believe the use of EVPs would

benefit both the employer and employee in det ing appropriate salary levels against the
backdrop of the other components of an offer.
4

The Initial Offer \
Most employers, regar ether they expected the prospective employee to

e

anchoring effect is the likely explanation for the low-end offers made when hiring an

negotiate salary, mal tialysalary offers in the lower or middle 1/3 of the available range,

indicating room for n s for the majority of job offers in athletic training. The concept of
employee.'®'® An anchoring effect in salary negotiations is the psychological propensity to be
over reliant on the initial salary offer (the anchor), which results in the subconscious adjustment
in expectations, and subsequent adaptation in a proposed counteroffer, even if the prospective
employee recognizes that the initial offer was unreasonable, and impacting the final salary

16-18

agreement. For example, if a prospective employee is hoping to be paid $55,000, and the
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322  employer initially offers $40,000, the prospective employee might be more likely to counter at
323  $48,000 instead of their preferred salary because the initial offer has anchored the perception of a
324  reasonable salary for the position. By strategically offering a low anchor (initial offer), the

325 employer can potentially sway the negotiation towards the lower range of the salary, thus

326  achieving their objective of hiring the employee for a lower salary.'®'®

327 To mitigate the influence of the anchoring effect, prospective employees can implement
328  several recommendations ahead of engaging in salary negotiations. First, the applicant should
329  thoroughly research market rates for the geographic location, setting, a&of organization

\ 4

330 that they are applying too.'® Of note, when interpreting this rese cage refer back to the
331  aforementioned recommendations regarding updating détta ba X

ts age. One mechanism to

332  mitigate a low anchor effect is to address unreasonable'afichors directly by stating that the offer

333  they have proposed is not in line with market v, r the area’s cost of living.'” This approach
&

334  should be supported with data, as objecti
4
335  anchors.”’ If the approach of cal\‘: nchor and providing data is implemented,
S

n is essentially the antidote to low

336  prospective employees should his process by proposing an appropriate salary range,

337  thereby establishing anehogyfor the position.

338 We did find tf ere some influences of the employing organization and employer
339  that impacted the initial salary offered. Rural and publicly funded employing organizations were
340  more likely to make salary offers in the upper 1/3 of the available range. The existing literature
341  relative to salary ranges of rural employers focuses almost exclusively on the payment of migrant
342  workers in agricultural positions, and therefore the existing body of evidence does not provide

343  much insight into this finding. However, one hypothesis is that rural employers understand that

344  they may need to put forth greater effort to woo prospective employees to move to a rural
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363

364

365

366

location, and therefore offer in the upper limit of the available range to entice a candidate to take
the position. Alternatively, another hypothesis may serve to explain both the rural and public
organization findings. Public entities often pay less that private ones, specifically in the
collegiate setting. Since public organizations are funded through state and federal government
mechanisms, and tuition prices are lower, therefore capping the budgetary available of such
groups, whereas private institutions can generate and address budget needs through increased
tuition prices and fees.”’ When we asked participants about where in the available salary range
the initial offer was typically provided, we did not ask about what the %range was.
Therefore, it is also possible that both rural and public orga’nizat' er available ranges
and offered on the higher end of that available range t mp\&or how low the lowest
available part of the range was.

Employers who did have input into the range were more likely to offer in the lower

end of the available range, while those w
4
ange. Again, there is a dearth of literature regarding

likely to offer in the middle of th V&
how initial salary offers are d inedn healthcare professions. One theory would be that those

uccessful at increasing the available range prior to making an

ve input into the salary range were more

gf end of the elevated range and those that did not have input may
have offered in the middle of the range to compensate for a perceived low available range. If this
is the case, employing organizations should be encouraged to include the input of the individual
who will be making the initial offer when establishing the available salary range, as the resulting
level at which they make the offer might offset perceived cost savings of keeping salary ranges

lower. It is important to note that the lack of literature in some of the areas discussed in this
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section has resulted in relying on conjecture to interpret some of the findings and that more
research is needed to definitively understand these results.
Expectations for Negotiation and Offer Withdrawal

The majority of our participants indicated that they expect prospective employees to
negotiate their salary during the hiring process. Unfortunately, most ATs do not negotiate when
receiving an offer of employment.’ Researchers have determined that when ATs do not negotiate,
they are often driven by fear: of the employer withdrawing the job offer, of offending a future
colleague or supervisor by negotiating, or of not negotiating correctly b se they did not know

\ 4

how to negotiate.” This is consistent with findings outside the fi ic training with job
applicants identifying their most common fears about pégotiatien:

fear of the employer’s

perception of them, 2) fear of the offer being withdra ) fear of conflict, 4) fear of the

employer’s superior power, 5) fear of the nego@becoming emotional, and 5) fear of

negotiating poorly.*
4
As our findings indicate 10%iers expect prospective employees to negotiate, fears
S

of offending an employer sho ged. If an offer is not negotiable, the employer should

indicate so when prg 1, and if that is not established, the employee should proceed

with negotiating. Nota asffear of offer withdrawal is one of the reasons ATs choose not to
negotiate,” our participants overwhelmingly indicated that they do not withdraw offers due to the
prospective employee attempting to negotiate. However, we did find that when the employer
was not an AT, they were more likely to offer in the lower 1/3 of the available salary range and
were more likely to withdraw the offer due to attempted negotiations. It is likely that when the

employer is not an AT, they may not fully understand the role of the AT or the scope of their

skillset. When ATs find themselves negotiating with someone outside of the profession, they

$S900E 981J BIA / 1-90-GZ0Z 1e /woo Alojoeignd-pold-swiid-yewssiem-1pd-awiid//:sdiy woll papeojumoc]



390

391

392

393

394

395

396

397

398

399

400

401

402

403

404

405

406

407

408

409

410

411

412

should be encouraged to spend time discussing the role and ensuring the person they are
negotiating with understands what ATs are and do before discussing comparative data points.*
After providing this information, then the prospective employee should proceed with a data-
driven requests that provide justification for salary targets.”*
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

As with all research, ours is not without limitations. The nature of survey research relies
on honest responses from participants, and it is possible the acquiescence and response biases
could have influenced the respondents’ answers. We do not know the %es of employers
that are not ATs across the profession, and as such are not aﬁle t elthe representativeness
of our sample to the total population, which could limigthe a& ility of our findings. It is also
possible that provided answer options on the survey cotlld be interpreted differently by

employers, which might also limit the general@ of our findings. Lastly, the closed-ended

nature of our survey, while allowing for

¢

of the employers’ expectations a\& es. Future researchers should aim to collect

qualitative data to characteriz yers’ experiences and perspective more completely.

cross groups, does not present the totality

Ideally, researchers § th the employer and employee experiences following a

negotiation to allow f lation and comparison of the interaction. Notably, future
researchers should aim to study employers of ATs who are not healthcare providers to better
understand their perception of athletic trainers and how to best approach salary negotiations with
this population of employers.

CONCLUSIONS

The findings of this study suggest that there is no need to tailor different negotiation

approaches for different employment settings as most employers, regardless of setting, had
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similar approaches to identifying salary ranges and had similar expectations for salary
negotiation. When negotiating with public or rural entities, prospective employees should
anticipate that the offer being made might already be in the upper half of the available range and
anticipate a potential ceiling on how much the offered salary can be increased. Due to the time
between data collection and publication, available data to support salary offers and requests
requires updating to address inflation and market value variance prior to its use. Previously

identified fears of offer withdrawal or upsetting future employers due to salary negotiations are

largely unfounded; most employers expect prospective employees to n% so ATs should do

’ \{g

&
N
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Figure 1: Data sources used to determine salary range
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Figure 2: Employers’ expectations for salary negotiation during the hiring process

Negotiation not expected
but allowed, 3.4% Vs Unsure, 2.0%

Offers are not negotiable, 2.7%

No, salary negotiations are not _—
expected, 24.5%

\Yes, salary negotiations are
expected, 67.3%
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Figure 3: Initial salary offer based on employer expectations for negotiation

Initial offer of employers who expect salary negotiations
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Figure 4: Likely salary range offered to a hired AT at the respondents’ employing organization based on degree and experience

levels
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Table 1: Employment Settings Employers Hired Athletic Trainers Into

Setting N* (% of Sample)
Amateur/Recreational/Youth Sports 1(0.4)
Clinic — Hospital Based 3(1.2)
Clinic — Outreach (secondary school or other outreach) 33 (12.7)
Clinic — Outpatient Rehabilitation 6 (2.3)
Clinic — Physician Practice 16 (6.2)
College/University — Student Health/Recreation 7(2.7)
College/University — Faculty/Academic/Research 39 (15.0)
College/University — Profession Clinical Staff (NCAA Div. I, I, or 59 (22.7)
)

College/University — Split Appointment (academic and clinical) 4 (1.5)
College/University — Performing Arts (0.4)
Government Contract w 4)
Health/Fitness/Sports Performance Enhancement Clinician
Industrial/Occupational/Corporate %9 (3.5)
Military (1.5)
Professional Sports 6 (2.3)
Secondary School (Middle & High School) — Acalemi O 2 (0.8)
Secondary School (Middle & High School) — Athl nly 41 (15.8)
Secondary School (Middle & High School) — Du cademic &

Athletic Appointment 16 (6.2)
Other 9 (3.5)
N=260 who answered this question

6\\0
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