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I Annually, in. ;Ecardange with Senate anc*,-tnt Resalutian ﬂa. 51

_ ‘tutions specified” fgr,aach ~'Dﬁ the basis of these data, éstimat55ﬁ

. and a Teport on.medical-faculty saiariés that -was developed by the'
Ab Uﬂivéfsity of Callfarnla pursuaﬂt to'a 1églslativE diréttive. Tﬁé

. [
N CHAPTER I I ”‘5 . _i“ | P IR
UNIVERSITY ‘OF QALIFDRNLA AND THE CALIFORNIA' STATE UNIVERsf}Y i
_AND CDLLEGES ( S
Emawc‘:’f;eﬂ ot - " oA |

\(1965 General Législgtive Session), . the University of Califgrnia *
and the California State University aﬂd Colleges submit to the’ Com= .
mission datahan\faculty salaries and the cost of; Eringé benefits;?~‘v'4
. for their respective‘segmengs and for 'a ‘group of comparison insti=' i

are derive&<o£ the perqentage ghangeg in salaries and the cost of - :
- fringe Eénéf;ts required. tgpattain parity with the comparison g:sups '
"in the Earthcaming fiscal yeag, The methadalagy by which: these: data

" are collected: and.- aﬂalyzadfis designed by the, Commis$ion. in consul~
tacion with’ the. two -segments,. the Department af Finance, and the ; ',
' Qffice of the Léglslaglva Analyst. - Commission., staff auddits the data .
apd pf%pares two tequtga,@ﬁe in the fall and one in- theSspfin;ﬂ
wmizb dare transmiztad to the G%vernﬂr, the Léglslature ‘and ,8ppPro-
\priate officials. The report whlcﬁ fgllaws is the final tEpErt fgf -

\fjthe 1979=SD udgét ayclé L L : ,- S

¥ ) e . P e ; .
This fépﬁft CE?EainS :wc majaf éhagtars-: (1) an bvefviaw of fagulty :
, sala:ies ‘and, the cost af*fringe benefits at the UﬂiﬁEESlTY ‘of Cgli= S

Eafnia ‘and -the Ealifcrnia State University and Collegésy and (2) a-

; prel;m;na:y anal?s;s of Eacul&? salarigs in Ehé Califafnia Eammunlty"f5;
Calléges .f e LN e e L ;Y: _\v\AI U
S R O, r-\'i S : :
Ao addltlan chefa is alsq a discu551cn cf genaral egaaqmié ;nﬂdi;iﬂ :
an’ analysis of ‘fhe comments on faculty, salaries that were Publisheﬂ -)i EEERS

by the\Lagis%ativa ‘Analyst in- his- Aﬂa;ysis of the -Budget Bill,, 1979~ §Q -

final twa items are inz%ud&d as Appendigas‘__ 5,
HISTDRY OF TE 5@532 REPDR'IE o
The impetus fgf Eha fazult? salar? fepnfts came fram tha Haster Plaﬁ )
Surve?'Taam in lQED‘ whi:h ﬁ@;a@m&nded Ehat o . S e
; A S R AR
o : ‘ 'g\ n . | 7 ,& . .!‘“’ - £ f,xL. )
B A ”Eée Appendix Ay ﬁ{‘j:ﬁ~;};; R MR B E v
2: See. Appeadiﬁ D Ebf ghe llsﬂ‘-Qf cémpatisﬂﬁ:Lﬁstitutlgﬁs‘uéed'faf- ;
- the University of Caiifcfﬂia aﬁ& Ehe Cal;fcfnia Scaté University :
.. - aod lelages.ﬂ- Tt S g
“ L _ B _ 3 ’\" ‘ j s
- T . i . T ol
. - . = ;. - \ .‘ . o 4 ) ’ \




' fle Gfeatly iﬂcregséd salariés and éxpaﬂded frlmge bene— : .
.- V.. fits, such-.as health and.group life insurance). 12;1355‘_;;
P j’and tfavel funds to attend professional meetings, .. .. . %
R housing, parking. and. moving expenses, be provided: for R
' faculty members in order. to make co}lege and" uﬂive:e S
" sity teaching attractlva as campaf with busiﬂass
and 1ndustr? ' : R e g _
: E!‘Vﬂecause af the - aantinual change iﬁ fa:ulty damand agd
. gupply, the coordinating agency annually aallect per—* - I
tinént data from all segments of higher Edugatlcn in 7 .
thé state and thereby make passiblé thE‘testing nf .

P

a

Fggthe assumptians underlylng Ehls fép@rﬁ n:‘.

. J : (
' Ear the ensuing fDuf yéafs, the 1egislaturg,aaﬂtlnuall? saught inﬂ o
formaticn ngatdlﬂg faﬂulcy*cﬁmpansatiQﬁ, Lufafmatian which . came ‘
primarily f¥om the Legislative Analyst in his AﬂalYSLS af ‘the Budggg
,Bill ‘and fruﬁ the ﬁgardiﬂating Council for Higher: Education im its
' annual reperﬁs to the Governor and the Legislature on the level of
- support for public’highetr'gducation. These reports, ‘while ‘undoubtedly -

- helpful tg‘'the process of ,;mlﬁing faculty ;empénsatian levels,
were considered to,be’ insufficient especially by. .the AssembLy which
CDESEqUEEElY réquestedétﬁe La&isLat ive Aﬁalyst to prepare a specific

: prGft on tha 5ubjact ; .. oL - , e o

R

. inigEanly’ in the 1965 Genaral Sess;gn the Léglélatlve Analyst pzesernted.
© . his prGft and- recommended - that the process of developing data for
.use by the ‘Legislature aﬂd the Governor. in determining’ fatulty com=
. péusat;an be formalized.' This récommendation was embodied in Senate
<\ .. Concurrent Resolution No. 51, which spégifically directed. tHe Coor-
' " dinating Council 'to prepare annual reports”in coopération with the
- University of Caiifarnla and the then Cglifofnia State Collegés.

o B g /, .
n}f;f Since that timeiithe Ccardlnatlng Cguncll and, sugsaquently, the Com— '
/" ¥  mission, have submitted reports.to the Governor and the Legislature.
\‘:,*' The first, a falim%naf? report, is released. in December ag’ad aid
‘to the Department of Finanie in i;s dBVElGPEEﬂE of the Governor's
’ Bu@get ‘the second, a flnal repert is issued .in the spring faf use

by the lagislatlve fié;al committees iurinﬁ‘hudgac hearings.

-

¢ 0

i

3. A @s;g.r “Plan for- Higher Educatian iﬂ Ealifamia 1960§1975 '

i 'Califarnia Staté Depaftmenﬂ of Educat;im,sg;r; e t;::,' Cal;fc:mia.,

o ,_1950 P 12, ' e , — : ’ '

- ':Zif This raquést came in the fafm af Haugé Resalutign Na 250 (Hnruh)J

. during the 1964 - First Exﬁranfdlnary SESSiDﬂ ﬁf the Legislaturé
' (Appeudix B) , vA,_' . & - : .

5. Priar to 1973—74 aﬁiyﬁaﬁe-:apéfﬁ wésfiésu'ﬁ’faf'eééh;bﬁdgét éfé%gi; L

i i N R . P v . 3 : e B .
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-_f»thQSE "pf- other 1nsﬁitut
. 'for the purpose ‘of Ealﬁtaining a’ competitive pagiﬁiﬂn. In” genaral A
* other indices such as changes in the Cansumer:?riée ‘Index have not [»;;f?_.

’uf theaearepnrts faculty salarias aﬂd thg ﬁast of fringﬁg
EEﬁefiﬁs in. Ealifarﬂia fQuf—YEaf publia segments -are’ compared: . witt
iJ ons (both within and outside: cg Califgrnia}

béen ampﬁ%%e& .gince the' afigiﬂal rationale far the éalary surveys -
was the maintenance; aﬁ 8
. parity viSQE-vis the cost:of living.r It: was dot intended that‘salary

“ adjustments would. nécééséril? Pprevent ergsiqn in faculty puf;hasing

‘jéczive wa;

: Educatianal ptﬂgrams x.t> UL, v,: Eh o

power singéfinf;aﬁien was a minor concern-in 1965.. The primar? ob=-
a;ﬁssufe thaa California' s public ins;itutiqﬂs would be’
abla to- %ttﬁact and- reta;n the mgst—qualified faﬁu;;y‘memBEfs available
+ ‘and{‘thereby at Least maintaiﬂ and hﬂpéfully impfﬂVE the quality uf

- B . e B
( " s i f o 1 :

‘since Ehé paasaga of SCRfSI .the Caéfdinating Cauncil and the Com="... *
missiau hava:issued repatts for,thir een budget: cycles- In each y;i-
_case, comparison institutions’have' been Emplayed ih datérmining S

;

evels. Thls Espgft the faurtaeﬂtﬂ in', .

salary and fringe begefit 1e
tha serlés, -continues that Erﬂéltign

. o= . D I
n:i -, . - f PR -
e R - : N . - 4

y e L ‘F

| SEGMENTAL: REQUESTS *FOR, F%GULIT7SALARIES /AND THE COST cF*?éiﬁﬁEu;fi

BEEEFITS

' : g
Each yeaf “the segmental cEntral foiges prapara requests For face:
ulty salaries and the cost bof fflﬂge beﬁef;ts for préseﬁﬁat;gn gas:
their IEEPEECLVE géverning beards==~the: Regents and the Trustees. i

. The: segmental requests for salaries and the amaunzs grantgd by’ ‘the

Governdr . and the Leglslaﬁure since Ehé 1955 66 flsca; year are shDWﬁﬁ;"

cin Tabla . : o _ T U

T -

Iz shauld be nated that althnugh thé average increase gfanted to
jtate Un1versity fagulty has been appfcx;mately 1 ﬁgrcéntage pﬂint

teater thaﬂ that.appraved for Univer51;y faculty over the ‘past faur-,}”_
teen years, this disparity has been all but eliminated- since "1968-69.

] In Ehe ensuing ten years, the average increase for Universit‘? faculey

has been 4.0 parcent, wh:le that for Stata University faculty has .been
4.3 percent. During the past four years, the per;entage increasés s
have been identical. “Alo, the ten-year perlod féfarréd to includes-

" -three years w%én no, incféases were grauted

6. ‘The mezhaaalugy for the faculty salafy reports 1s shown in, -

Appendlx C. Campafisan insti;uﬁiéus are ShéWﬂ in Appéﬂdizvﬁf'

o007

Wampetizivé instituti@nal parity rathar Ehan ?;f

I
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v _'Un1vers1ty QF Ca11fgrn1a Vrfﬁgi,':ﬁ”éif :?

On Hgvemher LE and 17 1978,.ﬁhe Univafsity % Baafd af Régentg A*Sﬁ'
. cussed therfaculty salary request for che 1979-80 fiscal year. The
/| Preaident of the University made a léngchy pfesantaﬁian in which he
' _explained the role of the Commission and.some.of the mechanics of
" the process of comparing Enlversigy fa;ulty salaries to those in
other universities.across-the’ country, aﬂd in- Califcfnia He: ﬂgted -
that,” although the University has’ supp@rted the cumparisaﬂ method,
the Governor and tlie Législature have seldom appruved the ingraaseslr’~ff
*whieh ‘were. dictacad by thatimethcdalagy o Lo S

:l,; the Legislative prCESS hss seldam been guidéd by R
the comparison survey in over a decade. The Législative o
Analyst pninted out in his: analysis of the Budget Bill, vﬁﬁ
'1975-76, ". . . .im only one 'year'out of ten were. segmen=- .
tal fEEﬂﬁmEﬂdatinﬂs fully implementad " Mcréaver for . .
the current year and for 1970-71 and 1971*22 despite the . -
results u% tha gamparisan survey the range adjustt&nt

. . S,

 was” zér,a' S Lk - T :.

P . 2 . f . P

o

:Pr231daﬁt Saxén also distuséeiiﬁﬁe'éffgazs of inflation on ﬁﬁivef%"
. sity faculry, stating that rthe’ ability of ‘the Uanérsityﬁtd cgmpate
- .for outstafding ind1v1duals ‘has bEEﬂ ‘seriously eroded and that-it,
. would be difficult to maintain the" quality of the institution unless
-there were sibstantial salary increases at all ranks. - This 31tuat19n
’;s dlSEUESEd Furthar starting ‘on page 6 of thls Eepgft._ '

VFgr the 1379 SQ Elszal yaar, the Ragents requéstad a, range adjust—
ment of-16.0 ‘pergent, as well ds "an ad justment in zurrautsyEar sala=
. + riles ret:aactive to October 1, '1978. The amount of that ‘adjustment = -
* has not been .specified but, if a?prcvéd ‘will be daducted from the
'16.0 percent increase prﬂpGEEd ‘for 1979-80. -Glven’ ‘President. Cartar g ~ .
’:standards, Whigh appeaf td ptopose a limit-of 7.0 percent on wagé ‘
increases, any retroactive inéraasa wuuld prabably be l;mitad to,
" that: amauﬁt.v . _ o
. ~.The cgmpaﬂencs af the prapased 16 0 pérceng ingrease §br Un1v3131ty .
g faﬁulty are as’ fﬂllgws v . , , _

=

' Parity lag ﬁ;gi&igg from thae "éiiﬁ*‘aff af zaﬁpa;gm gsti:ugimgf = ) ’_ - 13.622
Addicional amoime needed to covar tnflaciom for Asgistant Professors - -+ . 0.24 - 1
additional amount needed to recoup. some inflation for all ranks . .3 3&

C pegal . e E= s 1
. '- - — ‘j . . a . .-‘_,!? s

-,

?; Ragents af the Un;vers;ﬂy of Califafﬁia AgEﬁda, ItEm 505 p' 2

Wavamber 15 1938_, .
A - -.-fl ,

ﬁﬁ% to develapments wh;gh ac:urfad aftéf tha Regents appraved the
. 13. égprfEEﬂt figure, it shauld be changeﬁ‘tg 12.15 pér:Eﬂt;',This

nic . is discussed‘further on pp. 17‘15 of, Ehis fEPth!'x E SR

ERIC .- . _

’ ' s P e

£
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u;,The Stata UniVéTSiEY Trustees met on Navemher 28 and: 29 1978 and -
.~ ' approved a faculty salary tncrease. of, Pl,4 percent for 1979-80. - .-
. * This Eigufe includes an' 8.0 Barcent ingyrfse to equal the ﬂurrent o
2 \\estimated rate of ifflation,’ plus a 6'.4. bercent incredse which the ‘
Ghangellar s Office estimates is equal to. ‘one=fourth af the. erasian S

in purzhasing power experlenced by State BﬂiVEfSiEY fazult? ‘over

- the past ten years (1969-70. through 1978-79). In addition, the -~
gpsteea approved a resoliztion requesting a 7.0 percent increase .- L
troactive to October 'l, 1978. If this increase is grantad the -~ .-
1 T3¢f' 14.4 pégcent request'will be- adj?sted dawnward.”x, R ORI A

L #

It shguld be uated that the Stage Uuiversity has nat empla?gd the
Cgmmissian 8 comparison methﬂﬂalagy in any way in-developing its. .
requesﬁrfar Ea@uity salary’ inereases for 1979380 .rather, 1t has s
adapted an approach that is totally- dapendent on changes in the

d ,States Consumer Price. Iﬁig§ (CPI). In this tegpect, the. .
‘ees’ apprsach is markedly;dlfferent ffgm that emplgyed by thé‘
Univarsiﬁy Regents. i e .

This is EhE segaud yaar thaﬁ Ehe Staﬁe Univafsity ‘has basedrlts

‘requests for facu;ty sakary inEfEaSES .on changes in the'cost of

living. Last year, the Trustees offered several critiéisms of the

comparison methodology and called far a Eharaugh reexapination of -

SCR 51. This yéar, the Commissidn's report and methodology were
“‘not mentioned in the written presentation:to the Trustees, but it

is clear that the Trustees no lomger support. ‘the cgmparlsgﬁ appraach
in detérmizing apPEDpfiaté salary levelg. R

FACULIY SALARIES AHD ECGNDHIC CDNDIIIONS .
The- publi: faur—year segmencs, part;cularly Ehe State Hnivars;ty, have ;
increasingly maintained that the use of comparison institution data B
'~ does not provide an adequaté picture of the true e;ﬁuﬂmic status of
the academic profession: Both have argued that additianal factors, . .
pfimarily changes in tha CPt shauld alsbd be cgnsidared .

-~ Tabla 2 shows a :ampasite DE segméntal réguesfs, reparts from the

Coordinating Council and the Commission, amounts approved by the

gL Governor and the Legislature and changes in the CPI for the ten?yaar
. - period beginning with the 1969<70 fiscal: year. It provides a.useful :

i perspeative on the zhaggas iﬁ thé écanamic ststus of faculty mgmbersi

agulgThat 1nflaﬁian rate has been updatéd to 9. D EEEEEﬁt for- Eisgal
7'1978s7§ ‘See Table 2. ' , , , .




TABLE 2

| ,*;\;"  & o ; .
SALARY 1NCREASES FDR FACULTY, REQUESTED BY THE UNIVERSITY* BN
©, "+ /OF:CALIFORNIA ND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND IR

(;E CDLLEGES ING ASESiREQUIRED TO ATTAIN PARTY WITH\ e

CQMPARISDN INSTIT'~
BY. THE EOVERNQR IND THE LEEISLATURE AND CHANGES

o B L - Percéntage
_ ) Segmenia1 , CCHE/CPEC o Increases Changes in

< ... ., . Requests’ -éi,- Reports . Granted “the Consumer

ooe Year UQ - gsuc houc_ csuc “‘UC CSUC. —Price Index

| “I96§a70'”«"5;2§'f 5.2 5.2% 5;221- ,5?02‘-"$fézif £ 5.9%

¥ . 1 % ' - ,
- : : ST -

2!;‘l§7aé71‘hE_E7;2?5 ;7'D¢_ _jiiz' 7.0 1 _0_0 00 5.2
ﬂéx{é;§f1;7E i El;éﬁlj{iﬂq9:~;;1;.2“'5E3.§'»‘ lq}é‘ -1‘Diq - Vezgék
'v_ﬁg-;EE7z—?3‘;f-13.27;' 19.0 131 ~13.0 5,0 E;s kS o 7o
  ‘19}3574:' s jls- 6 |  vé,E=f,.-5.4 ??‘g;‘ 90
’  197&475E,' w7 s 5335 A2 as oSS  'E1E1

EY

. 1975-76  10.8 104 - 11.0 9,

~J

6.7  6.7. 7.1

. 1976-77 4.6 . 1.2 4.6 46 43 43 58 - - T

[V

1977:78 - 6.8~ 8.5 .68 53 50 - 5.0 6.7 ¥
P S
0.0 0.0 ig.0 "t

¢
A ;\L:m .
3

1978-79 . 9.3 9.9 8.0 3.
Totalgt ~ = | w7 s1.5% 0 9l.6% -
_Avérage. - 405, 43 A

~?*Campéugdéd;,”
“ompouns




éévé:al gcmments nesd ta be ﬁade ralativé to the figures in thisktabla;f7
»’First, ‘totalsg for "Sagmental Reqﬂests" and  for "CCHE/CPEC Repgrts

‘are not shown since they would only be miSIEad ing.  The reason’ far

ithig is that the ampuﬂts grantad in any one year afféct the requESES\
- for subsequent years. . In.other WDfds,»lf a: 7.2 percent  increase had

~;_iactually been granted to ‘University of Califcrnia faculty in 1970-71,

_ rather than no. lgcfeasa,;the University's request and the amount - - ‘\ :
reported. by the Coordinating Council fof 1971-72 would have beeén much . j\;

- leds than. the: 11.2'.percent figure shgwn Accordingly, totals for - . .\
these columns have little meaning.. Secondly, the totals shown for B T
the '"Increases Granted" ”d'"EercenEage Changes in’the Consumer Price -

~ Index" columis are not directly comparable to the "Average" -figures

.shown directly beneath Ehem.‘ For example," although the averagé arnnual

: increase in the: CPL. ‘for the'ten-year periﬂd shiown was 6.7 pefcent,

+ the total increase fof the same period was 91.6 percent. Similafly,A

 the” total .noted for 1ﬂ¢reasés gr "ig less than the’ aﬁeraga mulei=

 plied by ten. 'The reason for this. that the "Totals" Have been -

fcampaundad fcf each year of incraas 0. more. agcuratély r%fleét»what

,actually GQEUITEd aver Eha periad éfv,;me analvad ; :

:i'What thESE da;a show is ;hat gvé He past ten yearsi Ehe a,aunt re="
.. quested’ by the segmen;s has beé granted oncé for the Univexsity and
v ;;twlce for Ehé;StaEa Univars;ﬁyg alzhaugh ie has been close in two
~other years. . The advice of the Cgcrdinating Council and the Cammlssign
' . was adopted by. the Governor and ‘the Legislature for-the Unlver51ty :
‘in only one year and. nevér far the State Uu;vers;ty, but- was close far
bach -segments in four others. ‘A comparison of the actual increases’ i
- granted with the CPT shows' that’ the University and State Uﬂ;varsity L
. o fg;ﬂlty,haVE lost-44.3 and 40,1 pergenb&in purchasing power, ‘respec-
f‘ C tively, cgm@ated ‘to Ehe Ean=year increase in: the zgst of livlng

AL

EVE

- Another way of . laok;ng at the- prablem is to campafa actual Salaries
!“paid to faculty in 1968-69 with those they are paid today.” Im: doing"

. 8o, however, it is. egﬁremely impcftant to.maka a distinztlon between .
* ”,5 changes in salary: ranges and: changes in-aver age salarias (the all—; '
 ranks average). The example below. illustratgs the palnti :

Numbar of

Erafggsnf ’ S Salary - Faculty
) Stap. L $23,000 3ziiac'l ; _
seep 2 | 26,0000 200 " °
g st L25,000° 00 ,
7 Seep s - 26,000

“SEep 5 27,000




‘ The averag_ %ala:y,fnr prcfessgrs in Example A.is: 325 666 while that |,
" for. Example B is '$24,333 in spite of the: fact that the salafy range
_ and ‘the’ aumber of tntal faculty at. the rank of prcfgssa: is the same
" in bgth examples Thus, comparing salaries from year to year can be '
hagardﬂus and the problem increases’iu complexity when one is dealing ¢
‘with an all-ranks average ﬂavering ‘several’ faculty ranks rather than
';,a s;ﬂgle rank Jas in ghe example given abave L T e
, R , ~
‘The only way €0 pfesent an accurate pictu:e ‘of- haw salaries have':
. actually changed is. to use the ;dentigal staffing pactérn ‘for all
years under cgus;derat;an- “This taehn;qua ‘has been used by the Com- " .
.+ 'mission in.th¥s report :and is. equally applicable to'epmparing faculty.
K . salafigs at Califgfﬂia Lnst;gut;gus with lnst;tut;cns in ather EEatES

'5 mants af the Leg;slatlve Aﬂalyst

" ‘Table 3 belcw shows the average salaries H? rank, tférﬁbéﬁﬁvthe Uni-."
verslty and - the State Univ2151£y for lSEEaéQ and - far 1978—79

e

0 TABLE AN  f3.:¥
. RANK-BY-RANK' SALARTES FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CALEFORNIA
AND THE CALIFORNIA:STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
1968-69 AND 197879

—~f,

F

Assaciatef Assistant

Segméntﬂ 2 ‘Professor . Professor  Professor  Instructor
iUElvEfSity af )
California : B _ , S :
' 1968-69 - .$19,680 . $13,365 ~  $10,618 CON/A
©1978-79 .-+ 29,630 20,533 - 16,964 . -~ N/A
Cél&fa%nia Sﬁafé‘f; ,'-b . - ‘
University and- = .
Calleges ’ ' s : . .
1968-69 = . - §17,020  ©$12,732 | $10,481 . . $ 9,097
%16y 14,509

1978-79.; - 26,399 . 20,324 -

\Y)
In the Eea—yaar periad covered, the staffing patterns haveé changed
~ dramatically, Wwith a far greater number of faculty in the ‘higher ranks.
Althaugh precise figures are not available for 1968-69 due to changes
‘in the method of computing total faculty, those fo 1972 73 to the B
present are shawn Eelaw, : : g




TABLE 4. _;'-,_T' Lo

STAFFING PATTERNS AT THE UNIVERSITY GF CALIFDRNIA AND THE !
CALIFORNIA STATE UNLVERSITY AND CDLLEEES '

ks B 1972*73 AND 1978 79 o *
| ,. ' Asscma,ta o Aés'is"faﬂ%-— i -
'\ . Professowr - ... .Profesdor . - . Inftructor .. '

Univgrsisy a::Califarﬁia S G . TS
U 1972-73 . .. 2,123 (45.9%) . 1,079 (23.3%2). - 1,422 (30.8%)° ‘. N/A.

R 197g=79 Coo T 2,596 (55.7%) CLA3L (26.37) 931 (20.0%),, . N/A.

L‘a;i;nfﬂia Sza:e T c . : P - . o ' T, : s _ ’ - »

.Uaiversicy amd Callégss S e . o _ ( v

1972-73 3,727 (33.23) . 3,271 (29.1%) - 3,991 (35.5%) 262 (2.2%)

_1978=79 . .. 175,489 .(48.3%) 3,6438-(30.2%) . . 2,221°(19.5%) - 218 (1.8%) .

. Lt
. B . N R
T - B

What Isble 4 1llustrates is Ehat bath segmants are maturing, with a
“gréatér ntmber. of fazulty members at.the professor.rank and: fewer at -

the 3551stant prafassar rank When the alléranks averages - are com=- .

rsalary increases had been graﬂtad since mgra pagple are l@gated lﬁ
'fthe higher salary ranges. = R v v _“

AThg gnly way* to pravidé a Erue pic;ure of the affect af salafy in-
"=cfeases granted by the Governor aud the Leglslaturesis to apply- the

:..Same stafflng patgarﬂ to both sets. .of rank- by=rank averages. Iﬂ

“ ;,the case at hand, tha 1978579 staffing pattern has ‘been choseu
DR Co ?' ‘TABLE 5 *;- '[‘«’a'.hjf

A CGMPARISDN OF - ALL RANKS AVERAGES FOR THE
B : TUNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE -
R CALLFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES - -
USING RANK-BY-RANK AVERAGES FOR 1968-69 AND 1978-79
' " *AND .THE STAFFING PATTERN FOR 1978-79 -

Segnent | | 1968-69 - -1978-79  Difference.
UniVEESity(;£ California- :' 315,334 » '-$245883%" +52.43%.
:Galifgrnla Stata R . ' T o _}f .

' University and Calleges g - $14,293  $22%432 . +456.9% A
1 R
: -10- ¢~
. i Ay



In campar;ng thg percentaga dlfferanges noted abava with Eha tatal

increases granted (Table 2), there is apptoxima;ély a ‘5 -percent’ ‘e

. difference for each segment, .an amount that'is probably accounted .

- ‘that parity flgures for both segments are. considerably less zhanlf
these ‘am
; highe:‘f

L 'blll;y of amaﬂding SCR Sl’ED ;ncluda di:egt can51daratiau Df éhanges
. in ;hé cost of livlng Iha issue was stated in tha igllow1ng terms :

for in terms of differences in the numbar of faculty at each step.

within the .ranks involved. From an. examination of the two tables "=

together; hgwavgr, it is falr to. .state that the lass of purchasing
.power since 1968-69 has been apprax;mataly 40 ‘to 45 percent ‘for. the -

University and 35 to 40 percent for the State Unlvarglty The- fact,

aunts 15 a Eéflectlgn -of ﬁhe lass of purchasiﬂ pover in: -

aowt

-Snauld faculty salaries be basad solely on the CILEEIiDﬂ
~of Mequity" for the faculty member who has clearly lost

- economic grcund in terms of inflation or should it be .

~ based on the State's' legitimate interest in maintaining |
only a competitive balance with camparﬂsaﬁ institutiong?

If the "equity' argument is accepted, the State should _
‘adopt* most or all of the salary increases. recommended by -
‘the segmental governing beards since they have demonstra-=
‘tad -that their faculties have not- kept pace with pfevail- .~

- ing economic conditioms. Ifa”campetitign is to be the

primary or sole’ crl;erlon -as it has been' for twelve -~ -

. years, the lnEIEaSES indicated by the data in this report
should:be adopted.- If a CDmprmiSé is desired, the Legis~-
lature and the Ggqgrnaf may wish to select a§f1gu:e some-
where baﬁween e -two. B ’ - :

“Ihé Camm;531 fi, believes that the spirit as well as the ¢

: lattér of SCR 51 .dictates a continuation, in this. report,
of the past practice of preseanting data ‘from the respec-
tive comparison 1nstitutians and’ répgfting the.increases
derived from that data, Not' only is this valuable in

. maintaining’a historical perspéctiva it is alsd consis-
tent w%th the present undergtanding of legislative intént.
If that understanding is inconsistent with the present
philasaphy of the Législatu:a then 1t appears rédasonable-

© to ask, that a new concurrent résgluticn be azgroved which
will guide ‘the Comml sion-in future réparts.

A

HVLD Einal Anﬂual Repart g§_Fazulty Salarias ‘and Cast of Fring_.g i;%:;;fbﬂ

 Benefits. at the Univefsigy of Califarﬂia and the Califotnia
Staié Unlvafsi;? and Collages. ;1978 79, CPEC Agaﬂda April lD
. 1978 p 9. ' : i S ;




- living. ' [If ‘that

-erated ratesv~few could’dolibt that the present
*based salary meth

Federal Hageand F’r‘TCEStandar‘ds

.

* " . : ’*}E"M H L S * R
Without questiom, both Ehééﬁnivéfsity‘aﬂdltﬁgiSEata University have
been dissatisfied in récent years with the amounts’that have been
appropriated for facu;cy:salaxyrinzréasgsii-The factgzhat'aachvségﬁ N

. ment has lost substantial round in compirison to the'cost .of living |

makes. this entirely understaddable, for it-makes recruiting 6f, out+

_standing faculty membefs more difficult and is detrimentdl to- morale.

. But- it is important -to-remember-tHat in.a ¢limate of economic gus=. ..

‘ “terity:ﬁgaméthddciégj;fﬁﬁéfﬁéi*Easgduan_a comparison approach or a ~

formla designed ‘to f%fi%ﬁt;iﬂwlaﬂicﬂéf?ﬁzféﬁds;:ﬁili:géngracé»

salary Lnﬁ:eases;tha;,a:éPsaﬁig“aacaf?;ié”Ehé~gr3gp5?fég§i%iﬁg=Ehem;,4;
At the present time,”.it méy'aﬁpear?advéntégééﬁs\Eq=uSE‘aﬁ?app:Da§ﬁ*,

geared to the CPI; but ityd alseya fact that' this techniqué had '~ &’.ﬁ~f{~

(ng - “ofylow inflatiop in . the ‘early and mid-,
5"%25gl§$7§f;t,a“ mparison surpelys dictated salafy T
reater’thin the avérage annual ingrease in the cost of
) ' ion should ‘resurn——if the demand for' faculty .
exceed the supply and pysh salaries up at accel-
esen® arguments for @ CPI~’

ydology would quigkly evaporate. =~ v " -

méﬁbaﬁgﬂéﬁéqliféga;gg

o

--Ihe_probablé'fegsén-whyathg.zamparisqﬂlmgthqdalbgy;has survived this

lpnguis'thatzit?aéﬁgallyhig;otporatés,mar?-than mere compariseéns

. “.with other institutions. : Virtually all postsecondary institutiods. .
.. use some form of comparison method: to détermine the appropriate

levels, of ;ém%énsatioﬂ_Ehéif-ﬁacuftias receive’l’ For'example, the.
eight institutions curremtly used fgr:campgriSGﬂ”pufpgsesiby~tha

. University each have their own comparison institutions, and those

institutionsfuse still others. .Many of these colleges and univer-- _
sities relate their salary-setting policies directly to the cost of v -~ -

l;livingj some use a comparison approach, and_achets?gsé both. " Vir-
tually all of them are aware of inflation, just as Are the Califormia

institutions. If ome or more ingtitutions used for comparison pur=

' poses by. the California segments adjust their salaries on the basis
" of inflation, the parity ‘figures employed here will be affected.

In. this wayg_tpé'methadélégy used in this report will always be. -

more comprehensive than a simple adjustment for changes in the CPI. .

. SIS . £

" On October 24, 1978, Pregident Carter announced his antirinflation

program in response to what he ‘termed the "nation’s most serious '

_economic problem:" In a white paper on-the subject, the Council

on Wage and Price Stability noted that earlier efforts to control ,
fnflation had -not been successful and that a more comprehensive . g;
prag:am'is;ﬂe;gssafy; o - L i L

s B =

- ‘Earlier this year, the President outlined the framework of

4 voluntary program Ehatwféquiradi;heLgaquraticﬁiaf,gqygfné_(
 ment,. buginess and labot!v=This;pfagfam"was1d§siggéd,zc%bfeak
 thé momentum of wage/price’increases in the private sectdr

.
= - R = \‘ =

vl -1

N



© ..o .and tp T duﬁe ﬁaveznment s comzrlbqyian to 1nflatlaﬁ. R T
#(\‘v‘?Simu;Caﬂasusly, Ehe £EdEIEl _budget deficit for Fiscal Lo
© - 1979 was reduced by some $Zofbll;lﬁﬂ. These efforts have
. not been enaugh Stfaﬂger méasures are requlréd Thus;'the

Pfesident has now, Jacted: \ : -

v C : ® . ’ . fu-

e

_ @ta ;Eten51fy thé ant;—;nflatian\efzczts af ﬁoyarﬂment by LT \{ ';f{
Lt —-adaptlng a stfingent budgaﬁ pclicy that wiil traat? an S T
: ' ‘overall climata in. which thé Lnfiatimﬁary pragé%s can . - Lo

'F= uﬂw1nd"- L A

o
&

o : .
-

. —ﬂestabl;shiﬂg gracaduras thaﬁ m;nim;za the iﬂflatian—r
- A : aty impazt af gavernmenﬁ ragulatigns and '
( g Lo

x‘ “1" s Ty

f_-sindi;atlng his. intention td veto’ lag;sLatlvaﬁggasurés“ T
".and other dctions of gpvarﬁmaﬂt thag prcvide baﬁetltsi;;ﬁf »i
tc gagiaw spé:ial=inzéfast ﬁraups Lo iE e

 :;m~;”ata braak the upwagd splzal af gcsts and pf;cés bv
. AN . .

= s

%53ﬁunclati§ﬁ egpllc;z numerigal standards fo nggiﬂe_
flatignary waga and. pr;ie 1ﬂEfESSEE aod C.0 00w
1}makiﬁa ¢lear- his 1nEEﬂElDE ‘to usa hls adm;nlstrative _ o
powErs’ to- suppcrt -adherence  td. those standards 1n ﬁiiij';":
f : ;ndlvidual situatlcns.;l,,” = R o hp .W A

.

s ¢ - = 7 = e et E o £

WD E : : - Y-
xpe 5B, to-de cflbe the agtiaﬁs ta be. taken by the e e
- federal gavérﬁment to' gaw,3 1. inflation. Inc! ded amang them is g \ L
\ goal of reducing the fedefdl -déficit and’ holdi.ig federal Spending
. "7 sach year to,a total of 21 percent. of the Gross National Product. .
. vaicusly, these goals will be difficult to méet, and the ‘whité papét
de:gribes ﬂgmaraus actions to be Eakan to accgmplish them.  Some cf
hesﬁ actians direztly 1ﬁ$ﬂlva federal ggvernment amplayées' '

“In Qfdér ta ;Dntr;bute to Ehasg ggals the Pr551dEnt has
impased severe. limi:s -On h;rl'gyaf Federal emplayees for . -
an iﬁﬂéfiﬂité period. _Effe immediately, Federal R

* agencies may’ "F111 only one¥d of' two vacancies as they . '
occur. This step will ‘redyce”’the number of Federal em—-__ 

ployees budgetad for this fiscal year by.. abﬁut 20,000.

LIn July, Eha Pregident’ aﬂnguﬂge& a. 5.5 percent limitatisu

L V'Qn ‘Federal empluyée pay zaisgs aﬂd ‘a freeza on Federal T l?é” )
. T v executiye pay laﬁels.l e : LT e T e ‘
5a?;i;fng@' - _f% ,,J'f; ri‘ﬂ' o ‘iif-{mj!Q'kgﬁfr-
11 Fact Béok: Wage and Price Standafds, Cauﬁcll on. Wage and PfiCE
L Scabillﬁy,‘E 3, chabef 31, 1978 ' L e
- ' B - .“L‘_ésxé
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_ In its prelimiﬂa:y fapcrt on 1979—80 Eaculzy salafies EaﬁﬁiSSibﬁihff o
. staff. lndlcated that.there wgs cans;dera@le unce:talﬂzy ‘as to the A
’,;»‘Exagt méaﬁlng and %Ppllﬁablllﬁ? of - the wage dnd price’ sﬁanéa:dﬁ
- Tt was ndted that the. regulations” thalned frﬁm tﬁé#CDUﬁCil on %sge 3
and Prite Stability seemed to relate ‘only ‘to fhe private sector and <+, *
, that the Council had not yet developed regulatiens'for. governmentdl

-+ énrities, includipg highér education Eaculty S;ucefthen, these, - Ry
}.,;ambiéglt;es,hava beea resslvad.;_ T f%A T

@n Mbnda?, February 5 LS?Qf Co@missian staff attandgd a ;pnferaﬁze et
-;‘Qn the: gtandards in Qaklaﬂd,sspﬂﬁSDfEd by the H31VEEEL§Y Qf Caii—? T
'fd%nia s Iﬂstituté of Industrial Eelatignéﬁ@t Befkélgy In g%féﬂ—
1 dance were ert Russall, the: Deputy Director of “the Colme ,f
" .. % Wage and Prite Stabil;ty,vRﬂﬁert J. Flanagan ™Senior Staff . ;pﬂgmisa

©. of the Council, of Economic Adviéhgg- ‘Clark Kerr, ‘former Dirgctéf of © .
. the Instifuté (as well ag former President of ‘the University) §nd B
_;¢é ‘gumber &f others rapraseniing buslness, labors?tha legal prcfas=f g{’ R
" sion, and government.  From the prSEnEathns miae and zha %ﬂEulng !

-édlazu551ans "the following was mada Glaar S if;_.g_ 5.

com .
ST .\)M‘_ K' g . - s 2
o : . "ty

T ;ﬁg wage and ptice standards deflnitely apply to g@verﬁment g
- =  N agencles at all lévels, iﬂLludiﬁg all éalleges and univer— e

- - Siﬁlﬁz e ‘
. e fé' ) . . o -
2L Within aﬂy given federsl f;scal year . (October l to September "
S e 30),“;alary and benefit increases granted to employee groups
I 7 “(including State amplgyaeg and EaGulty members) may not ax=.;
R ceed 7. percent. N : N e o

3. ;Merlﬁ salafy adjuatmenns ‘are lncluded within the 7 percent
limir and must be accounted for on @ group- basis. The stan=-
. dards do mot apply to ;ndlvlduals, once a pércentage amount
for the grzup is fagtored in, an individual mayffe;21ve both
e the salary’ increase’ and the merit increase, even though the g-l )
¥ ¢ . combination of -the w0 is greater than 7 peraent; Also, ' AT
‘salary increases resultifg Efam pfomaﬁions dg not fall within
the 7%pEfEEﬁt 11m1ﬁa;;én. e et S . éf
e o 4, Any in:féases "in Eriﬁga benef;ts must ba agtmunﬁed for wit hin» S
o "~ the 7 ,g%tceag limit. . : SO
XWhat thik - méans ‘for' Ehcse emplayaas covered by this rePth as wel}.
as- for-all State employees id general, is ‘that California is’ really’
wsrking with two fiscal yearg the period between iJuly 1 and Sep- '\ :
tember 30 and the- period between October.l and June 30. Accordipgly, - - ¢
.. and sipce State employees réceived mno. salary adjustmgnts during the C
‘current Califartia fiscal year, it would ‘be possible far tha Lagis- SRE
lazufé t@ appraprlata Eunds in a number nf ways-' s L
1.~ An iﬂcreasa nat ED exceed 7 percent rétfaacgive t@ @Etabéf l,,’
1978, ‘and anather increase of 7 pE?cenz begiﬂu;ng Dctcber 1,

\;,J‘,' S - '_ _14_ .i!‘ | . o

Ty
¥
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R

v TWO. J;lls havg been lﬂtfﬁduﬁed ;n‘ﬁhe Senate éﬁich adopt one @%fﬁf

amc@her
pr3v1de
sigﬁed
in the
' t:raase

fﬁé account fﬂr zflﬂge bengr s ‘and mEfltﬁl‘;faasas

:_i\i'a retrceac*;iva 113%152353 but "two incredses wi
~fornia fL;calfyear ‘the, Eirst ¥ 1ing from uly 1 to Septem—
- ber 30 anda-the second from Octobet 1 to Ji

’Lnﬁrease &ould be for 7 pergent,\ad;ustgd dcwnward fcr\frlnge
' uﬂéfit and, mefit 1ncraasas o S ﬂxjg

, - This imafessa would prsbably not have to ba adjusted .for
‘ xmeg;c increases since it would bridge twe federal . flsgal’

'7 1979.- The latter increase would have to commence. on Dcﬁabeﬁ"
.1, and pet July ‘1, since the July 1 date would- generatd 2’14 <

"Edgral fiscal
‘to be adgugted

ent. ifdreass foruthe last‘quarter -of: the.
: ‘ﬁisa; the 7 percent figure would have’

[ . _a__g,&

=30, 1980.° Each

i 4
3

,?' & 'l,

A T pEfCEBE 1narease for the Califcrnla Elszgﬁ,year 1979- 80

years where 14 -percent 15 allawabla., : i .
. ‘ ’E'il .

of thgae approaches. The first is.8B 91 (Alquist) which®
S Ear an.-increase of 35 percent from the date the bill is

.

1

Em tha end of thé 1978-79 fiscal year,ya retroac ive increase -,

'Aﬂaunt to Octobex, 1, 19?8 and a 7 percent sBlary in-

sdme
th_11979 -80 E;;cal yearS The bill‘dpplies to all State

fa’

emplayaes¥71ﬁcludlng Un;verslty ﬂnd State University fa:ulty-

x!"’

The Eee

i El

b
Qn@ blll is SB 573W(Paul CarPEﬁ;ar)’and pré%;des fgf a.7

. Percent salary increase from July 1, 1979 to September 30; 1979 and
another 7 percent increase from Dctcber 1, 1979 to June 30, 1980.

Th;s bi

As tha
the slq

‘have to

1, 1979,

PRDJEET

1l appliés gnly to Un1verslty and S;ata Unlver51ty faaulty

5tandards now read,e;he Carpenﬂer bill is in EDmplianEE but
uist bil11 is not.. To be -in. campllance the A;qulst bill would
be amended t 35 make. the 1979 -80 increase effegcive on Databer

P . : o ¥

j\' . - . f‘ f b =]
£ OF CALIFDRng AND THE

R

ED SALARIES AT THE UNIVE"

Califafnia and the Callfarnla Sgkte Univers;ty and Calleges are

shown i

f;v Ehe§é £

n:Table. 6. (SEE APPEﬂd;ca; E and F for the Eéﬁ?ﬁﬁéﬁign of
1gufas as well as thgse for the cost af fringe benefits.)

A
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TABLE 6 o 1’, s

ALL RANKS AVERAGE 'SALARY REQUIRED AT THE UNIVERSITY

OF CALIFORNIA AND THE.CALIFORNIA STATE" UNIVERSITY
- AND COLLEGES TO EQUAL- THE COMPARISON .
ENSTITUTIDN PROJECTIONS FDR 1979 -80

—

Gamﬁarigan

A e i-ng;-' St VInstitution '“Prajested
T S 5 - Salary Levels - Percentage '
e Tl B *Salaries  Projected for Increase Requi red:
Alnstitution 'din 1978-79 _ 1979-80 . 1979-80 %
University of : - o . kEli _;‘ B 'a. e _ -,'.\.
California,. ', .. . .$25,3377  $28,538 . . 12064%
1 . . v . ' L L .
T California State ' ) o , _ f_" o _
University and =~ ST Ef;igw Jrw - L
Colleges ~ ' - 522,401 . 5243663 .7 r10.10%-

re are -two magar d;ffa:encas in Eha Segmenﬁal ga@gutat;ans “The .
University, in deriving its figures for the all-ranks average in-
.\its :Dmparisan institutions, uses what is known as the. veraga @f
yverages'' approach. This method involves thejgamputatign of an
werage salary, by rank, for each of its comparison institutions.
ch of these average salaries is then added .to produce a tgtal

which is then divided by the number of comparison institutions to
produce an average for the. group . ThHe State UﬂLVEfSltY, on the

¢ other hand, divides the total, amount of money paid to all faculty

at each rank by the ‘total number of faculty at that rank in all of

its comparison 1nst1;ut1cns»ccmb;ne& An averdge salary for each
rank is thereby obtained and used as a mean for all. faculty at that
,  rank. These methods produce a system where each of the-eight Uni-

’ _versity.comparison institutions has ‘equal WElghE, regardless of -

. gize, while those for the State UﬁlVEfglty are ‘differentially . .
, weighted with: the larger institutions’ having a greaﬁer effect on '
“the avegage than the smaller inst;tutiaﬂa- S . :

A iurthar word of éxplanatian on this diffetence in methadalogy '
. Seems appropriate.. The Un;varsity argues that it competes directly .

for faculty with its comparison . institutians, as well as with other . -

institutions of like quality and mission. ; Fox this reason, that
;‘segment gnnsidérs 1t more: apprapriata to gcmparé rsnk—bysfank aver~ -
age salaries with instiﬁutional ranks. Canversely, the State Uni-.
versity believes that:a moTre .accurate average can be obtained by -
U§§ng the mean of all salarias paid.at each rank. The fact - that

this tends to make.the larger institutions moré impaftant 4ia“deter- T

minlgg!the average is also considered appropriate, since more fac-— -
ulty are‘exchanged betweén the Staté University - and Ehase 1nstitu—
-~ tions than\with the smallar ones.




-

- The Camm;ssian has paflgdiaally axamiﬂed ;his difference in approach
(and concluded that there is no compelling reason for favoring. one )
over the other. For this reason, and because theé resulting computa-
. tions prndu&e only minor differences in the projections, it was- o
-decided to allow each segment to use the procedure it prefers. i

T

:,'The second difference in the methodology utilized by the sEg@ents
.4 is that- the .staffing pattern .for the University is now projected .
‘' "into. the 1979-80 budget year while that for the State Uulversity is
" ‘the actual pattafn for the, l978ﬁ79 yaara S .
N
3{The 1979—8D budget cycle is Ehe seaaﬁd year that the Unlvarsity af
‘California has prgjegtéd its staffing pattern into the budggt year.
In- the Commission’ s preliminary report, it was noted: that the Unix-
L_%verslﬁy s projections for 1978- 79 were inaccurate to a ;gn;figaﬂt ,
extent’ aﬂd that. the pfa;aet;@ns\far 1979*86 Saamed §§<§§%§igug that -
lavel of inatcuracg ' . o ; BT
T - . N
L ‘Table 7. shaws the 1978 79 Qrmjectlcﬂs tsgather w;th the est;mata \\ SR
used for Ehé pzelim;nary repért : SRR S T

TABLE 7

?RDJECTED AND PRELIMINARY REPDRT ESTIMATES FOR THE NUMBER
DF FACULTY AT EACH RANK AT .THE UNIVERSITY :

. OF CALIFORNIA, 1978-79 . = =
theliminary DR L '
: S Report - Percentage
Rank -Projection Estimate - Difference
Professor - . '2,835.00 - . 2,593.56 S L8.5%
Associdte L o e L
‘Professor ... . 971.55 1,131.38 = +16.45
o ASéis;aﬂtl o . oo _,'[ﬁ<3 w o o _
- professor - 865.89 . . . 931.26 ... . 7 +7.55.
~Total " _' _ 4“572;. 44 A 555»_-13 Sl -0.35 .

- This tahle shows thaﬁ while the estiﬂata far the tatal number of. )

‘jfaculty to be employed in the budget year was quite accurate (0. 35?),?

the rank-by-rank- prﬂ;éstiaﬂs were not, Nevertheless, this error ‘

“would-aot Have had a dramitic effazz on the overall percentage’ in-~--
7' crease im salaries indicated by the methadﬂlmgy, since the rank-by- .
rank averages for both the. ‘comparison .group and the University were-
‘weighted by the same staff;ng pattern. Thus, while the percentage
indicated in the final report (1978) was 7.96 percant using the
projected pattern, it would have.been 7.82-pércent if the actual .
figures had been available at that ‘time, a diffaraﬁca af aniy 0: 14
.percgnt o . : LT

o

- [P
-17- 0
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4+ The: eg;gr in- quesclgn came to the attentiau of bgth the Uulversity .
admln;straéign ‘and Commission staff at apprmximataly the same time -
and extensive discussions wers held in an attempt (o.resolve the
‘problem. Commission staff has long believed that a prngecc;aﬂ of

i‘the staffing pattern is préférable to the use of a’ ‘prior-year, ‘pat-. -

‘ tern Oor evVen .4 current-year ‘estimated pattern, since it elimipates’ -

. the need for artificial adjustﬁgﬂfs Lg,the figures Co reflect such
_factgrs as merit increases and promotidns. Obviuusly, hnwever, the
' projections must be accurate to be useful and, at that Elme, Ehe L

~ requisite agﬂuracy was wissing. o

-~ The staffing pattern prajaﬂtlgn arlginall?.devalqped by the Hﬂgver§ :

§ . sity for 'the 1979-80. fisecal year. “showed a distrlbutlnn of faculty
-amorig the three ranks similar -to that projected fqr 1978-79 This . =~ -

©. '+ distribution* produced a. parlty need of 13.42 percent, the amount

;f*-i approved by the -Regents - in- October. before the errors were d;s;averaﬂ.

L ‘;~gSubsequently, thé Un;vars;zy ‘proposed a madificat;aﬂ of the projec=
tions, a. mndiflcatlgn that- was - -ased for the ptelb@inary report. The
changes were outlined in & 1Ettef Ercm Vice ?residenz KlELﬂgartngr

. to Director Callan (ApPEEd;x 1) PR A

'_it should be meuticned that the pracass Df predlctlng a. s;affiﬁg g
 pattern involves the ‘consideration -of four variables: (1) estimates:
. 'of the pumber of new appdintments; (2) the number of separations
 (retirements,, resignations, leaves of absence, and- da,;hs), (3) the
. number of promotioms; and (4) the pumber of merit infgreases that
v . will be granted. Some of these factors affect the dVerage salary
© " ‘at each rank, some affect ‘the number of people at dach rank, and: N
7 " some affect-both. An error in any one’'of them will affact ‘the over~
all pErﬁaﬂtagE ﬁigures lndicatad far parity. : ‘o

'-In Drder to adjust the gtaiflng pattgfn to reflect mgfe chufately
‘the " experience of .prior years, the University assnmad the same level |
" " of merit increases and, promotions that had been in évldenge in prior | -
' yeaxs, rather than attempt tO make a detalléd predlztion ‘For’ this
~ final report, however, that predlcz1§n~has been refined, W;th the
. result thar the sﬁaffln pattern projection for. 1979-80 has- been .
revisel sdightly from' the ‘preliminary report. Tablé 8 shows the -
stafging patterns . for.the Undiversity SiﬂCE l972—73 tcgather with
three prujeztians for the 1979-80 Eiseal year: (1), the afigiﬂal
--projection for the” prelimina:y report; (2) the revised projection
- for- the: prel;mlﬂary report, which excludes specific projections of -
mafit‘iﬂcfeases and promotions;. and (3) the projection for the, final
. report, - ILt: should be nated that the revised prajaeticn for the pre- o
liminary Teport and the new projection ggntaimad Ain. thls final re-
'paft Aare ccﬂs;3§en§ w1th the- zrends cf prj}aus years,
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(TABLE 8
UNIVERSIT[ OF CALIFORNIA STAFFINE FATTERNS ‘
T y 1972-73 THROUGH 1979-80 - "¢
R fif,: '_ ' 3 Assac1atev Ass1stant R '?:
_ " J Professor -’ Pﬁgfessor - Professor Total .~ .
1972-73 ©2,120.00  1,079.00  .1,422.00  4%621.00
1973-74 .. . 2,20000 1, 096.00 1,339,004, 645.00
" 1974-75 o 2,295.00 13;35§Qq_v‘ lgzzsggo--:a 644 .00
L1978-76 Ty 2, %2000 . 1,156.00  1,181.00 4,729:00
1976%77 .0 T72,492700 T 1,230:00 . 1,125.00 - 4,84700
ooa977-18 o 2,501.98 ©T1,14047 0 965.74 4,609.19
- 1878-79r 7 2,593.56  1,131.38 . 931.24  4,656.18
1979-80 . o |
! Drlglnal Fall B e
_ Projection. . 2,978.63 .. 915026 836:91 -4,730,80,

_‘Amendéd“Fall T ' - _— R
Projection+ - . 2,557.66 - 1,141,88. . 1,031.26 - 4,730.80
- Spring " | | ! |

_Projection . *2,706.91. 1;@%5.55 T 937.34° 4,730.80

A AGEUFan of the Campar135n Inst1tut1ons‘ Prajest1an5

‘_‘Fram time to. tlma, questiéns have ariseu cangarn;ng Eha ac;ufa:y of R

the: prajeétiEﬂE of salaries to Be. pald by 'the comparison institutions
'in the forthcoming budget year. . 'As noted previously, the preliminary-
report invalves the projection of comparison institution salaries at -

.. each rank. for a two-year period. . When updated lnfarmatian is .ob=
A 'fﬁtalnad from’ these lﬂstltut;ﬂnéAln the sPrlng, the prJECEiQﬁ 1§imade "
e “again, but oily- for oné year, '
" ““tiqn data. 13 ava;lablé for the 1978~79. fiscal, year and 1is prcgegtéd o
 forward ome ‘year, to 1979-80. " In .the preliminary’ report, data for .

" the lSFT—?S year was used and thé pfajegtlan made fgr two years, to’
?79 SD : g - T L T
Tt R R o o SR

_,Table 9 shéws the history: of Ehasa pIEJESElQﬁS frgm %972 =73 to
.- 1978-79. 'These years were chosen since the lists . of- campaflsan
't;institutiaﬂs tEEaiﬂEi Esnstanﬁ gar Ehe entire péricd.

- What thésé figufes shﬁw is that tha pf@géctians fgr the acmparisan
, : 1ﬂscitut;cns have been remarkably accurate over- ‘the years, esnegan_,f“,'
- . -ially in. the final report, when updated; information- from the- compar-
" .. ison.institutioms is available. Additicﬁally, ‘these data do not. o

T

For this rapcrt,acampaflsan 1ns itu-'utif“;";



o TAELEQ

.  COMMISSION PROJECTIONS OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFDRNIA C e

. © -~ "STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES' COMPARISON INSTITUTION . '

o : FACULTY SALARIES WITH ACTUAL SALARIES RECEIVED - o ,
1972-73 rgﬁausu 1977-78 - R : )

S Al S % Actial -
£ : S : Hignsr Than - e o Y Higher Than -
‘ ’ ' ' , ‘ T _Projection -

_Uc_Comparison Group Sslaries RS U
SR Fall - spring Aetual - , : ng’i Spring i A.t;tuﬂ . e
Year Projection Pﬁa:eﬁinﬁ snaries Fall Spring . Projection _Pm'g:t'i:m_ Sahrigs . Eall Soring-

_ ) . . e
Professors ¥, o - '

1972-73 = - s;’a.}si _ g23,292  $23,243  -3.9% -0.2% - =s‘gd‘,'b§;‘z . $20,023 520,001 =2.4% =0:1%
197376 26,333 26,29 26,482 0.6 +0.8 . 21,693 21,049, 20,978 -3.37 :0.3
1974275 26,679 25,59 °_ 25,863  #4.8 4.0 22,195 21,979 22,083 0.6 ©+0.3
197876 . 16961 27,060 - 27,586 +3.1  42.0 23,027 23,067 23,937 w40 +3.3
1976-77 © « 28,278 29,115 - 28,828 +2.0 ~l.0 - 24,103 25,286 ‘25,171, +4.& =0.5
Cwe7ie7s  3L,032. 30,365 - 30,386 =21 0.l 673 26,500 . 26,121 =22 ° L5
y978-75 . 3L,983 032,059 32,383 +L.2 4.0 T 275920 ¢ 27,531 " ‘27,8137 -0 L0
| Cumuative Errorl Y ' F0.81 40,53 .00 w03
Meari P-réﬂi;:‘:.ve Ertor? ' L4253 40.87 Y o +2.47 ilD?
Associate
Professors 7
1972-71 516,653 $16,20h 516,439 -1,3% +1L.5%  §15,960 ' 815,425 515,385 -3.6% -0I3%"
1973-76 16,945 17,218 . 17,006 +0.3  =l.2 16,558 16,182 16,115 2.7 =0.6.
1976-73 - 17,839 . 17,7% 17,876 C w02 +0.7 .« 17,000 .. 16,889 17,077 -~ ,#0.5 . *1.1
197876 . 18,50 18,570 . 18,829  *16  +0:9 173609 . 17,881 - 18,330 . *3.6 - +2.5
1976-77° 19,499, 19,672 . 19,526 +0.1 L3 18,556 19,296 19,026 %25 -l.4
1977278 s 20,971 T 20,646 1,5 4107 0 20,336 © 19,985 19,836 ceas s0.7,
19TB7 11,406 Rly9a3 w2iE T HLLS 20,99 20,9417 20,227 +l.l.. AL,
| Cmulacive Errerl T . 7 B T Y e <06 4030
- ‘“!mgfgdi:":ive Er*afz o e mae ST sles w10

.:‘A:i§1stin’§ s _ . ‘ e _ »
Prafessors - - - . T o TR
1972.73 . $13,313 - 12,999 §12,895 G313 -0.ex  S12,8730 81z, 680, $1Z,652  -1.7h -0.7%
1STH7L . -~ 13,660 . 13526 13,481 - ~1.3 -=0.3- - 13,582 13,272 13,226 -2.6 0.4
197475 . 16,270 0 1611977 14,032 -L7 . 0.6 . 130897 13,840 13,941 +0.3. +0.7
1975-76 14,786 14,651 . ,1:- 827 +0,3 +1.2 .+, 16,485 . 14,557 14,845 2.5 ©+2.0
197677 . 15,297 - 15,530 . 15,509+l 0.1 15,019 15,586 15,371 .7 Lk
L1977 16,630 16,219 16,3650 -0.6 0.9 L 16,426° .- 16,098 16,055 =2.2 ' =0.3
1978-7 o 16,962 17,164 - 17,647 428 3.6 o 16,859 - 16,842 . 17,058 +1.2 +1.3
Cugulative Errorl .~ & Coe T =029 H0.27 . ;o
Mesn Prediccive Ertor 151 50,79 ™ By V3~ §
:A'?cmﬁgve Error (All Ranks). e +0.26 - +0.41 -l o -0.11 +0.29
L LELT? 0% S A mesthu0

, Hedt Predictive Egrgf (All Ranks)

1. . The C;gulgzivz E:fnr is dgri?gré b? gddigg :hs sevzn m;nus ( ) am:l plus (4—) valges ﬁage:ﬁer and dividi.ng hy

. geveEn, 2o X
2. .The Mean Predictive Eftat is dgrﬁ«gd b? ;dﬂmg ‘the n@éﬂz;l valugn (;gnﬂring Ebé plu:es ;uﬂ muune-) md

d;vidiﬁg by 1Even.:

pRic L e e



... scheduled to receive increases higher than 1t should
- “had there been no error in the data-at all. ' Of the
' surveygd the. increase’ indigatad for the. Un;vers;gy was 1ess§than

shgw thateélther ‘the Univafs;ty or the stdee Universgity has ‘been
gve. rachved

,'fEﬂ years

would have been warranted in four cases (3 nd more in three) in the
pféliﬂiﬂé:? report, and: less ‘than would. have been warranted in five
cases in the final report. ‘For the State University, the indicated’

-, increases were less thand: deserved in four of the years in -the pre- -
’=;l1m1nary rapaft and less. than deserved 1n three cases 1n the flnal
'repaft . . o

_¥It can- be cancluded Egat tha ac:uracy Qf the pred;cgigg maghanism
"in the salary reports has baen proven over the years. It is also

evident that the final spring reports tend to reduce the margin of

tions af ‘actual salar;es to be- pa;d by the. Un;v%rs;ty ] gcmpafisan

L'-g:cup are slightly more accurate in both the pﬁéllmlnary and final

reports than: those for the Stata Un1var$1ty 5 :Gmpar;san group.
Both 'the segments and &Dvernmental authmrltles hgwever, may be.
assured that the percentage increases require ﬁattain parity far
both Unlvarsitv and - State. UﬁLVETSlEY Eaculty,_as :Eparted in thls

'final repcrt are acauraie t@ w1thin 'L percent or lassi CL

“RESPECTIVE CDHEARISDN IVSTIIﬁIIDNS

" PROJECTED COST OF FRINGE:BENEFITS AT THE UNIVERSTTY OF. CALIFDRNiA_‘_ -

AND THE . CALIFDRNIA .STATE UNIVERSITY AND CDLLEGES AND AT THEIR

The praje:ted 1979—80 :ast Df frlnge benefltg az gha Uﬂiver51ty af
California and. the' Cal;fgrnla Staze Unlvef31ty and Cclléges are

‘ shawn 1n Iablé l@

LAt
e B

Ffinge baﬂeflts fgr faculty EﬂnSISt af féEiI%ﬂEﬂt 5@3131 security,¢
unemployment’ lnsuranca workmidn's: campansatlaﬂ§ health insurance,
.-life insu:ance and dlsability insurance. = The largest cost compo- .
nent of ‘the benefit package is reglrament, which amounts to approxi-
mataly 80 percemt of all countable fringe benefits at the University .

and 70 percent at the'State University. - -This' singlé factar has a

=’7pr9£aund effect on the usafulnéss of the data in Table 10, Eiﬂte the .

employer's cost af ‘providing a retirement pragram may-bear @ﬂly an

-lnd;regt relatianship to Ehe beﬂeflts fEEElVéd by the emplayee

 There are, of: cﬂurse ‘many- dlfférent k;nds of ret;rament pragfams in

operation across the cauntfy Some are funded by publis agenéles
some through . prlvate assatlatiaﬂs, ‘and others, th;augh insurance .

~companies. In¥*some cases, the: publie ratlrement program is self-

[

contained within the institution (e.g., the University of Califgfgia;f-j

Retirement- SystamasUCRS) _In other cases, .the program inﬂludes
publie agencias autside af pastsegandary eduzatian (e, g o the Publig

=21~ .
& - . . R E ) - ;i;j —
. ko

v

- error’ rEprtEd in the’ falli ‘Finally, it appears that the pradic= >



EEPIG?EES Baﬁirenegt E?s:em—aEERSJ which includes Staté University
- faculty. and n@nggadenlc emplﬂyees alnng with most gther Sta;a L
emglajeés) . .. _ .

Jf"v‘ o TABLE 10 B ii - ‘_a-, ,=f1 1:17. P ;*"’

' L ALLaRANKS AVERAGE CGST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THE
Cia ;Iﬁ, -UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFDRNIA .
o STATE UNIVERSITY AND' COLLEGES, REQUIRED
TO. EQUAL " THE COMPARISON INSTITUTION
’ PRDJECTIDNS FDR 197§p89 o

o SRR . Campar1sgn R 7
S, © . -7 Institution 'w ‘Projected

=

' ‘ﬁ;gé:I“ R : L Cost of Pro;ezted Cost: of Percentage .~
oL T Er1ﬂge '‘Benefits Fringe Eenef1t5 ' In:rease Required:
- Institution - __in 19?8—79 . ~.dn979-80 . __  1979°80
© Uddversity of . © . S L L e
CCalifornia - - $5,948 . o s4817 0 -l9.02%h o
*NGa;ifaﬁnia éﬁété,;;ﬁ | | . N
. Upiversity and . . s o B RN -
" Colleges . . $5,543 s4,085 26678

Sy

1. Adjusted for ;hs éffng nf a 12 Eéé rangé adJUStmEnt*ﬁ

f

2. AdJQSEEd for the éffstt of a- 10 lDA range adjustment-, g

Bécaﬂse che payments to. and the benefits Ercm these fringEEbenaflt
programs vary widely, 1t is. virtually impossible to make a precise
derermination of the benefits received by analyzing dollar contri- .
bugiéns. additionally,” theré are the problems of vesting and porta- .
bility. Some retirement: systems become vested with the employee - | °©
afecer aﬁly a year or two, .while others require considerably longer. ' . .
A faculgy member .who works in onme system for four years may not yet v
- have his benefircs vested, while a fadulty member in another system
. nay enjoy the Véstlﬂg benefit.’ An employee who 1eaves a fatirement
program prior to vesting receives no benefits in’ spité gf the fact
“that payments have been nade by his or her employer. . Furthef, some
- recirement pPrograms p&imlt an employee to carxy the emplayer s con-
- tributions with him when he leaves for anothér. employer; others do
" not. This featyre, gaﬁerslly referred to as Thortability," can ‘be
a.pajor bepmefit, but it is not reflected in the cost fi gures that
. aTe ﬂurrently used to indicate the relative status gf ﬁ iv3251tyéand
- State Uplvergity faculty vis-a-vis their comparison gfaups. v




R e . R T R T ;—-\:‘ . e
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. - . B - o e, 5

-Iﬁése fEst&rs tend to- l;m;t tbe usefﬁlﬂess af the Er;nge benefit
. Flgures shown; for ‘this reason, the Cogmission urgés that these data
 be used with the itmost caution. -This’ 18 especially true of the
- data far State’ University faeulty, since they. are nembers cf PERS..
and must Share both payments and béﬂéfits wigh chauﬁands of athe:

State émplayees

,f;<5ush is the natufa of! cast camparisﬂns faﬁ friﬂge beméf;ts ,Ati
“best, thay are only very rough indicators of benef%} lévels, at
" worst, ‘they are- extremely: misléading. Both the Universit? and the

State University have indicated thidsyear that, regsrdless of the

-.. regults of the’ comparison of their bemefit. packages to those of

their comparison institutions, fringe benefits should correspond. to
those received by all other State employees. Given the inadequacies

. of the data-in. this area, this appr@ach i§ prabably Ehé ‘most’ equi- -
.tabla for bath segments.

e S
N *
[

| CONCLUSTON . -

*

In- cancludlng this dlscusslan af Eaaulﬁy salarles and" Ehe :QSE af

fringe benefits. for - the University of California and the California
State .University and Colleges, it sﬂculd be stated that all of the -
data indicate that the faculties in these segments are in a defi=
cient economic. p@s;tian bg any. standard, criteriom, or méﬁhﬂdal@gy

';tﬁat could be éﬂplégéd ~They are curreuntly pald less than their - .
. counterparts at callages and universities who' gerfcrm ‘similar funce »

tions, and have lost substantial ground iu comparison to changes din

. the' Consumer Price Index over the past ten years.. Many yeais of
" experience have ‘demonstrated that educational institutions are
- measured by the quality. of their faculties and that the enviable
‘reputation of California's institutions is largely due to the men .
.and women who ¢urrently gerve them. If that reputation.and the

. educational quality it represents are to be maintained, a ~salary _
. increase-close to that suggésted by thg data in thls Tépﬂft is cEf?'

ts;nly ﬁarfaﬂced,.

=23



5 CHAPTER II

CALIFORNIA comunrrv CDLLEGES S

nghe passage of Pfap@siﬁi@a‘lB bas 80 drastleally cbaﬂged the basic..

. structure of Community Callege fipance that a. diSéEESLOE of the sub-
E jeat of Cnﬂmuﬁity College faculty salaries now is imperative. Wwith _
" the State currently providing between 70 and 75 percent of the total-
- State/Local support for the Commnity ‘Colleges; it appears appfnpri—

ate to inmclude Community College salaries in the dbnual reports on

 ?faault? salaries generally. .This fact was recognized by the Legis—f";

" lative Amalyst in his AnaLisis of ‘the Budget Bill, 1979-80; in-

 which he recommended " . . . that the California Postsecondary Edu-

cation Commission (CPEC) be directed to imclude community 2allage

§alaries aﬂd béﬂéflﬁs Ln its: aﬂnual feparﬁ on facuLtf salar153;

ALchaggh tha énalyst 3 ra:ammegdaﬁian was nat d;ré;téi tg thé 1979_50 e

;mittees wculd be assisted by a praliminar? analysis QE the subgé:t
during the current budget heazings. Such an analysis will have the

dvantages of praviding data immediately and indicating the type of

" . .data that will be needed for a complete apmalysis. Accordingly, the .-

'falIGWLng sections addféss themselves to a comparigson between each of

the three segments, a comparison between the California Community Calsb,

' leges and comminity colleges naticnslly, and a discussion of the.

deficiencies of the existing data. ' It should also be noted that all
of the data are fog 1977-78, the most recent year-for which data are
aESilable'sgd-;pplyvaﬂly to fuLlétimg_C@mmunitj Céllsge faculty.

f:DRGéﬂizAfIDN AND DESCEIPTIDH oF CGMMUNITY GQLLEGE SALARY STRUCTURES

T,-quh the Uﬂiver51ty ani Ehé State Univer51ty hsve léﬁg maigtained

statewlde salary schedules; the Community CﬂllEgEE haye not..-
@hvlausly, this is due-to the Fact that the Ecur=yeaf segments have’

_ -¢pntral governing boards while the-Community Colleges are goverried -
. by local district ‘bodrds. This fact of independent governance for -

the Cﬁﬁé?égr segment has praduzed salary schedules which are extras
ordinarily complex and almost tazally unllka tﬂasg in use for the_

" other public segments.

Thé Univarsity and the State ﬂnivarsity use a class and rank struc-—
ture that is. common throughout PﬂStSEEDEdar? aducation CPIafessar,

Asgsociate Professor, Assistant Professor, and Inscructor); the Com=' - -
munity Colleges use structures that trace their aptecedents to the -

elementary and secondary sshﬂaLs . As-a result, Community College
salaries are based £irst’ on the number of units completed or on the
Jevel of degree achieved (bachelor's, master's, or doctorate), and

"secondly on years of ‘experdence. To illustrate the differences, the’

1977-78 §alary structures for each of the four-year segments are
shown_in Table 1, together with the salary structure for a repre-
SEﬂtativa Cammuﬂity Cgllage distfiCE for the sane year. ’

;__2 4* “%; :D -
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TABLE 1

” F&\cum SALARY SCHEDULES FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF EAUFORNIA

THE-CALTFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND CDLLEGES AND
THE GLENDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

Aé!aelnié Prqfeéaa: ;

Cglgb

B e

@.MmmeWMNmmMmMWHMﬁMﬂMMM

Q-

16,600

7,100
o 1000
€ lg,?ﬂﬁ : ‘ 

19,800
" 11,000

500
‘ 2559@0'

2,600

SN
I

W

5,000

000

-,400

e

R

1977

1978

Cg

Ealifurnla Statﬂniversity and Ea]lege_s

Tnsttuﬂtar '

5 "SSCep S
Step 2
1 Step)d
" Step & .
Step S

e AE?LQE?HETP[EfEEEPF

Cosepl
Cfpl o
CStep
- Step b

© Step s

Aosoclate Professor

Step 1
Step.2 ©
_ §tep 3
o ftep
Step 5 .

. Pyofessor

 Seep 2
Step 3
ftep &-

Step 3

su w o

14 256

RTINS
bone s

TR
W

- 15,6%

: B %6;356 .
BN R

090

B R
19,692

i

20,628

2,604

20,048
14,888
088
0,08

Qaanrnla Comunity CD"EQES :
(Elendﬂe L‘nmunity College Districtl

& EA’%&Z
. ur!HA

BMHHHA .

BA+55%HA EA+?D+HA ﬂf PhD

IIIrr )

lV

513 in

l
LT RN
o js lfl 200
b "15,780_;
s BN
6
[
8

15,960
716,60
1,000

17,90
0 18,60
140

16,0
~Lu;80
15,470
16,09 °
16,130
16,090 -

18,80
19,580

20,370-
L0

salary vag cluasst to the atateulde Cummunlty Cullega mEun in 1917 7H

i

15,000

215,610
16,407 -

1,50
18,240
18,990
19,740
20,53
21,370
20,10

0,00

17,010

17,600
RIS
18,10
19,89
10,630

0,3l

R0
0,200

4,200

£

-

‘w

ﬂl
Bl

T

o a
: i

su 750 sm t.:m 515 190 sls asn '
50
16,30

lﬁillgﬁ i
.

AR
20,860

21,700
R0
R

2,390+
26,040

YR

\ri

Ko s



.’ L Nm; culy are Ehe Camlmity CDllege .schedules markadly différént i.n -
" type from those.employéd by the other Segments, . they are also’ quita RN
 -. {ifferent among themselves. Whereas-the University and the State - . & . -

: ' University use only four salary classifdications (Professor, Asso- . =
- fciat,e Erﬂfessar, Ass:.stant PIQfESSQE, and Instruf:tu:), the TD e e T

-ways, the ﬁast cdommon of ﬁhit:li are sham belaw in Table 2. o

TABLE 2 | zﬂ;;v N o !' | @;?‘;f -

o THE THIRTY MOST COMMON SALARY CLASSIFICATIONS . ..+ . & &
ST EMPLOYED BY THE CALTFQRNIA COMMUNITY.COLLEGESY ~ < ' . ©
o , _1;; - AND THE NUMBER OF DISTRICTS USING EACH.

g

- IR RN SR b ” Numb_er Q‘F»D’lstr‘n:ts
' _C"]ass‘:ﬁcatwn el S US1_g C’lassﬁwatmn

¥ or.

C T ~APPpot‘iate CEEdentlal ;
BA¥LS o R
. BA+28 L e T e
- " BA+30 I
. Less than MA - o L
BA+30 or MA - 7T
BA+45 or -MA
BAHAS or MA+1S .
BA+45 e
MA ’ R .
. BaTASHA s
CoMAFlS . e
. MA+60+MA or MA+30 S S o
BAHGOHMA - A S _
BA+70+MA R U f
BA+72+MA
MA+75 or MA+45 e
L . MA+75+MA or MA+4S 0 ¢
« T rm&és'
;' BA.+BD+HA_' N - o
BA+90 or MA+60
BAHI0+MA or MA+60 - _ ,
BA+90¥MA - - - o e

' . PhD; - ,
. X g; ’. ;1;’:‘ ;‘;-1‘ -‘ : !' - :

s

-
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N S T I T
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o,
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Tha Erm&nﬂgus diversity i.tl s:ilary structures is. not 1;_mit:ed to tha
c:lassifigatians alone but is also apparent within iﬂ.dividual classi- '
fieardons. ‘As“an example, Table 3, shows the salary Stép§ fm: the * 7
'se% ciist;ric:ts ﬁha; -plcv:,r L:he HA+313 classiflc:azien. e ;

. SALARY RANGES FOR THE -SEVEN “COMMUNITY  COLLEGE DISTRICTS EREE
'USING THE MA+30 SALARY CLASSIFICATIDN e

- M’\u‘ -, w.m‘
; i -

Cr o upm e T e E}Tgt]"n:ti RO

313 953 $1¢ 915 ‘518, ss@ $15 500 $16,674° 516,106 $14,527
16,642 15,585 16,515 - 16,250 17,406 16,795 - 15,155

+ 17,349 16,256 17,150 /A7,000. . 18,138.. 17,478 15,762
18,086 16,925 17,78/ 17,750 18,870 18,166 16,410
““'ym,855 17,596 18,420 . 18,500° . 19,602 18,852 17,088 *
10,656 18,266 131055 ;19,250 20,334 19,538 17,667
© 20,492 - 18,936 19,690 _"39;°9°¢#t$1:065, 20,225 18,295
21,363, 19,607 20,325 20,750, "'21,798 20,912 18,923
122,270 ©20;276 20,960 - 21,500 22,530 21,596 . 19,552 ...
43,217, 20,946 21,595 22,250 23,262 22,284 20,180
24 2047 21,617 22,230 '?zé-aco’" 23,994 22,970 20,850

: 225 232 22,287 42:865 23,750 24,726 23,657 21,437
A 22,95% 73,500 - -~ 25,458 - = 22,064
. 23,627 23, Séoﬂ” N o e
24,297 523,500 = e 2= =
24,967 23,810 T - —_ e
231810_‘ . o
! R N R
20 e e al20 = == e e
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-fifTha d;fferegze hetween the 1awest and highest flrsf steps-of these

. ranges.is 14, 8*percent, in spite of thé fact that the qualiiicatl@ns
. for them are th& same. . ‘Using the ‘Same “£wo disf;igts (Columma -2 .and -
" 5 in Table-3); that difference grows to 15,3 percent after tem years

. - of service. ‘Also), Eaﬂulty in the higher. payigg district recgived an
.. 8.0 percent salary incredse for the 1977-78 academic year: while those . .
F.Tfin ‘the lower paying distrizt.regeived a 6.4 par;en; increase, ; us :
wideni;gg the 8ap’ betwaen th-.’-“!~ e, L T D R

ii'Ac:ﬂrding za the Chanzellcr g-] foicé af the’ Califa Y-Héémmunity
’“,Sallegas, thegnean salary paid ta’ Cemmuﬂity College. iculty membe

in1977~78 was $22, 413.1 “This overall avéraga, however, encom-
passed a widé raﬂge of diffarences among the: various distticts."“

... Table 4 shows the 'mean salaries, received by fagu;;y members: 4o the R
- five highest~.and five 12we$tﬂpayiag districts. All figures aré R
'weightad by the numbe: af ﬁaculty*raceiving éaﬂh salary. LA

L N

- TABLE 4

HIGHEST AND LGWEST SALARIES PAID BY
CALIFORNIA@CDMMUNITY COLLEGE ?ISTRICTS

hd

1977 - 19?8
e T T w0 Numberxof Facuity
Sistrict - MeanSalary ', °_inDistrict _
Hi hésé o : R | | o !
" San’ Jﬂaquin Delta CCD - . $24,657. . - 193

' San Mateo CCED. ‘ o 24,420 . . : 574
- Contra Costa CCD -/ . 24,178 - - o 511
.- . North Orange COD .-~ . ~ "~ 23,763 - .. 500 .- -
.. Saddleback CCD~ - . 23,748 - . 143
Lawést ' , . A . .
Agtelapg Valley CCD N ©. 19,905 - T 84
Fremont-Newark CCD . -19,812 0 , “109
Cabrillo CCD - - - 19,470 , 190
Lake Tahoe CCD .~ .°° .. . 19,047 - . 20,
Palo Verde CtD.- .~ 15 528 e 20

-

1; Faculgy Salaries Pald 1977=78 Chﬂﬂ;eliar fo;gg! Callfafnla;.

: Cammunity Calleeés, Repart No. 3, February l978._ -

-

: _
-
o ..
. - n :
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: a factcr in sala:y st:uctu:as.

 between $25; 001 and’$26, 000 1a 1977-78. © . LT -

P

is 384. 2. The avérage number of faculty in the. five lowest-paying~”
districts is 84.6. From this, it appears that district size,may be

' The average ‘number af faaulﬁy in tha five h;ghestspayiﬂg districts ;Ai ]

e

Iable S (paga 36) shaws a;distrlbutlnn rf a;l mean sala:ies paid futAlgizf

the sikty-eight. féparting ‘districts and~ egmpares thqn with the all-

,ﬁ:The nﬁmbe: af Cammunity Callega fa:ulty manbafs within varieua -
"galary ranges is indicated in Table 6 (page 31). - The table shows, =

for essmglé, that 20° ;ercent of all faculty ré;eived sala:iés

N =

A L _
. "Magn Salaries" and "All Banks Avérages".ara usad iutérthange—
ably in this report. The difference in terminology is due to

differences in segmental gsalary glassiflcatiﬂns

= . : - .
¥ . #

L g

L=

. ranks averagesz fat the University of Caliﬁarﬂia and the Califnfnia B
H;Staze Univarsity and Calleges, all for the. 1977*78 academ;c year.



- $26,000 |

" $24,000.

L o

TABLES

Eistribution af Mean Salariegﬁ : « mr

'-‘ fqr Facu]ty inr

Vi%g"r:JV:?¢;ﬂ California Cnmmunity Ca11egeg

““ﬁ”*%?;%ffsffff;%*ff;**;féé;%*s%é#f% ————— H5]g

SN TS S $22 413

- $22,000

$20,000

", Salary Level

$18,000 .

@E«m@ammm;@mmmeﬁmm;;@;“;mﬂmg_“iia_ﬁ_$Eaﬁ
o X .V ’ ’1 Vl: N = A ) -

mw ﬁtﬂﬁmm;é;éaﬁéss
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Callf_ EQmmg’Cn1leges.,‘ , - *i:i':

416,000 Lo

4o Comanity College Districts (68)



Frequency Distribution: for

- Faculty Salaries in the

Ty
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fﬁ&Fuf many years, at 1€E$t sinca tha passag& cf SCR 51,,the Legislaﬂ'f

""ture has beeén interested. ip ‘deriving a siﬂgle average figure for -
salaries_paid’ to;faculty at the: Unlvers;ty .and - the: Stata: Univatsiﬁy. -

_H¢LIhis desira led to.the’ camputatiau ‘of . Mall ranks averagés" for bnth

. -~ segments’; a .computational device that is produced.by mnltiplying

.-+ < the number of.faculty Tecaiving certain salaries by those salariea L
... and then d;viding by the number of facult? ~In.the Cammuniﬁy Q@lﬁ-T- -
" -“"leges Chancellor's Office rapartg, the “tdantical taghnique 15.uged,

- . ~thus permitting gamparisans.ﬂ For that year C1977=78) tha respaﬂtiva
'Ti”maan salaiias are as, fi;laws-3:jizm_- . .

ALL RANKS AVERAGES AT THE UNIVERSITY 'DF CALIFORNIA -
AND THE CALIFORNIA-STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES-"
AND MEAN SALARY IN THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY. COLLEGES .

1977 - 1978
University of Callfarﬂia S 825,125
L v.'California State 'University and Callagas - - §22,055.
R Califarnla Ecmmunity Colleges ) .$22,413 v

PR “this table clearly. shcws is ‘that the Ccmmunlty Colleges have
7 now maved into second place in faculty ‘salaries . behind the Univei~
sity, and that the State Univeraity . has: fallen to third. In 197718,
the University's average salary was 12.1 percent higher than the '
Community Colleges average and 13.9 percent higher than the Stare
Univeérsity average. The Community Colléges were 1.6 percent higher
‘than the State University. Additionally, and though further pagearch -
will be required to confirm this, it is probable. that the Communiny .
Ccllégas are gaining relative to both of the other public segments.
"The- average salary increase for the Comminity Colleges statewids in-
1977-78 wal ‘6.1 percent, while that for the two four-year segments
was. 5.0 perzeat.~ Further, the four-year segments’ rgﬁeived no. 3' e
salary increases for the current year (1978«79), while a recemt .
 decision.of the Californii Supreme Court (Sonoma.County Dtganizaﬂ B
‘tion v. County of Somoma) declared that the Legislature.could.uob
prohibit the granting of salary increases by local districts,
‘including the Community Calleﬂes., .Glven this, and assuming the
Legislature does not grant retroactive salary increases to fapulby
in the faur—yaaf segments, it appears virtually certain that the o
. relative standing Df the Cammugity Csllages will be impfcvad furkher,i

" © 3. Faculty Salaries Paid, 1977-78. Y




R Acgarding tc tha Legisla;ive Aﬂalyst, .i7; @'a reéant study by the .

American Association .of Unive:sity Professars [AAHP] indieatas that
_‘salaries in the.California’' Community CEllEgEE are 27. percent abﬂwe
~the . average for two-=year public institutians 1ﬂ the United Stace&~ . ,
: The -AAP repaft categorizes instltutians in fiVe different vays, s LT
...depending on ‘the. type of institution: involved: : '
.gOTY fII is fgr two-year institutigﬂs which ‘use. agademic ranks,r,.? L
-while CatEngY IV ‘is for -two~year iﬂStithiEﬂS'WhiEh do_not. Using I

Even this, hawever, does fot pIESEDE thg complete picture, since a

.. Cafegory III. While it wauld be’ hélpful to include them with the .
‘Category IV institutions, this is impossible since the AAUP does !

a _ccmmsous BETWEEN -THE CAI.IFC)RNIA CD}R-{[[JNITY GDLLEGES 'm carmmri R
- COLLEGES IN OTHER -STATES - e : N

=.Additiagal Pérspectivas may be gained by csmpa;ing Califafnia 8 S e
.- Community Galleges with thogé in other states, a téghﬂique that has o
fq'he:etafere formed ‘the’ primazy ‘basis fhr salafy ss;:ing in Cali*}~f;}~

farnia's faur=year publlc segments.~»~-- PR - N

".[‘" .

1T

the average salary paid by the California. Community Ccllegés ,
(522,413) aamparad to the natiaual averagé for public cammunlty

”Tagllegés in- Categary v (§17; 630),‘the California Community. Callagaggﬂ’n'“f?
_are ahead By 2? l parcent, ‘as- indicated by the Aﬂalyst's repattvi

ia

'1*Unfcfﬁunataly, chis stazistlz is samewhag misleading sincé th%aCali*’
fornia Community Colleges are part of the national average noted

above (517, 630} . 1If their salaries were removed, the natianal avaf~

_‘age would.-be cgnsidarably lcwar,.wizh the result that the differenea,.”‘
" between the two wauld be gréater Ehan the 27..1 perceﬁt figu:e _ :

indicatad.

.Qne way to ganfirm this i3 ‘to use the,AAUP s rating systgu far camf
‘pensation- levals (includiﬂg fringe bEﬂEfitS in this case) for-
 Category ' IV institutions. . This system specifies -five catggaries.
.the first represents those institutions falling in the top 5 pef~:
~.cent in the nation; the sezaﬂd ‘those in the top 20 percent; the
_third, in the top.40 percent; s™the' fourth, in the-top 60 percent; .

and the fifth, all but the l@west 20 percent. Natiomally, forty - - .

Cazegary IV insti;utiaﬁg are listed in the top 5 percent in the

‘nation; thirty-nine of those are California Community Colleges. SR

The only.exception is the Merrill-Palmer Institute in Detroit, -

‘Michigan, which is not a _community college but. a two-year graduate
- institute for. doctoral candidates. (Its placement in Category LV

is the.result of its having a twg-year pfagram tather thag a. txadi#.i.
tianal éurficulum ' : . : Lo

great many community cglleges across the country -ate placed in

,

nat list ;ampensatinn ratings. far institutiﬂns in Ehis catagary

Véﬁ, AAUP Bullétin, “Rapart on: Ehé Annual Suzvey QE Faculty Camp&n-*~

satian, 1977i78 " September: 1978.
x - Tﬂ33= L
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o 'In an attempt tﬂ pfavide fufther clarity, i%ﬁ,as decided ta éamparé
i,;Califnrnia wigh the n"tffiva most papulaus "states dn- ‘the nation,
s usiﬂg both: Eategpry III and IV ;Dmmunity colleges for Egmparisan ,
7. PUrposed -and- Eliminatiﬂg all - othér-two-year instituﬁiﬂns such ds .
- bible- calléges, technical- institutes, and graduate’ fa;;litles. The-

1_results ,;g

Ehis analysis are shawn in Tahlé‘g (page 34)

”It migh: have been prefarable ‘to use mean salaries paid rather thaﬁfj;f{f,
the median indicated in Table 8, but .such data were not reported byjj% Lo

. tle AAUP. -The fact.that. the salary for the California Community

Calleges ‘was shown-ag $22 4;3 in Tables 5, 6, and_ 7, rather than:’

<% the $23,463 figure used” in Table' 8, i3 dué tos (l) the difference
“... between the mEdian and the mean; and (2)" the fact that the mean -

.azisalar? data were derived from the ‘averages. for- the 'sixty-eight -

'Califarnia districts rather than the averages for 'the ninety—five;f

fixlindividual institutions nationally, as: repartad ‘by ‘the AAUP.  -In
- considering these four- tables the. impartant thing is that . the data

| be internally consistent: betiween the: California Community Cgllages

and the institutions with. whlgh they are compared. ‘This canSLStency o

, 2has baén ﬂaiﬂtained in: bﬂth Table 8. and thase precading it.'_=




TABLE 8 s

COMPARISON OF MEDIAN SALARIES PAID IN THE
“CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND IN
- THE NEXT FIVE MOST POPULOUS STATES
. 19T =978

- Peréentaée - N
Medjan. - Lead by -~ Number of . “Number of

State - Salary California- - Institutions . Faculty - -

Californda’ 923,463 = 95 . 14,374
New Yorkl - 18,530 ©  26.6% . 41 . 4,830
I1linois 18,222 28.8 7 ss 5,191
chio 17,177 36.6 23 1,1

' Penmsylvania = 16,581 415 21 1,767
Texas 14,929 0 s1.2 37 5,543

‘Source: AAUP Bulletim, Vol. 64, No.3, September 1978.

1. The AAUP did not report data from the City University of New.
York's (CUNY) eight community colleges which have traditiom-
_ -ally paid higher salaries than the national ‘average. However,
.. for the 1976-77 year, salaries were reported and averaged. _
§21,300 for eight colleges. The mean salary -for the Califormia,
Community Colleges im 1976-77 was $20,838. Thus, ‘it is certain
that Califorpmia's léad over New York was somevwhat less than the- * -
26,6 percent noted im the table. : o

The fipal table in thiis§“section, shows the forty-two highest paying
compunitytolleges in the nation, the median salaries paid to fac-
 ulty, and the nugber of faculty at each institution, for the 1977-78
) £iscal year. : - " S '

4




# F’AYING THE HIGHEST FACULTY. SALARTES .
’ L1977 978
) L _ o : . Medlan  Faculty
Institution . State Salary  Size
- 1. Fullerton College : Caliiafmi§ 526,500 155 ’
2. Diable Valley College - . . : 26,400 7
3.  Contra Coata Collags S "o . 26,200 135,
-4, Los Angeles Harbor Collage . " 580 - 175
. 5.. Loa Angeles Plares College "o 25,700 © 302 .
6. 3an Joaquisn Delta Collage o 25,700 - 203 :
7. San Harmo, College of "o 25,500 0 229 ‘
‘8. cCarritdés College o SRR 15,400 263 i B
..9.. Los Angeles Valley College -~ . " 25,400 72
10. Cagida College - " 15,300 90
“11. East Loa Angeles College S 25,300 01.
12. Loa Angeles Trade Tachnical . . "o 25,300 0 258
13.- Los ingeles Cilcy College = ' . " 25,100 00 -
© l4. Clerus Collega o " . 24;700 1z
-15. Cypresas Collage o . ) : " 2&.?‘3@ . 195
16. Orange Coast College : " . 24,700 128 (\
"17. Saddleback Commmity Collage " L 24,600 143 >
18. Monterey Penimsula Collage b . 24,400 107
19, Pasadena City EallEgE : " 24,400 343
"20. Chaboe College - . . " 24,200 . 250
. 1. El Camino College - PR 24,100 363 "
2. Long 3each Ciry College Cow 2,000 275
23, West Valley Collége: : " 24,000 260
24, - Yassau Communiey College : New Yotk 23,900 - 435
25,  Westchester Compuaity College . " 23,900 181
16: Evargreen Vallay Collage . . Californdia - 23,300 86
17. sShasca Collage - ' o 234800 134 .
28. .Bakarsfield Collage- B " . 23800 | 250
9. Henry Ford Community College Michdgan . 23:700 208
. J0. .Washtenav Community Cnllegs . "o 23,700 119
:3;, Marrizt College - : Californda 23,700 151
32. Tafe Callege = . T "o 23,700 28
13. City College of 3an ‘E‘ram;;sc:::. " 23,600 - 4350
Y. College of the Siskiyous _ " 23,600 i6.

’ "35. Foothill College B " 23,600 . 135 >
16. Santa Barbara City College "o 23,600 154 '
'37.. Sanra Rosa Junior College oo 23,500 iz’

18. Sanra Motulca College ' " © 23,500 194
39. Chaffay College : et 23,500 139
4. Colden Wast Collags S 23,400 - - 243
41. GCollege of tha Dasert _ " ‘23,400 106
~42. Monegomery College Maryland 23,4400 73

TABL E 9

|

COMMUNITY CDLLEGES IN THE UNITED STATES

Sourca: msglaf,_n Vol. 63. No. '3 August 1977,

1.

As u-;zh Table 8, figuras Em:' Ehg aigh: comripicy ﬂalleges
of the Clry Univaraicty of New York vere nor reported for |
1977-78. However, in 1976=77, 38 California Compunity -~
(:allagga had higher mean salardes chan tha CUNY .syscem a8
g whola. - Taken individually tha three highast rapking

‘communicy golleges in the CUNY syscem muald. have ramked

17eh, 24th, and 32:1d =

0f the forcy-two Institutions-listed, thirty-seven are

including

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the top twenty-three.
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" DEFICIENGIES IN THE DATS .

The chmissian wi§hes to gc:ess that thls fepart on Cémmunity
College faculty salaries is only preliminary, and that major refine=
ments will have to be introduced before precise recommendations on
appropriate salary levels for. Community College faculty can be
davglapedf There are several reasons for th;s EauELDﬂ '

. The data published by the AAUP are not Egrmulated ia a way that

- permits direct dollar-for-dollar EamPaTiSQﬂs with the data published -
by the Community Colleges Chancellor's Office., While the Chancellor's’
Office uses welghted means for each of the districts, in much the.

~same way that. all-ranks averages are computed for the University and

© the State University, the AAUP lists only median salaries for indi- &

- yidual institutioms (in both Categories IIT and IV), with little )

" egplanation as to the exact procedures.by which ‘those medians were
derived. Accordingly, it will be necessary to obtain information
dire;tly from a numbér of community colleges in other states before
precise comparisons, in which it is possible to have any real con~ _
fidence, can be derived. This will dinvolve a praegss similar. to the

' data collection efforts aurrentLY enployed for California's fgur—'

Year publ;c Ségméﬂts

In addition to these dlﬁflﬂultlesg.the publlshed report Eram the Chaﬁs
_cellor's Office, although it has been extremely helpful in developing .
this report, could also be improved. While systenwide figures are -

published, two districts repcttgd neither the number of faculty em—
ployed nor mean salaries. .In addition, many. districts listed salary
bonuses for faculty with Mas¢er s and Doctorate degrees while others
listed complete ranges for ‘holders of these degrees. 'In some tases .
. dg, was difficult to determine if the bonuses were included in the
d4laries listed or should have been ‘added, since no clarifying ex-

' -planations were included. Further, although some discricts listed
a_number of different salary Elassifltatlgns, all faﬂulty were lumped
into a single classification for reporting purposes. -This made any

'_datsrm;natién of ranges impossible. Finally, several districts listed
the ranges in a manper similar.to-that shown in Table, 2, but failed .
to specify what educational qualifigatians ware nE§ES§aIy fcr each
.range. ‘ . e =

In Epité of these defigiencies, the Ealary e@mpsrisaﬂs mada are still
.useful in déséfiblﬂg the general position of the Community Colleges
relative to the University and the State University and to the two-
' year imstitutions in ocher states. .The problem is ome of establish-
.. 1ng precdision at a level campafable to -that achieved for the four-- *
year public segméuts in reLaci@n to their groups of samparisaﬂ insti-

tutions. - _ , L . R

P
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“In this pfel;mizazy review of faculty salaries in the Californfa Com~
munity Colleges, s;veral faat5 have been revealed‘ »

1L

‘Far the L977 -78 f;s&al year, the maan,salary pald to faculty

in the California Community. Callagas exceeded- the mean salary
paid to faculty din ‘the California Staze Un;vars;ty and Cél-
leges by $358, or 1.6 pexcent.

For the l977 78 f;s:al yéar, the mean salary paid to faculty

" in .che Ugiversity of California exceeded the mean salary paid

to faculcy in the California Esmmuni;y Cglleges by $2, 712 or

"12.1 pe::&ﬁ;

,Given the absancg of a salary-range adjustment for -the Un1=

versity of California and the California State University and
Colleges in the 1978-79 fiscal year, and the recent CaLi;gtﬂfE
Supreme Court decision -permitting salary increases by l@cal
entities, iucludlng Esmmunity Callega districts, . the gap be=
tween the Commurity Colleges and the State University has
probably widened, wh;le that with. the Univef51ty has praba—
bly narroved. 2 o

Faﬂulﬁies i4 the Célif@tﬂla Cﬁmmnthy Cclleges have a cgnsider—
able salaty advantage over other community colleges nation-
wide. According to the Eglletln of ‘the American Association
of University Professors, the Evemty=;hree highest=paying - egm—
muﬂlt7 caliegés 1n the nation are 2ll in Califormia.

In comparing: EhE average ‘salaries pald to Califcrnia Cgmmunlty

Coliege Ffaculry with community college faculty in other states,

California (in 1977-78) led New York by 26.6: percent, Illinois
by*28.8 percent, Ohio by :36.6 petcent, Pennsylvania by 41.5

- percent, and Texas by 57.2 percént. However, since- the AAUP

datra did not include the City University of New York, which has

eight :gmmuniﬁy colleges .and télagivély high salary levels, it
is. probable that California’s lead over New Ygrk is samewhat

'.léss thao the 26.6 pez:eaz fep@rted,

‘Within the Califarﬂla CQﬂmuaity Callega sﬁstem, tﬁéfé are con=

siderahle differences between districts in the average faculty .
salaries paid. The difference becween the five ‘highest paying

‘distiicts and the vae lawast pay;ug dlsﬁrlnts is 24. 3 parcent.

~38~



ADDENDWM AP

Two other items are new to the final report on faculty salaries for
1979-80. .They are:. (l) a report by the University of California -

on medical faculty salaries, and (2) a discussion of the ;egislatiVEﬁ'
dAnalyst's comments on faculty salaries in his Analysis of the Budget .

Bill, 1979-80.

Item 322 of the 1978 Cnnﬁeren:a Cammltﬁéa s Supplemental Reparﬁ .on
the Budget Bill dlreated that: | : P '/ '

Tha University of Cal*.arﬁ A shall repaft to the Gal;fwrﬁ;a
Postsecondary Education v zission annually om (1) .its full-
time clinical faculty salaries 'and those of its . aampaxlsam v
institutions (lﬂlgudlng a description of the type of com~,
pensation plans utilized by each UC school and each compar~
ison institution, and (2) the number of ¢ompensation plau
exceptions in effect at each UC school. L

This report 1is ina;uded as Aggeﬂdig G. . o ,":
%ppéndiﬁ H contains Commission staff's analysis of the Legislative

" Analyst's comments on faculty salaries. Although the Anmalyst's
discussion is extremely Lmﬁariana to the subject of faculty salaries,

'~ both it and the staff response are of such a’ technical ‘nature that

it was declded to append ic rather than exténd an alreaﬁy langthy
text.

ﬁ39*
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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session=-
Relative tp academic salaries and welfare benefits. .

WHEREAS, The Jaint Leglslative Budget Committee pursuant to
‘House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had
prepared and has adopted a report of the Legislative Amalyst con-
taining findings and recommendations as to salaries and the genmeral
economic\welfare, ingluding Efiﬂge benefits, of-faculty members af
the Califgrﬂia institutians Df higher education; and :

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Cemmigtee’
found that the reporting of salariey and fringe benefits as it has
.been made previously to the Legislature has been fragmentary and
has lacked necessary.consistency, with the result that thé Legis-
lature's consideration of the salary requests of the institutioms-
of higher learning has been made umnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the
Governor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina-
ting Council for Higher Education, plus such supplementary informa-

. tion as the University of California and the California State :
Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing coiprehensive’
and comsistently reported information as outlined specifically in
“the report adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include
egsential data on the size and composition.of the faculty,  the estab=
lishment of camprehegsive ‘bases for comparing and evaluating faculty
salaries, the nature and cost of Existing and desired fringe benefits,

.. the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, Special
.privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of sup-
plementary’ income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties
, and invalve cost impllﬁatians to the state ncw, tharefare,g?e it

T Rgéalved'bg the Senate of thé: Stazé of ‘California, the Assembly.
' thereof concurring, That the Coordimating Council for Higher Educa-
" tion in cooperation with the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges. ‘shall submit annually to-the Governor and the
Legislature not later thaﬂ December 1L a faculty salary and welfare
benefits report aantaining the basic¢ information recommended in the
report of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with the
President gf Ehé Senate and thg Speakar éf the Assambly, uﬂdéf data
. of- War:h 22 1955 - S B
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 APPENDIX B .

“ House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session
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Hous& Resalution No. 25«3 L

Relat1ve ta the ecmnumﬁc welfare of the fa¢u1t1es of the
Ca11farn1a Pub11¢ Institutions of Higher Educat1cn

N ,

WHEREAS, The Hastar Flaﬁ for Public Higher Education strgngly oy
. recommended that every effort be made to ensure that the institutions .,
" of higher education in California maintain or impfave their position
~in’ the intense egmpetitian far the highest qualiﬁy of faculty membars
and : :

- -WHEREAS, The Caerdimating Council for Higher Educatian in its
annual report to the Governor and the Legislature. regarding level of
suppaft for the California State Colleges and the University of Cali-
. fprnia recommended that funds should be provided to permit at least

dn additionmal 5 percent imersase in academic salaries for .the Cali-
fcrnia State Ca;leges -and tha lUniversity af Califernia, and .

WHEREAS The Trustaas of the California Szata Calleges in their
annual report to the Legislature declared that the California State
Colleges are falling far behind in the face of this competition and
that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
béﬁiﬂd those Df gamparable institutians, and

WHEREAS, Greatly incraasing enrallments in 1nstitutians of higher
education in Califormia during the next decade’will cause a demand
for qualified faculty mewbers which cannot pcssibly be met unléss -
such institutions have a recvuitment climate which &ill: compare
fayorably with other colleges, universities, business institations,
industry, and other- 1avels @E ggvernmeut, and - A

WHEREAS Cal;farnia has achieved an ‘enviable momentum in business
and industrial devalcpment, a momentum now threatened by lagging
faculty salaries so that failure to maintain adequate salary scales -
'for faculty members in California iﬂstituti@ns of higher Educatlﬂﬂ
wauld be false economy; and .o

. WHEREAS, There have been. widespraad réparts from the Staﬁe Callege
and. University: campuses “that higher salaries ‘elsewhere are attracting

somé. of the best faculty membars from the California institutions of

: higher educazian, and 1f such academic emigration gains momentum .

becaugse of 1lnadequate ‘salaries, the effeet will disrupt the educa-
tional processés:and result in slower ecanamie growth, fallawed by
l@wer tax fevéﬂuas, and ' .

HEEREAS The Legislatura has a ﬁantinuing lnterast in the diffi—

- ‘ﬁﬁlt and- pressing problems faced by the .California institutions af

higher educati@n in attracting and maincaizing outstanding fagulﬁy
mgmbets in a period af griff QQmPétltiDﬂ and fapid gfcwth, and -



" WHEREAS, Thé State's investmaut in superior teaching talent has’
been reflected in California's phenomenal economic. growth and has
shown California taxpayers to be the wisest of public idvestors,
but unless the superiority in faculty quality 1s maintained, the.
contributlons by the California imstitutionms of higher education to-
“the continsed economic and cultural development of Callfgrnia may _—
be seriausly threataned, now, tharefore, be it :

RESDLVEﬁ -BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STAIE DF CALIFORNIA, That the
"Assamblgﬂ cwmittee on Rules is divected to *request the Joint Legis=
lative Budget Committee to study the subject of .salaries and the

"ageneral aconomic welfare, including fringe benefits,'af ‘faculty "

- members of the California institutions of higher education, and
‘ways and means of improving such salaries and benefits in order
that such California institutiony of higher education may_be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality
of education, .apd. to request such committee to report its findings:
and vecommandations to the Legislature not.later” than the fifth
leglslatiVﬁ day of the 1965 Régular Session.
' jﬁ ) ' ' : s

X

B2 :



* A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPDRTIHG O THE LEGISLATURE
BB ON FACULTY. SALARIES AND ‘OTHER ‘BENEFITS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNJA AND
“THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

Lo

(Pursuant o HR 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session)

' . Prepared by the
- Qffice of the Leg}i;iczﬁva.An‘alrysi
. State of California

o _ R - -b_-Januqry#,‘l?ﬁ
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The purpose of this s;aﬁ Zépﬂft is to recoznmend a’

" method " ‘for reporting to the Legislature on salaries, -

. fringe benefits and other special economic benefits for

o

eral economic welfare, inclunding fringe benefits, of
faculty members of the California institutions of

‘higher edueation, and ways and means of improving -

- such salaries and benefits in order that such Cali-

fornia institutions of higher education may be able
. to compete for the talent necessary to provide the. .,
- highest quality of educanoﬁ., and to request such

- eommittée to.report:its findipgg and recommenda-

. faculties of the University of California and the Cali- .-
‘fornia’ State Colleges: This report has been prepa;ed
by the Joint Legislative Budget. Committee in re-:.
 sponse to House Resolution 230 (195% First Extragr-
- dinary Session, Appendix 1)! which resolved : .
. “That the Assembly Committee on lees 15 di--,
~ rected to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com- -
mittee 10 stud? the subject of salaries and the gen-

Ead

tions to the Legislature not later than the fifth .

legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.’’

Staff of the Joint Legisistife Budget Committee-
~initiated its study by seeking information which would - -
' reflect the magnitude of- California’s long-range ardd

- immediate problems regarding the need to recruit and

- retain 2o admna;e nnmber af high quahtv- faculty.

While reviewing past reports presented to the Legis-'

‘lature as justification for salary increase recommen-

dations by the Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-

cation, the University of California and-the California -
State Galleges, it became apparent that the first step -

in trying to improve faculty salaries and other beme-'

fits iS' to furnish the- Legislature. with' gampfe&’egglve .
and consistent data which identify the nature ‘and
. level of competitive benefits, The costs associated: with
~ recommendations, rated according to pnant;y, should

be included in promsaj.s by the segments‘In order to

- aid- the Legislature’'in determining how much t0 ap-
propriate and the benefits which an a‘ppmpnatmﬂ ‘

‘may be closely related: :
" agree with what is proposed as to need, of (2) there. 3

- will buy.

 There has e::sted in the past a d:ﬁerem:e betTWeen v
what the institutions have, recommended as-the need
for salary and benefit increases and what has finally
been appmpn&ted by the Legislature. There are two
prineipal reasons for this difference which at times
(1) The Legislatore may disg<*"

may Dot be enough funds to meet the need because of -

~ higher priorities in ‘other areas of the budget.

These needs are very cample; and, for e:ample
inelude such factors as: ’
1. Disagreement with conclusions drawn from data
subn:ufted in justification of recommendations;

- 2, Lack of confidence in the q}ua,nnty, quality, or

~ type of data;

e

;_,lg“nmm daleted. - T,

. Joint Legislative Budget Committee at the Oc.
15, 1964 Hearing). The contents of most af the pre.
" pared statements diseussed problems aud in some.
~ instances recommendations relating to faeultj“&almes
_apd other ‘benefits rather than the primury purpose
" of the hearing, but the testimony did serve to identify -

- -
. A

3. 'I'he fmlure of adwcates ta make pamts whmh
are concise and clearly understandable; - - -

i_"Fhe submxssmn of ganﬁmtmg data by legmla.uve'

After gareful gausx,&eratmn 1t was detenmned that

a special report should be made to the Budget: Com--
‘mittee containing recommendations as 10 the kind of:

data the Legislature should be furnished for the pur-

' pose. of considering salary and ‘other henefit inivreages.

On ;\ugmst 5, 1964 a letter (Appendix: 92) tras spnt

" from ‘the Legislative Analyst to the Coordinating
Couneil for E’ggher Education, the Univarsity of Cali-

fornia, the California State Colleges, the Department

~ of Finance and various faculty organizutions inform-
ing them that the Joint Legislative Budget C‘rammittee
-was planning to hold a public hearing in canneetmn :
with HR 250 and asking for replies tv a series of-
- "questions désigned to gather background information
about salary and fringe benefits data (Appendix 3.
Copies of Bephgs Received). The primary purpose. of
. the hearing ‘wis to provide the University of Califor-
“nia, -the California State Cclleges and interested

groups the opportunity to indicate the hasis om ywhick '

salary and fringe bemefits should be reportsd 1

piled and who shﬂﬂld campﬂe and publish it (;a.ppen-
dix 4, Copies' of Prepared Testimony Filed wit* la

areas ‘of concern. The -hearing also: estabh-%hed legis.

. lative mterest in-the subjects of faculty worh:lcad :as;\d

- - sourees of mpplementarj? income, - '

. The review of past faculty salary reports, ths re.”
plies to:the Legislative Analyst’s letter of Anenst 5,

1964, thé“m;al and prepared statements reee;r.vggi At the

October~ 15; 1964 hearing of the Joing 'Legislative <
ve revealdd .
, significant findings and pemt’ted the-development of
recommendations coneerning the typé of. iriformation:
. dnd method of presentation that should bhe, included -
" in future faculty s.ﬂary repgrts prepared for he"

Budget Committee and other sburces ;

Legislature. -

1

5’;BACKEE§UND Lo R q

. Current pmeedu:es far review - of f&mﬁ“y s&lﬂt‘v‘

and other benefit increase- pmpasals starting with the

.presentation of fEEQMEEdaleDé by state ﬂﬂlléﬂ‘es and
~"TUniversity of Cahiqrma #drdinistrazive offcials to
ipg9boards, appear generally
to be adequate, with migor resérvations. The State .
College Trustees and the Regents-of the University. -
of California generaily formulate their own proposals -

their resgecﬁva govern

in Eecember end fgr*wazd thg;‘g to the Btate Dey i

1)
AR
e

-+

"1!_'

.he ,
Legislature, including the kind of data to be: com-
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ant af Finance Enr budggt cﬁnslde:anan. Cnnr:ur-

fegﬂy the Coordinating Couneil for Higher Education -

zalso® _a report with recommendations which is
. made available to-the State Department of Flinance.

The Governor and the Department of Finance con- .
sider rhese salary increase pruposals in relation to0 the

avaﬂabﬂlt‘y of funds and-their own anal¥sis of faculty -

salary needs and’ “devide how much nf an -ipcrease, if

any,. to include in the Governor's Budget. The Legis-~

* lative Analyst in the .inalysis of the Budget Bill pro-
«fﬂdes analvsis-and recommendanms as to the cher-,
. nor’s budget. prupnsal

. - When appropriate legzslatwe enm;mt’tezs hea: Ehe
. budget request for faculty salary increases they may -
""be confronted with -several recommendations from

various sources, Their frst reapﬂnsxbﬂ;t‘y is to com-

sider the Governor's recommendations-in ‘the Budget
““Bill. However, the TUniversity and the California
. State Colleges generally request the opportunity to.

‘present their own recommendations, which frequently -
differ from the  Goveraor’s proposal. "Also, the Co- - -
ordinating Council for Higher Education presents its .~

" recommendations. Various faculty organizations may.
" degire to make mdependent proposals. The Legislature -
_ has been cobperative in-providing all interested parties

the nppumﬁ' to present their views, ‘but these
- presentatmn; havs been marked by extreme variations
in recommendations a.nd. in. the data w}ueh snpparf.

! the zequism.

,\Pﬂalﬁ SHGULD FEEPAEE FAELII.‘FI'
o SALAE‘K iE?ﬁRfS : .
There ‘appears to be some d:ferexmg of ngmn

: ‘conceérning the purpose ‘of faculty salary reports and
recommendations prepa:ed by the Coordinating Coun-

}:ﬂ. for Higher Education. The University of California .

“and the California State Colleges contend that they
should make direct recommendations to the Governor
and the Legislature and that Coordinating Council
recommendations should be regarded as independent
comments, Conversely, the Depsftment of Finance

zu;d the Canrdmamg Cauﬂcﬂ for ElgEE: Edue;nm '

the Caa:dmatmg Catm«ul shmﬂd ’bé the pfm;aﬂ' re-

port submitted to the Department of Finance and the

Governor to consider in preparing budget recommen-
dations. Thé Department of Finance states that such
_a report should be regarded as similar in status to the

annual salary report relating to civil service salaries -

prepared by .the State Personnel Board for the Gov-

arnor and the Legislature. It is our.opinion that the-
Legislamre should give s —pee;ﬂr: and primary codsid-

seadon to the recommendations in the Govermor’s

Budget and to the annual faculty salary report of
the Coordinating Counci}, for Higher Education. How-

. ever. any separate reécommendations of the University

of California and tb.e California Stafe Callegeg s.hauid
also be considered. . , _

EKC

WHAT FAﬁULﬁ SALAR? EEPQRTS '§HQULB
. < CONTAIN
Ve do not. beheve that repm—cmg req_m.red of the

* University, the California State Colleges, and the -
- Coordinating Couneil for Higher Education should .
limit the f;g,ht of these agencies to emphasize specific .-

points in :supporting their own  recommendations.

However, the Legislature should take steps to estab-
-~ lish a4 consistent. basis upon which it will receive com< ©
prehensive information about faculty salaries, other -
. benefits, and related subjects from year to year. After = .
- careful comsideration of the statistical and other -
grmlnds presented in - support of salary’ a.nd other -
~benefit increase proposals in the past, -we recommend -

that basic data be included in faeulty salary repo

_to the Legislatiire in-a eunsxsteat form in the fa]lnw;

ing areas: .
A Faculty Data

Salary Data

. Fringe Benedits .

. Total Compensation =

. Special Pﬂvﬂeges and. Eeneﬁt.s B

Supplemegta:y @come e ey,

wmdmm

. Sigee it is necessary for staf of the exeentive gﬁ.
Iegzslatzve branches of government to analyze recom-

. mendations prior to the commencement of a legislative

sesgion, all- reports and reﬂamendanuns should bér '

cgmpleted by December 1 of eac]; yea.r e

A, FﬂeulFf Dufﬁ :
L ‘Findings

a. Igfnrﬁauve data. abeut the size, campnsltmn., o

retention, and recruitment of - California
“Gtate College ficulty has’ been presented to
the Legislature from ‘time to time, but usa-
ally it has been so' selective. that -it “laclks

- year to year.

b. Superior faculty perfarmagce hag not bem
demonstrated .28 a reason to justify past e |

© quests for ‘superior salgnes

[ 3]

Eeeomeadanans

" “sented ‘anfually on a consistent basis. Defini-

v 'tions of what constitutes faculty are left to the
1 _ diseretion of ‘the University and the state col-
' leges but shoald be clearly defined in any report.
Additional data may be included in any given

vear to ?mphﬂsize special problems, but such

data should supplement not replace the basic
information recommended below. Graphs should -
be used when pracﬁeal, aceompanied by sup- -

" porting: tables in an appendix. Recﬂmmegded
_;acﬁlty data includes:

B-6

'x,f(;

[ Db;ectimt? and haa ibe n mcnﬂs:stent from

The following da.m. shuuld be eampﬂed and pre- | :



. &, 'I"he number a&imnlﬁ' bv ra.nk md the in-
- crease over t.he prevmu.s ﬁve ?egrs to reflect
- b Cﬂfrent fuﬂﬁ' L-ampomtmﬂ &TPPE@E&

meaningful terms, mglﬂdmg but notf limited

‘to the pe:eentagg of th: ;Egculﬁ' wha have 7

© PhD’s.

N Smde:ﬂt—faéulﬁ' raﬁas as a mea::s af g;press -

- ing pgriammge L
d. Data relating ty all new fﬂlaﬁmg faculty far

‘the egrrent academic year including the num- -

b:.: ‘hired, souree of e.mplamt., thaf ra.nk
"l\stéegﬂeheld xi sies
" also be noted. Pertinent historical

trends in these data should be analyzed. We

_do not-believe that subjective and incomplete

" data estimating reasons for turning down _

: gferg such as has been. presented in the past,
. ‘Berves any. useful purpose.
K5 Faculty turnover rates comparing the num-

hgr of separations to total faculty accm-dmg- o

o the following suggested categories; death

vvar retireme l"“-ta research or gmduate work, .
- intra-insti _transfers, .other college or -
Universit ea;nmg, busmass and govern!
v ment, other.,” ™
3. Comments

: -_The first three reeammgd&ﬂans above are de—
signed to reflect faculty size, composition, rate

of growth, and workload.( The inelusion of con- °

_gistent data from year to year will facilitate
trend: E.ﬁ&l’FEIS as it ‘relates to the institutions
mﬁlved and, when pcssxble ta comparable in--

" smew fg.th and famlh‘ turnover is to pﬂmde i

" a quantitative base for diseussions of: ~problems
‘ rela.t;gg to faculty recruitment an& rete.utmn It

may’ also be beneficial to mclude some basie . .

. statisties. .about the available supply of famﬂw
" to see what proportion of the market, new PhD’s
for example, California institutions hire eyerr

8. Salary Data
1. Findings
a. The Universitr for geveral vears has ex- -

changed salary data to. .provide a consistent
. cnmpamaﬂ with a special group of five ‘‘em-
mem mvemﬁes as well as with-a group
- of nine public universities. Camerselv the .
- California State Colleges have not yet estab-

Ahshed a list of comparable mstzxtutmns wh:\ch :

accEptﬂble to-them.

b“Bcrth the Toiversity of Cahforma @gd thE«f

" Coordinating Council for Higher Eduecation
mamts.m that ss.larj‘ campa.f:.scnns “to appfas

CE . "sg

o BT

‘e, Both the ‘Tnivert

L

pmte institations is the best smzle me,thnd
of determining salary needs. . . ; C
c. The ‘University of California pla::u lgss'-g;ga B

. * pificance on salary. comparisons with: mon-
. seademic employment than ‘the Coordinating -

~ "Council on Higher I éﬁgamoﬁ mﬂ the GEL\-
-fornia State Colleges. S

- d. Salary increases have been: p?apﬂsed on the -
" - basis of -differentials between total compensa- .. .

‘=’vf ‘tion (salana plus fringe beneﬁts) m eom-
. parable msﬁmﬁans

. Colleges have: tended -to mlate ‘the m ai

< proposed salary increases to how much of an-

increase would be necessary to return to &
_ specific competitive position -sgl:u@ existed in . ..
©1957-58 and wh;ch 'wgs unosoally: mi-ﬁ.n

" tAgeous. .

£, Salary caﬁpansngs hsve ﬁ%qngﬁtly bean

. made to various levéls of teachmg including
elementaf_?, h:gh sehml md junior cﬂ]lege o
- galaries. oy

g. ‘Methods af ss.ls:? Eﬂmpansons with nth

- institntions have varied from year to vegr iu

“reports prgpared by the state ealleges :
2. Re&amzngndatmns ‘

2. We recommend ‘that pmpcsed fEE‘ﬂlﬁ’ salax =
inereases- dlstmgﬂish between: (1) mcreaaesi o

s 'neessafy ‘to maintain the cu;rent eampeﬁﬁ ,

tive position and (2) -increases ta pmver
‘the current eampetﬁve pami;qn.
Cl) Propnse& inereases to' mamtam the e:m .
‘ '*§:‘gampet1t1ve pcat\cm should be eqmv—f
- alent to.a projection of the average .
‘'salary relationship between the Univer-

' gity, or state .colleges. and gampafable
institutions during’ the current fiseal . -

- " year to the next fisca] year. We recom-
--mend that: this projection be. b ed on &

projection of attual plary iferé

rank in comparable institutions &E:Lng

. the past five years, permitting statistical

adjustments ‘for unusual circumstances. .

© . Thus the proposed increase to maintain
"7 the existing competitive position woul:
" in effect, be equal to the average of an-- -
" pual salary  ineresses  in ‘comparable
' iong during the past five years. A '
’feaord '0f - the 'aceuracr of projections -
- should be: mamt.a.med in -an appemi;;
(2) Recﬁmeﬂdatmns to improve the cur-
-rent competitive positions should be re-
- lated’to the additional advmtages to bn
< dg-xved -

b It is also regnmme.gded tbat the Galliamm
- State College Trustees select a list of cow -

ey
- )




pm:able msm:unnns within the ne;t year and -

that agree;gents ‘be negotiated to exchange -

salary data in a’ form which will “facilitate

comparisons, A list of the ecriteria used to

seleet eamparable msnfutlens, plus’ charac-
teristics of . the“insti
be mcluded 19 ne:t ‘rear’s report.

Speeﬁe pr

,pmb
prineiples” are tonsidered -to be important :

(1) Salary data should be:separated from . -
‘fririge benefit and-special benefit. data
for pu:pass of repurtmg sglaf? com- .

pa.r:.sans .
A cnns:gtgm form shmﬂd be- med from

o
[ 2]
et

institutions ‘selected,” shﬂﬁici,

-opbsals for sala:? ‘inereases zhﬂﬂld ,
be accompanied by comparisons of current.
_sslaw amounts-and historie trends to’ com- . o
. institations. The: following general

year to year to present salary data. A

suggested form msght be to illustrate a

five-year ‘historic ‘trend in average sal-

. aries by using a line graph for each
* -rank. An alternative might be ‘a-table
. which  simply shows where California

. - .during the past five years,

. " - The current salary pesition m.lghr best . L
-/ be illustrated by showing'a list.of aver- '
age salaries of the California institutions.

‘. and the other comparable institutions

" trom the highest to the lowest average, -

" ranked - -among comparable institutions

by rank. for the last dctual and eurrent '
years. This will show the relative. posi-’. -

tion of the California institution for the °
last aetual and current years; as well as = =

 the'range of averages. Frequeney distri-

" “butions of faculty by rank or professor

" should be incorporated in an append.:; =

.. -and any s:gmﬁcggt limitations in'"

* use of averages between those particu ar' :

institutions in a‘given: year: should - be

*  noted. For e:ample, an unmsual propor-
. tiom of faculty in the high ranis or the -

~low ranks would affect the cﬁmpmhﬂlt?
_ of the arithmetic means.
3
o :pmblem in any given year: would be
" . appropriate as long--as it supplements,

‘rather than replax:es, bme salar‘y data. -,

Special data to illustrate.a. paftzcﬂlaf :

, F’mall:?, it is regume,gded that gaiary data’

be reported in a form by rank which compen- ,
sates for d;Eerences ;;1 faculty d:;fnbﬁnans

o Benefiti = - . ‘- B
indings " ' ' o
The- deummg of E@ge beueﬂts gage:&uy

“and services in’ kind are ganfxde:eé to begi '

fringe benefits only if a cash payment option
is available. Retirement and: health insar-
- anee, by- definition, are. the only two pro-
* grams considered as Ermge benefits by the:

" University of Ca];fam;a @d thé Cal:fafma; S

State C‘olleges \ o
b;Cﬂmpansags of fringe bEﬂéﬁts when com-
.. parisons have been made at all, have ‘gener- -
* ally. been limited to the dollar conmtribution -
" by the employer and have not. included any
" analysis of thé quaht’y' of the: beneﬁts r.a the s

-+ amployes. » o
2, Rea:ammenﬂatmgg - A o A
. a7 It is recommended that f;mge beneﬁt eama

! parisons. of type of benmefit be ineluded—in
~ faculty salary reports, ‘but egmpared sepa-
* tately from salaries.’ Such campaﬂsags ghodld

'inelude an analysis of the' quality’/of the .

. benefits as weﬂ as the dollar cast to. thg;g L
Y empluyer S

b Proposals to increase Specrﬁc f’rmge b@eﬁ .

‘shouid. be made separately from salanes, ine i O

cluding separate. cost estimatg

. C‘ameuta s
. -Separate prﬂpasals fQE’ increases in salanea and’ .
. fringe benefits should be madg to minimize mis-
understanding - about’ eampeﬂhﬂ pés:ltmn& For.

example, - information submitted- to the 1963,

: Legislafﬂ:e by the University of California, in
" ‘support. of a prnpas&d salary increase for 1963-
‘64, compared total compensation data (salaries -

. " 'plus fringe benefits) rather than sdlaries alsne,

This repurt stated i part: ‘‘In-comparing sdl- -

aries, fringe benefits must be taken ‘into ae-

count. Salary comparisons between the Univer-

" sity and other institutions based on salary, aloné. -
. ook far mure favorable than comparisons of
. salaries plus beneﬁz‘s ' The least favorable com~

parison was with fringe benefits, not salaﬂes,
thiis the report recommended a salary increase

- largely on the basis, of a difference.in fringe

benefits. Although it is felt that comparisons of .
total compensation are appropriate inclusions in
a faculty salary report, such data should enly

be-in addition to rather than in place of sepa- _

rate analyses bf the carrent cgmpetitm pﬂﬂtmﬂ
in salaries and’ Ennge beneﬁts : .

LR S

D. Tgﬁ:l Eampsn;aﬁan s

1. Findings

a ‘Total compensation ciata EDﬂSlStS inf a?erage,-
¢ salaries plus’ a dollar gmount rap:esentmg‘
- the emplcyef 3 cost of fringe benefits., - »

| b. The Coordinating Cougeil for Higher Edui

‘ineludes benefits available to all faculty that o

h.ave a daﬂai‘ ev:ft to the emplgver Eenents C

Y. .

EKC
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cation, the University of California andthe

Cél;iama State C‘alleges have in the past all




published by the "American

. faculty salary fepartx, ‘
Reeammmdaﬂags '

- "We recommend thgt total gumpe,gzatmn data, as
reported by the American Association of Uni- .

© ‘versity Professors, be included in faculty salary

L reports as & supplement to separate sslafy and

o -fringe bmﬁt mfufmatmn o
B Sp:aﬂl andigl; aﬁd Eansﬁ’is ) ’ o

]_ Fmdmg
. There are othe:- !aeult? prmlegg and economic

*‘bene,ﬁf.s which are not classified as fringe beme- ...
fits because they may not be available to all - -

" faculty or St the definition of a fringe bensfit
in some other respect. Examples at the Univer-
‘sity of California inciude up to nneﬁha.li the

cost of moving erpenses, ‘vacations for 11-month.
'gppumtees, the waiving of nonresident . tuition’
‘for faculty children, sabbatical -leaves with pay,.

used - tatal eampemtmn ‘dnts - reparei @d: -
seiation of ..

TUniversity - Profe.ga:s in theﬁ' respecﬂve '

- and athgr spem.al and sick lemzz with or mth-v

. out pay..
3, Becﬁmmeﬁdaﬁan;
© It is recommended thst a L;st of specml pnﬁs”,
. legestand benefits be defined and summaries of
_related policies be included in a special section
_in future faculty. salary-reports so that the
" Legislature will be aware nf what these pnﬂ- ‘
. leges an neﬂt.s inelade. - : L
3. Comments

. - The e;pms:én ar gtabhshment of some Qf thge
- .special ‘priviléges -and - benefits could - improve

o reermtmg success more thsg thg e.rpeﬁdm:r: of

‘ ) maﬁﬁg erpenses ‘are not gﬁ:renﬂv oﬁered b?f- _
- . the state colleges but some ‘allowance might

'make the difference of whether a. voung candi-

- date from the East could accept an appoint- -

. ment. If this type of benefit is pmpcsed it must
xmemde adeguate cantrqls R

F Supglamgma?y Ine:mn o
L Fmiimgs '

of higher edﬁcanm thrﬂughout the TUnited
States,
;,There apps:e,gtlv are. pmpﬁﬁjdnztel‘r more

-

i, &a SR
“a. The mnlﬁple lﬁv-alﬁa; eragted by pemttmgi Co*. edative Analyst on December §, 1964 from ti -
. faculty to supplemem: their salaries by earn-

"’ ing extrs indome from varjous sources Cwithin <
and outside his college or- University is rec-. .
ognized as .a problem common to institutions -

ima thag in ather areas of th.a ngﬁnn; Far;:

_eximple, ‘51 percent of the federal :eseaze,h:.

defense contracts were caneeztrated in Caj;e"
fornia during 1963-64. o =

¢ ;_The Umve:sl,w of. Ga.hinnua has genergl pal—
icies- desgnei to insure that outside activities -

- do not interfere with Umverszty re.spunmbﬂ;-

 ties. If outside activities interfere with Uni- ®
versity responsibilities, -the faculty member

“generally must take a leave of absence with- -

: out pay until such outside activities are com-

pleted.’ TBEEE &Bli othier. Teh.ted “University S
_Pahclg were praised in a 1956 Carmegie-

finaneced study titled Umiversily Faoulty .
o Eampamgfm Policies and Pmﬁcg

d The Coordinating Couneil for Higher Edu-
“eation submifted excerpts from nationwide

- activities. We have no way of de%m,

how the data may relate to Californib, but-if
. :'the figures are reasonable, then it appe;rs' '
that prabably a large percentage of &;
"~ have at l:sst one source of extra
R Saﬂmes of i mgame were reparteﬁ are fallaws
we R L\ o . Pmtﬂffﬂ-cs"ﬁ :
o R o © earaig additions
- ' Smkfeg Lo T 'mﬂlfﬁﬁlﬂﬂa; -
LeCtuRIBE . oo mm e e e emimrmammeme 195
Gepernl Writidg —meee—— e 28
.Summer and ertension tei;hmg ST - B
" Government consulting e i itiemeeee 18
Textbook writing ———- SN — (.
- Private consulting ... ; - e 12
‘Public service and Enudnﬂﬁn @nsualtmg IR

Other f:ruies;mna; aetivities.- e ——— 13

’ Sauﬁe Oniversity Faoully’ Camﬂmqﬁml Psll;hi and Practices '

in the U. 5.. Associntion of American Em\vgﬁme; tfmﬂﬁify
af Ilu.nal; Press, Hrb;.n;. 1358. .

- e The Umteﬂ State Office of Education lus
just. gampleted a nationwide sample survey .

. of - outside" earnmg-s of college faculty’ fgg o

o 1961—6" Although data has not been pub-
. Ahshe& ‘yet, speeml permission . has besn re-

" geived to report the following results which * -

are quoted from a letter sent to the Legic

staﬁ of Lhe California State Callge Trustees: :

: AEABEMIC TEAR canmers (9_10 MBNT‘HS)

The TL" S. Dﬁee ﬂf Edueatmu has just cgmpleted a.. "
: suﬁ-ev nf nuts;de_ earmgzﬁ l:n a saﬁ\plmﬂ*' o

' "_j ?’pnﬂte g@sultmg appomﬂmng m Calﬁlar-a S

==

studies relating to the magmmde of outside -~ -



Acm

_ Sl ) : s Perrm earnings

. &1l with outside snrnings ... - $2.200 s

.- Sommer teaching ... S - 1,300 £
Other summer mﬁ]nme.nt_ SE— 1.800

. Dgher tem:ubg

1

12
3
0

1:!

1.

En:iﬁﬂm - .
"‘Buosigess and Gﬂmgan-e T
 Physical Sciences - . — ) |
Agiculture oo Ceimmae 11 7 SEDO¢
Pryﬁalug' - DY 8- 47
P .
In g ht of theiT oint Gammarte-e dlseussmn*vau mlgﬂt 3
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Fecommend that the C&Drdmatmﬂ C'c:u,n-j_ s
"xﬂher Educanﬂn, Lhe T.vaers:lt’? Gf I

_ cooperate. in determmln" the extent to whlch_ :

. faeulty members participate.in extra activi-'

", tieg to supplement their nine-month salane.z

+ *"including information is to when extra.
tiviries are usually peﬂarmad (strch~g:
tions. ete’). Such aetivities weul__’,
»hut not be hmned to, lecturing, general wnt- _
irg, summer and extension teaching, govern-

ment consulting, textbook writing, private
_consuiting, public service and foundation -
-} consulting. and othee professional activities.

"' If such'a srudy sugabsts that the magditude . .
.of these activities i3 such that the perform-
anee of :normal University- and state college .

: raspanslbﬂlngs are perhaps beinz adversely

= aiected thén eamlde'atmn shauld be given

ERI!

JAruntoxt provided by exic |8

* regular reporting.-o these grants. or the

.‘ - N - V‘_'h‘»

tQ the pogabﬂxrv af mamtammrr LIOFe: COTI-

g;piete and meaningful records.: Sueh
" ‘would: aid administrative ‘officials a¥ .
demic senates when reviewing tecommenda-

" the Legislature on these significant facuolty

" port of the C'cmrdmaun,, Couneil for

'Educationshould menr‘para:e “the’ resﬂlts nf v

- _this stody, - AT
" b. We also. recommend that existing state eol—

- Iegg policies. and enforcement praeﬁges re-

V garding extra emplﬁﬁnent be PEﬂEWEd and

Cary reports keep the Legislature informed -
about policies and practiees re]am;# r.o extra
emplafment S

Cam.megts

Iﬂ our opipion, it wauld seem Ehat any e:tt‘a

" emplorment would- affect the: quality. Df_ pet-
- forman¢e of University responsibilities”since -

faculty surveys indicate:that the average' fae
‘ulty workweek is 54* hours. The iime spéuron
" aetivities for extra compensation (except dur-
ing the suminer) would be.on top o0f what the
:acult’v has defined as their average workweel. '
Because, in some instances, it is diffienlt to. de-

. termine whether a given rmame-pmducmg ac- ; o

. tivity,. sueb as writing a book, is ennadered
nnrmal Tniversity responsibility of an’ ef&g
activity, dlStchleBs bemeen normal and e:t
activities need ta be more clearly defined.
Much of the outside compensation rgﬁemed

‘tions for pr'mntmns and salary increases, .
and provide summary-data for reporting to.

weltare items. Nest vear’s faculty sa_m re-.

inally, it'is feenmmended t]mt fai:ﬁlty sal- .

*a

by faculty comes in the form of zrants made,’

directly to the faculty member rather than:.-~

through the Universitr or collegzes, There is no
ri
o

* sonal compensation which they provide to to

© ulty; and the eollegﬂs and University dq not -

consider the reporting of such income, to be
feasible. It mayv be:desirable to encourage the

Congress to. direct “that grester number of

grants made by United States agencies for re-

- sea:ch be made d;regt]*? to. academzc ipstitu-
’ ‘tmns : : :
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R AP'PENDIX C

'Methodo1ggy Emp1cyed by the Ca11FDrn1a Postsecendary

~:Education. Commission for Preparation of the Annual -

‘State Un1vers1ty and Colleges Faculty Salaries and’
- Cast gf Fr1nge Benef1ts I
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Educat1gn Camm1ss1an L

June 13 T977

e

Resalqt1an 17577

I'g_

Canaern1ng the Method91agy EmpToyed Far Ehe
Ca11farﬁ1a Postsecondary . Educat1aﬁ Camm1ss1on S
" /Annual Reports-on

Faculty SaTarTEs .and- Fr?nge BeneFTts

;?WEéEEAS, The University of Calliarnia and the*Callfgrnia'State“
S ”Uﬂivérsity and Colleges- hav ézprassed reservations with -

. the. methodology used for the California, _Postsecondary

”Edu:atian Commission's re:en’ reports on faculty sala-

. ries and fringe bEﬁefit ,,parti:ulariy’with respect to

*ﬂche;gamﬁutatinﬂs fgt frlnge béneflts, and - |

w
L e I P

A

és'vi WHEREAS, Commlssinn 5ta£f Eﬂﬁveﬁéﬂ a- te¢hﬂ;gal advisary Eamm;ttaei
B ,accnsisting of rapreseatatives ‘of the segments,- the De~’

 partment of Finance, and the Dffice of the Legislative

-~ Analyst to advise on poss;ble revlsians of Ehe existing

‘1éftméthadclagy,'and ' s

T WHEREAS, ‘,Ihe camm;ttea met on: flve occasions EE théraughly feviéw
' " and discuss’ ‘the meﬁhudalcgy :for the reports. on faﬁulty
salaries ‘and fringe bénéfits, not only with: respee; to.
" ‘the computations for ‘fringe benefits, but alsa fégardingn
" all ather aspé:ts of the methadalcgy, and .

Based on the advi:e of the. cammi:tee, revised math—
. odology has been’ develaped by G@ﬁmissian.staff mow
 thérefaré be it s B

RESOLVED, That the Califarﬂ;a Pastse;andaf? Educatian Ccmmlssign
adopr the attached document entitled, Revised Hathcdclagy
for the Preparation of the Annual Regcrt an University af

, California and California State University and Callegﬁ_
Fa¢u1§3‘Salaries and Fring_ Benefits, 1978-79, which by’
‘reference ‘becomes’ a paft af ﬁhis resalutisﬂ, and be it

- further

RESOLVED, ;Ihat EDPiES of this résalutian be ;ransmitted to the .

' --thQverﬁof the Legislature, the Department of Finance, the
Office of the Legislative Analyst, the Regents of the
University of Califormia and the Trustees of the cali-

"farn;a State University and Callagés. , _

=1

m‘
-

it
[

Cal1fgrn1a Pastsecmndaﬁy»e:&i



. UNTVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA“AND CALIFORNIA STA
 FACULTY' SALARIES AND FRINEEﬂBENEFITS 1978279 T

'a;fand ‘the Califdrnia Stiate University and Colleges: conferred, with;a .

K“;ﬂaﬂsidered by a ;echniaal adv1sary ‘committee’ "@gtablished by:the

Califarnia Pos sgamndary
o :Educ"iﬂn Cammisaian '

June 13, 1977 -

REVISED METHODDLDGY FDR THE.. PREPARATION OF THE ANNUAL REPDRT’ﬁN Lo
E UNIVERSITY. AND CDLLEGES

.-"."f-ﬂ.

1 INTRDDUCTIDN ;g;f;i;1 | '_"52,41';;‘;--'35;i;f .

1 !”hndnlagy to b% amplayed fGt Ehe 1978—79 repart cantains' .
,’substantive mgdi:icatians fram thaﬁ adcpte&=by the Cammis—'ﬁ”

}_;77 and 1977—?3_. | Swe
o ” T ' L
develapiﬁg this new méthadalagy, bcth the. Univarsity cf Califarnig

 “uumEer of ‘groups and lndlviduals, lncluding fepréseﬂtaﬁi?%§ ‘of fat
ulty crganizazlaas; qusequEEtly, each segment submitzei prapasal,
. .for. changes in the’ existing methodology: - These propasals were’ then.

_'fCammissiaﬁ cansisting not only of Cammissicn staff. -and segmental R
. represen agtives, but: alsa of" faprésentatlves of the Depar;men; af e
':Fiﬂag;e 'and the folca af fhé Lagislative énalyﬁt. : :

LR y

E?Tln ‘the’ past year, ome aspect thﬁhé agnual répart:cn fagulty salarlas
and fringe benefits was heavily "ért ,1iéad ‘namely, the treatment af
the comparison of fringe benefits. "This ériticism centered on two.

‘major points. The first. related to the recent practice of treating
the cost of ffigge benefits and thg salary- adjﬂstménts ‘required to |
- achieve parity as additive to produce a figure for "Total Equivalent

. Cgmpeasatlan"‘(I*C) “This practice will be- discantlnued in subse- .

' quent years..  The’ second ériticism stammed from-the fact that the ’

- comparison mathad was limited to the Empl er cost of benefits (et—
.pressed as a percentage of payrall) Sinde® there is, at best, only
an indirect relationship between*the value of fringe '‘benefits to- the.

' employee and the cost -of. thosé benefits' to the employer, the use of.
fringe- benefit ;ﬁmpafisans with ﬁther 1nstF 'tigns can often be serl—xﬂ

ously miSIQadiﬂg;3: a

Although the basia d;fflcultlas with Eringe; enefit comparisons were’
~ noted in the. report for the 1977-78 fiscal year, it is proposed that
-a much more definitive disclaimer be included in the text for the
' 1978=79 report. Cleariy, a benefit pa;kage of given cost may be very o
different from another benefit package of the same cost when the two.
- are defined and administered differently. 3By way "of illustration,
" {f the employer adds. to a pension fund to improve its aﬁﬁuarlal in-
. —E%gfity, it-increases the cost of the benefit paakage but does not
'1fasu1t in any new or addl;icgal béﬂéflts ~

: The Ccﬁmissign will continue to show the fasults af the’ ccmpafisan -

: vSusEY ragarding the cost of frlnge benéflﬁs but will display 1t

E

c-2




L Lo o i %;; Lo el .i *, :
3'separately from the salary‘data and will include atsufficiently de—:“i‘
" talled explanation of the issues so as ‘to avgid miSunderstanﬂing ox! ’
_'inapprcpriatg use Df tha flguras. h . T s
; Ihg seccnd majcr changa ds tﬁe eliminatian of ﬂhe "Ccst af Living
'géﬂﬁustmant for. Salaries." For the past three years, an adjustment
"has ‘been’ made in the pfajécted ‘salaries of the .comparison institu=

e

: ”_méﬂt has bean“widély -misunderstood. It‘is not an . escalatar clause

of the kind frequently . found- in collective bargaiﬁ;ag agreements, it

v'u;a of iﬁflgticn itsélf."

The ather chaﬁaes ara assentially te:hn;aal in natura.~ Ta date, all:
“ ranks average 5alafy ‘and fringe benefit projections have been made
7an EhE basis -of priér year  (for the: preliminary- report) and éurrent o
' nal rapart) segmental staffing pattarﬂs._ Sin;a these o

QU iversity af Eallfarm;a far the l97§ 79 reﬁ“ '
) taEe Unlver51§y -and Cglleges bEglnﬂiﬂ Ao lS??*SD

“for the” Callfatﬁla State Un;v3f31ty and;ﬁcllégés. That systém pré—
‘iviausly bgsedsits friﬁge banafit prjeEtlDﬂs on the assumption that
nt '-Beﬂausé an 1ncfeasé in- salary
. autamati;ally iﬁcfeages’applicable fringe bBenefits, a degfea of dis-
'taftlan occurs. The’ Uniyérsizy of Califormia uses: a. system,ﬁhéfaby
'éﬂ-‘a salafy increase is computed. flrSC the.- autamatié incréases ‘in "
. fringe benefits resulting from that incraase ‘accounted. for, and the -
+ fringe: benefits calculated after this acﬂaunting. ThEPCOmEngiﬂn
'ffbelievgs~thé 1atter appféach to be more feasaﬁable and has - thé:&*
l ed’ ;ﬁ for both, Segméﬁts . : S B

)
A

" The. praceduras tc be Emplayed for. the 1978—79 budget yea: and in o
'.=Sub5équent years sfe ‘as . fall@ws L5 N

A.  NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPDR’I‘S o R A j

, Twa rEpnfts will be pfepared each year. The first report, based on
- préliminary data, will be submitted .to the Department of Finance in-.
~-. . November. Ihe final. report, based on the most current data, will be
‘submitted to.the Legislative Budget Committee in April. 'In order to
" meet these submission dates, the University of California and the’
‘California State University and:Colleges will forward data on com-
. paflSDﬂ institutions and Eégmental Eaculty Salaries to Ccmm1331an

"o

ey

PN

" .tiohs té account for changes in the rate of inflation. ‘This adjist- S

“an index onlyiof chaﬂges iu tha zate,af'Lﬂflaﬁign and ﬂEE a ﬁéa— . é {i




LB ?RIwCIELE OF, PARITY

‘“-7; c.. CDHP&RI§DN IﬁSTITU“IaNsl

;ngr Ehé fiﬂal fEPGEE-i*ij;_; T R G em

:'Ihe rep@rz will’igﬂicaza whaﬁ adgustmeats W i' bE‘BEEd&d far the

lfi:fﬂfthﬁﬂmiﬂs year for salaries and costs of f¥inge berefits for: ﬁn;qIT
. ovexsity.of California aﬂd California State Unikersity and Callages L
‘facultyito achieve and magntain rank-by-rank pigisy with .such’ aala—~‘;”

“riesand costsiof’ fringé benefits provided faciflty in. agprapriate

* comparison’ institutions. ' A separate list .of- cdﬁparisan institutions

- 'will be used by each of the California SEgﬂEﬂES‘EE higher edgcaticn.

Vﬂ{_Thé report will sepa:ata gal;ulatiﬂns and.displa?s of” data related .

- to percentage increases required for parity in-: salaries from thasa B
fel&tad to Eringe EEﬂefitfcasts. T 3 X ’

Cafﬁéll Univar51ty 5

. Eafvard University’
o Stanford University aA
., State Uﬂ;verslﬁy of VEW"“”'
/'University of Illinois’

. University of Michigan at Ann Arbar o ‘E;"73;;,--' ;
“ .. ‘'University of Wisconsin at Hadisan S g Che
AR .Yale ﬂﬁ;versicy - E%,“ﬁLk, ‘““': ?3

Campariscn insﬁituziaus er the Califarnia State UﬂiVEfSl%? and Cgl—;-:

[
. 3

13335 w1ll be: "’ .
: '_ j:;ﬁ’ ‘

Fast - - | SRR
N 1SEata Un*versity of New Ygfk at A;bany R

Ao TweUstate. University of. New Ycrk Ccllegé at’ Buffal;‘
’ .. Syracide University | '

:f';Virgiaia Palyteehﬁ;c Instltuta and State ﬂﬂiVEfSlE?

";Gﬂiversity af Sauzhern’Cali*arnia
" University of Hawaii :

University of Névada - :7;_ , ot - 15;-

. University of Oregon ,
Portland State University

-;'gl; If aﬂy inshituziag is omitted for any réaspn, a réplaceméﬁt ?1ll

~ be selected based. upon the established criterid by Commission.
staff in mutual’ consultation with the segmeats, the DEPErtmenz of
Fizanca, and the Lagislative Analysc.r The ‘Attachment indicates
thé g:iteria for SELEQEian of' the :amparisan instituzicﬂs

C'A‘ v ; a' fs -

—— . : : _"7 B ' . ety

i

I



Other '
T o University ﬂf Calnradg
- -, Illinois State University = - _
: -+ .. . ., Northern Illinois Uuiversity Aj e
e """ Southern.Illinois University B
L - . Indiana State University .. L L
-+ 7 Iowa.State University. S T U At
- ’u  Wayne State University . . . (. .. - : e
= % “Western Michigan University o o
- fv'BQW1iug Green State Uﬁiversity 7 -f‘ o . éi
... ’Miami University, (Ohio) . ; : NETEI S
:7"UniVEfsity af Wisgansin at Milwaukea s

R

L

(

,Di FACULTY TD BE Iﬁc UDEB AND EKCLUDED
: The faculties to be included in. the camparisons are th@se w;th full-
‘ time appuiqtmegts at the fanks jof pIDfESSEf,gaSEGEiatE professor,
-assistant prafasscf, and instructqr, amplcyad on.nine and eleven
month - (prora a ,dintments, (buth régulaf and gular fanks as
~appropriate), Wwith & a3 Hea
summer: sessigns, ,52,51an p:agﬁams aﬁd labaraﬂary ﬁapls, pfgvid’
. that.these faculties are covered:by.salary-scales.or schedules uther’
,than that éf thénregular faculty.XxAt tha fankwaf Lﬂstfugtnr, Eull— R R

o

»sehadule),é

i g, GGMEUTA;IG& -OF "AVERAGE SALARIES AND GGST DF ERIHGE BENEFITS

e For. eaeh aﬂadamig rank within, the Cslifgrnia Stdte UHLVEISlEY aﬁd
.. Colleges' comparison groups, the total actual salary dallafs for thé
... combined group is divided by the number of faculty within. the rank
' to ﬁerive average salaries by rank for their comparison iﬂstitutigns
as a whole. Average costs af frimge béneflts will be gamputad in a
. similar mannér.tga : "
"Fof Ehé Univarsity af Califarnia 5 gampatisgn graups, the average
~. salary by rank is- obtained for each comparison institution.: The .

" single average’ salary (for each rank) for the :émparisgﬂ group- ise*
. then %algulated by adding .the average salaries at the eight campari=
 gon . institutions_and dividing by eight, thereby giving equal weighﬁ
to each institutian regardless of the number of faculty. The same

praceduré ‘should- be used to ﬂﬂmpute Ehé cost of friﬁge benefitg

= - o




FIVE—YEAR CObeUHD EATE DF SALARY AND FEIKGE BENEFIT GRDWIH :

Far the prelimlnary répart, a fiVanear ﬁampgund rate of Ehange in.
salaries ‘and fringe benefits at each rank at the cnmparisan insti- -
tutions will be'-computed on the basi of factual salary and fringe .
benefit daza af “the preeeding year.a : ;f‘EhE prigr five yaars, L

B 1‘}”.

In abgaiaing :amgauad rates of change at .the ccﬁpariscn iﬂstitutigns,

_ “each’ SEngnt will :Qmpute the average salary and" fringe benefit costs .
by rank for:t eir respective camparisan institutian groups ‘as spé:a -

(ified, in: Sﬁiaﬂ E above.. Fach will then calculate the annual cam—_ -

pcﬁnd gfawthfrate chauge% in average. salaries and fringe benefit o

costs for each rank (over the five—year period) at their raspective! .

EDﬁpafiSan instltutigns.; These rates of changé will then be used

. 'to project average salaries and costs of fringe benefits- faf that

rank fefﬁard for twc’years tﬂ the budget yéar. v - '

The .same p:_;eduré will bé used 1in praducing the final rapart, dx=

"ftépt that thé base year for, the ﬁamparison ;nsgitutlgﬂs will be

mﬂved Earward Dné year,, permitt;ng the use of a aﬂEﬂyEaI‘PréjaitlDﬂ
‘het thhﬂ tha twg—yeaf projectton’ necessary. in the préliminafy

g@art “The California .segments will ‘use actual currant salary andf
~fringe beneflt data das teported by ‘the- ﬁqmpafisan 1nstitutians :

rather ‘than budgetéd f;gurES. S :;_ o -E.f .

G, ALL<RANKS AVEEAGE SALAM AND FRINGE EENEFIT CQSIS,, ]

Average allafanks averaga salaries and friﬂge benefit casﬁ ;prajacted

. for theﬁéudgét year will be: ;al:ulated for each segment, using the

average salarles and fringe bénef;ts by rank prajactea Enf Ehe budge
LEPh STy : ttf .z .

afﬁG;lifafn 11 ‘use 'a staffing pattern pragegted for th
year. ThéSé«all*EaﬂkS .average ‘salary and .fringe: benefit amaunts ‘for

the ‘budget year constitute the' sggarles and fringe, benefits to be
pravided to the cgrrespandlng ‘California segment for thgt segment “to

" achieve parity, ‘rank-by-rank, with its cgmparisan group. * The average,
all-ranks salaries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budget:

year for ‘each Califéfn;a segment will .then bercémpafed with the cur- -
‘rent_all-ranks. ave:aga salaries and fringe ‘benefits for that segment .

- to determing ‘the perceutage inzreasa requirad by the Segment to - .-
achieve parity. For the 1978-79 report, the Ealifafnia State Univer= )
:sity aud Colleges will modify the percentage difference (to 1/10th of

a pérzentage point) td aEEEuﬂt'fcr merit increases, promotions, and ’
faculty turngvar..;Thls adjustment will not be necessary for the o
nivarsity ‘of California since the projection ‘Bf the sfaffing pattern
into the budget year: willl account for theése adjustments auvtomatically. ,
In subsequent years; the California State University and Colleges = . .

T will: ‘use. EhE samaspfaaadure as the Unlvarsity af Galifafﬁia.r*‘-‘




'H

the dactgrate by rank

“tion);

'Sources cf‘re:rui;ﬁént by.:éﬁk;'¢

sur’ ’EHENTARI IN’FDEMATIDH

Numbér and percént af new and cﬂntinuing

%

appaiﬂtma;t by rank

'JEy whc res;gn, by fank (iﬂdicating thé name -
fgr thgsa faeulty rémaininé in, hlgher aducae

Déstiné;;an‘ﬂf fac
of the institutioen

Lo

i




é,zantaccs ecéssary f

,'3The faliawiﬂg criteria will be used ts sél;:,vi
"if‘ﬂr Ehe Unive:sity of Ca.lffgmia. . X n

'nd>prafessianél iﬁstructicn and with a fa;ulty respgnsible far ;
»féSESEﬂh as well'as caach;ng - EE : .
C2, Eazh institutlﬂn shauld be ané w;th whiah thé University is: in'
f'significanc and cantinuing. co =it - : :
; reEEntign af faeulty '

o

3;3 Eazh institutian sh@uld hé one fram which it is pnsslble té col—%“” 
©7 i leet isalary data on a ‘timely, valungggy and. rggular ‘basis. . (Nat i

\gllginstitutlgns are W1llfﬁg ta pravidé ‘£
o i v

’1vIn SElECElng chaseﬂlnstitutigﬁs, .
;¥ son iﬂstitutians'graup is, ﬁmﬁbrt_ Q§E v
- fag:ulty lary mark_ai ~

‘gtﬁérin requrimd data.

~ The follawing,;fitarla ,> ;SElEEtiQn‘ﬁf :@mpaflsaﬂ 5ti11

ST

erspective,’ time seriaus analy515, and the ;'% s{Ai

tutions-for the Eallfarnla StateVUniVErsit? and Colleges. " The ifi ti-ji~

tutions selected. aCcﬂrding ‘to ‘these criteria are those whi ~have
apprcxlmately the same func ions with regard 't undergradi
.- graduate 1nstru¢tlan, and’ w1th which thé CalifianigfStatexﬁniversity '
and Collggeg gampéte fg: fagulty STy ,

} , . A

| f 1;1LGEnEfal Cﬁmparability of : lnstltuticns -Lf:;f“ o f;ﬁ; fuf,l

"

:'The ex actatians of fa:ulty at ‘the

}fshculd be relatively:similar ggrthase'pfavalllng ‘at the S
‘California State University and Colleges. Comsequently,’ :
~ the comparison Anstitutions should be large. institutlans -
-that offer both undergraduate and’ graduate iﬂstrueﬁicn. B
'5,Exﬂluded fram ’“n31deratiaﬁ undar this critaficn were:

: ;é.f Instituciaﬂs with less than 300 faculty memhers,?;éfi'”

T




b. »The 20 institutions that awarded tha greatest num-
“ber of doctoral degrees during the ten-year.periéd,
1959-60 through 1968-69. .(These 20 institutigns

awarded nearly half of all doétoral degrees aws rded N
in the U .S durlng this period),

C. Ccmmunity Ccllages and 2211&325 without graduaté
L o programs,

:

d. - Iﬁstitutions staffed with réiigioué‘faéultyi

Comparability of States' Ability to Support Higher Education

- fadt

The basis of financial support available .to the. comparison-
institutions should be relatively similar to. that of Cali-
fornia. EXéluded from - ;on51deratlon were:

"a." Institutions in states where the per Qaplta income
-.in 1970 was more: than ten pérgént below the U.S.
average. (California's per capita income was
‘ approximately 14 percent above the U.S. avafage )
The criterion was appliei ﬁc ‘both public aﬁd pri— -
vate instlﬁuﬁians, LI .
[ )
- b. Insﬁi;utlcns in New Y@f'zC1§y "and Wash;ﬁgtgn, D .C.,
because of the high cost of living and the much

'hlghér ;han average incomes in these cities.

am,

.
e
<,

£
L w

3. Campézitlan for. Faculﬁy

Instituticns on . the _comparison list praferably Shéuld be

institutions” from which California State University and

Colleges' faculfy are recruited or vige versa.

4. Similafity of Fuﬁcficﬁs |

_.The comparlsan group shauld include 1nstitutlans that are

~ among the largest institutions with graduate programs but
which do not grant, or grant very few, doctoral degrees.—

" (Nine C3UC campuses are:-dmong the 20 1argest such iﬁstitu— :

tians in the country.) . - o .

Fringe Benéﬁi:s‘

The, gamparlson lnSEituzlons should provlde fringé
1ngludiﬁg a retirement program, that vests in the
member within five years. :This criterion was appli
'genekally excluding from consideration ;nstltut;eﬁg Wiﬁh

ngnvestlng raﬁirement Programs. -
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*_aCafletDn gqllege- :

‘ColoradeState Univer51ty’
Occidental Caflege IR

‘Pomona’ d%llégé A T ) T . B
Purdue Univefgity ~ = = T )
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Harvard University ' - s T

: 'JPflﬂﬂéﬁﬂﬂ Unlver51ty

vy '"UnlverSLEy#éEuIlllnols a

AT R L
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1968 59 T T
Un1vers;ty of - CallfOfﬂla.
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Stanford University o _ : _ e
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University of ‘Illinois- : P
University of Michigan o LT
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State University of New
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- University of Keatucky-.. =~ " . = .. . L L t
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'af%?g };  " University -of Qregon . .
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1969-70 ’ ’
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University of California: -

+(No Change)

California State University and Colleges:

© University of California:

. (No Changed .

California State University andchllages;

(Nnghange) B ) -

" University of California:

(No Change)

California SEate'Univéfsitg and Colleges:

- (Nézéhaﬂge) _

University of California:

. (No Change)

California State University and Colleges:

i
7
£ : oo
. & . . .

(No Change)




Do
s
I
s

i . .
i " .

T e APP‘ENDIxE, B

‘University‘of California Salaries and Cost of Fringe Benefits -

et

T

»e

ERICT .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B



. Kl & i . P . .
: - - e e LI S . Co : N B
5

A 4
e.\,-f?\ B

=

gﬂaiAELE 1 ' f§j‘

B e *

-

UNIVERSITY DF CALIFDRNIA

&

g

Prajected 1979- SD Sa]ar%es far Campar1sgn Grnup , fz: .
Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in:Average Salaries o
- (Equal wé1gh; tc Each ngp?r1san I“StIF“t‘ig), A STV 5

- ._lf-f_.\

R N . . vt . ¥ . L . B L

.;'5' )
-~

Campar1san Group Average R Compar1scn Group

Campaund ‘Rate
L of , Increase

Academ1c Rank 5315%1e5 N Projected Salaries

1973 74

1978 79L

1979-80

o

@
524,482

| i7;oaag§_:z*, .

5.75%

$34,246

23,091
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFDRNg&;

LA Percentage Increase Jn'uc 1978 79 AT1-Ranks Average Salary ,
Required to Equal the Comparison Group. Projections for 1979-80,
Based on Five-Year Compound Rate of Increase in Comparison Group Sa1ar1es
(Equal we1ght to Each. Gcmpar1san Iﬂst1tut10nﬁ

P

N ey ". ' Percentage. Increase
R . -ouc o Compar1san Graup ﬁ; .. Required in UC
“Academic Rank . Average Salaries Prcjected Salaries. « . :1978-79 Salaries

e 1978—79] 0 1979-80 -

Iy

(m: -:' C(2)- {‘ T (8,
- . . . i - - ; \s;:- ) ! o ST - LY "_,, .o toe w b ’ S
Professor R $30,D§5 T $34,245 5L ;13917

§

\ssociate Professor . ‘i 20,620 .. 23,090 . 11.98 -,
Assistant Professor o C 17,150 ' : ;83376 \ ';A_;A N .7 7}12 ,

5iigaanksfgvéfage L ';;52533371' o7 T szs,s3el

= i = g R = T = E— = T = = S 1—,7

" :
l. Based on prJELted uc 1979 80 ataffimg including estimated 5Eparstians amd new ap ,inngﬁts
but excluding the effects of projected meritrincrEESESKand promotions: PthESSDf 2,706.91;
- Associate Professor, 1,086.55; Assistant Professdr, 937.34: Total staff: 4,730.80.
= ) N - :7 . . i-: . E . ii : B H . .

= = o . u
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA T gs%

k Pr@g&cted 1979-80 Cost of Fringe Benefits for Enmpar1san Group 4

: Baséd Upon Compound: Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs Lo
‘ (Equai Weight to Each Compar1san Inst1tut1on) -

.
3 ;ﬁ, |

-3

' ":’1}1 _

]

e Camparisan’GfDup Average - Campaund Rate ) ;Campa#isanfﬁrayp Prajéc
Academic -Rank. . . Cost of ?r1ngg Benefits _:~”¥ of Increase . _Cost of Fringe Benefi

- %1973 74 1978479 S - w@e 1979-80

(LR

SSGf S

[ ..

rof 54,254 . 86,0047 0 7usy 865548 .

ssociate Professor 2,891 4,109 . 7028 o R | 4,408

o %
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o o LR e Percentage Change Required_, |
L L uc Average Ceet Comparleon Greup Averege Cest i UC 1978-19 Average ;
¥ - Lost of! Fringe Beneﬁts . i

| , ’ P ,
R .

P

: Pzﬂfeseaﬁ* ’

. 5 Aesnelatezfrefeeset o

e Asetstant Prnfesenr g

| : AL Ranks AVEfege |

- 'Lese Ad juetmeﬂt Eur '
SR Renee Adjuetmeef SRR T s e
C sl by 0B e T
‘,EeiIulremegt coo T T $,817 T (X SR

L e i i i Y S A U T N
L Baeed on, 569 60 plqs 2. 7&% o£ averaee selery R RN
2, ;Baeecl on prajeetEd ic 1979 80 eteft‘ing includ;lng eeEimetEd ﬂepat‘atione and new appﬂintment5$ut o

N .eeeluding the effects of peejeeted merit increases ahd pmmet:iene Profe s, 2 106,91} Aeeneiate |
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n*EEE “lll be. pt vided ;a; Fiores dapa:tm ncs Qnﬁy, Gana?“l iad*:lna,.“

EEdlaEleS? and Surgery. JThree cataﬁaglés at cam:arsat;an'ara 1é§ntiglad

» e &

£h ﬁaflnlg;ams. Ihésa are: - _ o L S
=7;;, Base or Guarantaad Camnaqéﬂt =.the gasa saaafy de*lvad fﬁam Ualv —  
- sity of Cal¥formia’ silaty scalﬂs for that rank and Huaﬁan“aaa by '

zhg Uzivers;tf.gz¢1251ve of. ff'néa banagliﬁ’

ﬂ;Uﬂiva?51zy of Cklﬁﬁazn;a Dd;*ara'éad&cal Scﬁca; Gl;u;cal Campéasaa*'f
.. tiomy. or expected compensation, 'not” including the base salany =
“Véff“?fdescr=aed in. 1, ‘2bove, which is received throughi or: as a fasulz of |
"~ the QpEfaElQﬂ of,. and the individual fazulty membar's partlcipazlan '
in, the University of Cal;garnla Dnlfatm Hﬂd;:al Sahaal Clig*cal a
:Campﬂzsaﬁ4an Elgn,{ani R - T SE

C3. Graﬁi Total Compensation — the 5um of the monies associated with o
'112525 1 and 2 avaimélqidsd,by;thg head count ;cr_gh%; line of chg B

In each caSe, aﬁa calculatss tha avarage for Each)bﬂj Lﬁ ‘tha quashlans
naize byistotalling-all the moniass involved inm Eha; catagory aﬁd then by

o

TM ,M\

‘dividing by the head ;aLnF for that lina. of the quest;cnnairéf Raasagabla'f'
Estlmaaés of EHE yea s éafﬁlﬁ?S should be reported. o -

v or lasc year's ac;uET ‘ezrniz gs with any’ ashlmak d-dncrecent.

iﬁlaasa suaaiiy the aathni Lsad in EHE 'comments" section at tha battam aF

éaiﬂ qu._st_anf:ajra. .

i .oF

For the despartmesnts sgechﬁéd abave incluae cnly 12 mcﬁ;h 53132135 far

 full-time paid faculty utilizingz SEDEEEE%E 1 budget figures wheqavef pa:s;bl&.;

Include - the full. salafy of faculty on sabbatical laava. Excluds”those faculty
at arf;llated institutions, full salgr? for vacant péElElDﬁS b@usg_sbazfugnd '

fellgws in a’l *anks and part~-tima and valunteer Lacultj.- o

& = - ,
L. . .

Attaahed is a 115: of the SuEEﬁEELElElﬂS to ba iﬂ;ludea Ulthiﬂ thres
departments (General Maedicine, Ped;akrlcs and ‘Surgery). If yau have any-

que;tigns, pléase phana R D. ﬂenhane;t at. Cél:) 542—1454 - oL
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~2) -State Un1vers1ty Qf New Ycrk - Upstate Med1:ai Sthaa1 V;{v"g‘.~ U 3\_

,'Overa11 management aF the pract1cg'p1an 15 vested in aﬁgavern1ﬂgwboard }éf'
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s = % A & -,
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE REPORT BY THE LEGLSLATIVE ANALYST -

‘tutions are selected on- -the. basis of a functioaal cla551f1caC1Qn sys= -

L

' In Eingnalzsisggg the Eudgét Bill, 1979-80, the Legislative Analyst
finaluded -lengthy section. on ‘thé subject of faculty salaries and
" commented extensively on the Commission" s prellmlnary report on the

same Subjéct publlshed in ﬁecemher 1978 The Camm1551on repartv

. ‘iinCIEaSESfﬂf 12,15 pEIEEﬂt and. 8.82 percent, respegtively, for 1979--
i “80 in order to _achieve parity.- The Agalyst g statements supported a-

“pared with salafles for theif camparisan iﬂstitutiang would réqulfé,<u 

contrary pDSltan and offered data toé show that, in his view, sila- -3

~ ries pa;d k0" faculty at. the University of" Callfafnla and- the Calls
' Eofnia ‘State’ Unlve:slty “and Collﬁges Were quiﬁe favarablé to. thcse
lpalﬂ Eo faculty in cther stateg :

Whlle no farmal c@ncluSIDnS or. fecammaﬂdatlans were made, the Ana— :
7ygt § view was, so- markedly different from that offered by both of
the fauf—year segments, and by the Comm1531an in its preliminary re--

port, that an analysis of the data pfes&ntad by the Analyst appearﬁ

*tD be in order,

On page 1393 of the Analyals, ‘the - comment is made that the [Ccmmlsm j

sion's]’ feport compares California faculty salagries to those in a
selected group of pastsezondary educatlcn ;nstlﬁutlons. These insti-

tem developed by the- American Association ‘of Universlty Professors

- (AAUP)." Since this comment sets the stage for much of- the subse=

quent dlECUSSlOn,‘aﬂd 51npe it is in error, a clarification of how
comparison. lnSEltutlDﬁs are actually selected is necessary. :

;The comparlsan ;nstitutlons used by the Commission for the Univer-

sity and the State Unlvef51ty are not currently selected on the }
. basis of the.AAUP’ categorizations, although thera was a time (1970~

71 thfough 1972-73) when those for the’ State Unlverslty were. In

the entire history of the comparison methcdalogy, however, the AAUP

'zategorles have never béeﬁ emplayed for the Univef51ty of; Callfafnla.

Datlng back to the Gflgin Qf the Maater Plan fof Hi gher Educatlan in

‘California, 1960- 1975 it has been- canslstent public policy: that . the

University of California shauld be 4mong the first rank of 1nstltu=
tions nationally, a status’ that has been consistently maintained and

justified over the years. It is clear that by its admission require- -
. ments, -advanced degrees: granted faculty awards, curricular diver-

sity, faculzy qualifications, and national recognition, the Univer-
sity of" California has earned lts reputation .as omne of a-select-

group of the most prestlaicus educational establlshmants in the ,fx

nation and, 1ﬂdeed the world. “For this reason, it is dlfflcult to

’-

- wF"‘-
I
[



o bl

“"During ‘the 1976=77 academic Year, the University granted the follow—,}’-

compare the UﬂlVEfSlty Wizh all of the EDllEgES -and uanEf31ﬁiES .

éwhlch fall within the minimum standards” riecessary to qualify as one
of ‘the AAUP's Categery't.;nstltutlmnsi -To.illustrate, quallflcaglan"f"‘
“for Category I is based solely on the fact that an institution has <
granted 4 minimum. of - fif teen earred doctorates-per. year for the most

recent three years of the survey in at leagt three nonrelated fields.

ing numbar cf dgctcrates in the EPEleled numbef of fields. shawn beil-

_lcw:
L Earﬁed DDctcr‘ates B | - Numbé}‘ of
- Campus Granted % .+ . Disciplines
slBatkélE§g o .l_'f f;'j i se - 0
;D;{rié T %01, . ; S-_; : 14 L
'Irfine . _é": 1S ff I ; PR
 V§§5gAngélas - fv. o aiééz . -i' - _'! .17
Riveiside . 8 . g
San Diego i.. - V g flgDS J_ f-B. “-,"v' ;f" - 1X
San Fr“ ncisco | l | R 353{ : | \ 9
Saﬁté Barbara“” 153- | ‘ 10
.Santa-éfuz i} . C “%735‘_ - o ' _fqé;
Total : iA | . 2,788-‘ - 1-;' R TR
A;eraga e - 309.8 -'Jg : 7  ;lZ;

s #

#"Uﬁgggliiated total

if

# . N v . -

It is appropriate that the Unlvar51ﬂy's ccmparls@ﬁ 1nst1tut1ans be

‘-eq&ally distinguished, ‘a principle that has been maintainéd thraugh—

out the histary cf the -salary prQItS, including the present one.

The llSt of camparlsgn lnStiEuClDﬁS currently in use for the Calis'
fornia. State University and Colleges also, bears no HEQESSiry rela-

- tlDﬂShip to the AAUP categories. In the three years noted above"

(1970~ 7l—=1972 -73), hGWEVéf, the AAUP'* Category I llst was employad
as the comparlsan base. ’ o

—
| )
Tk
SN



"In. 197% the CDEmlSSan esﬁabl;shed a- speclal CDmmlttEE of lts mem~

b %
.;’ .

" bers to, ‘consider- theMentire reporting procedure for decErmlnlng _
Eaculty salary increases, 1ncludlﬁg a cgns;detat;an of whether com~. "
" parison institutions should be‘used in any methodology, After de--

-liberating fors

fal manths, the committee determined that the

© -methodology. then  in- usé a methodalagy utilizing comparison insti-

tutions,

gi@ﬁé for the Unive

should be %%ntlnued with the list gf camparlsan 1ﬁstlﬁug .
lty to femalﬁ unchangad : , N

o Those for the State UnlvEtSity were more . difflgult to select, In
the str;ctest senseﬂ there are no institutions in the United. Stat

© ‘. .that are

dlrectly comparable, 'since the State UﬂlVEfSlty is nog ES\ ‘

"allowed to offer-the doctorate. As a result, the C@mmlSSlDﬁ commit~
tee fOmed an advisory group ;Gn51st1ng of representatives from the
Eaursyear segmenis, the Department of Finance, the Legislative Ana-
list's fo;ce and Commission, staff. -The committee was charged w1th

establishing’ criteria for selecting comparlsun 1nstltutlcns faf ‘the

State UanEISiEy and from these, a comparison gfbup-' CfitEfla were

subsequently appfaved by the Comm1531an, ‘the major. elements of Whlzh

are shown below. (A camplete llSﬁ ‘of thé eriteria’are shown in-

Appendlf

TV 7 Criteria for Sé]ectihg'cdmpgﬁﬁsqn Institutions - e ¥;A,f:

T v 1.

re shawn in: Appendix D. 2

.Comparison institutions should be large‘and-offer both
.undergraduate aﬂd graduate 1natruﬂt1@n, ék:ludlng the

d. Institutions staffed with religicus.faculty;.

tguppﬂft prmvided in Callfafﬂla,

The . g@mparlgaﬁ 1n5t;tutlons far tha State Unlvgr51ty

-
- L

&

follawlﬁg

Y

.a. Instititions ﬁith less than 300 faculty members;

“ b, The'tﬁp twenty dast@réte!degree granting instituﬁiaﬁsﬁ

in the nation (thESé'iﬁStitutiéﬁS awarded early half":
‘of all doctoral degrees awarded in the United States
between, 1959~ ED and 1968-69) ; . IR

Community Calleges and callages wlthnut graduaté prasfé
"ﬁrams* o - . A : x

[w

i

.

- Cotparison institutions should be in states which support

their institutions at a level generally Qcmparable ta the

v

:Campafls I Lnstltutlgns shauld be amang the largest 1nstla?;

tutions with graduate programs in the country (At the time

‘the’ 1list ‘wds developed, the State University had nlﬁe of

~ the top twenty such 1ﬂst1iuﬁicn5 Yy.and

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: o
[N

R

:1 ?11' - )



‘I §uPpﬂrt gf hls view chatr

In his ccmments

2

i 4;( Ccmparisgﬂ instltut;ans shculd n@t lnflude any Ehat are Ag,;;,

' gsed far the Un;varsf%y af Cal;fafnlai

. Califafnia

I

f

:lty—-partlcularly

émely hlgh level gf supﬁ@rt fram ‘the taxpayers of Callfarﬂla that

ranks-average.

L 1UA

o =k,

tant Professors by 1.2 petcent.

: EESpectivaiy

7

]

s

I

- K

H

" University in Table 6 are 4. .8 percent, 3.3 percent;
All data for ‘both .tables, except for the "column labalgdj.

‘chmparlsén Group Lag" are taken from the Ccmm1551aﬁ s préliminary
: December fépart : -

oo ED j s Tgmar,“f
. " UNIVERSITY OF CALIFQHNIA

Pen:antzgg Incrgnsa in-UC 1978-79 All Ranks Avarage Salary.

: Required to Equal the Comparisan Group Projections for 1979-40,
Eas&d an Five-Year Compound Rats of Incresns in’ Comparinon Group S
(Equal nght“ﬁ; Eazh Gﬂmpﬂﬁmn Inaﬂtutian) '

W

LR,

e

Asistant Professor. oo ... 16564
All Ranks Ayerage-.— . 5T

*Based on projected uC LETBﬂSD smﬂ“:mg m:;ludmg gsﬁm;tsd separations and riew appointments ents but
excluding the effects or project=d merit increases and promotions: Professor 2.557 66 Asociate Professor

1,141.88: rumtmt Profesor 1,031.25. Tatai staff: 4,730.80.

1.

. ‘é'

%

- Comparzson
Croup Lag -

197879

92060 (16%) .
21,608 (50%)
IS %)

and 6

,:_Ihe eurrEnt year (1978—79) salary 31tuatlan;‘;;

L

. Comparisan Grmp
Projectsd
Seferier
197830
324
2516
18002
216m "

a

'Ihe patterns Df faﬂulty tfansfer tg ather institutigns

Pervvntage

Aequired'in -
uc 13-

Selaries
1415%
1014

v

s

=

H -4

? -~

'*L;

eriod - -

émpares most favarably with faculty in gther states " the Anaiyst
ffgrs a rev;e% "of Eaur indl;bsf

by.using an all-
"1f we examine the esti- .
‘mated current year data (1978-79) by %ank, we gee that there is not
‘a‘ great. disparity in the-salaries paid, particularly at the. lower ..
assodiate and assistant praféssgr levels.
,the Anaiyst preﬁents\the fallawlﬂg ‘Tables 5
in 1978 79, Professors' at the University-lag behind,their tomparison.
gfaup by 7.6 percent, Associate Professors. by 5.0 percént, and Assis-~ .
Comparable figures for the State ‘
and 1.6 pergent,A

""Actual 1977 78 salaries pald at cgmparahle public iﬂstituﬂian

;eAActual 1977—78 salar;es pald at the ccmparable éight 1nstitu—
" tions wheu fankad hy campus Wiﬁh the Un;vers;ty af Califarnla,
.:aﬂd R e ) R v )

tha Aﬂalyst adV1SES the reader to beat in mlnaf‘ﬁ;t
the Commission.projects.salaries into the next budgét year and that

it "hides - salary differences at individu&l ranks"
* He goes on to state that,

To Sugpért this statement,
which show that,

Tables 5 and 6, Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-80,-page .1396.

1
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‘ramas IR
GALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSlT’Y ANE GELLEG‘ES ) .
Par:antaga Incroass in; GSUE 1978-79 All Ranks Average Sgianr Lo
Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projectiona for 1978-79, L
Bsned on Five-Yemr Compound Rats of Increass in Comparison Group Sal-rias
(nghmﬂ By Taml Fe:ulfy hy Hank iﬂ All Comparizon ln;ﬂmﬂﬂnsi

! Average . Comparipn - Projected Hegquiedin -
S S - Sanes - Group Lag. Sularias  CSUC 1978-79 B
Acsdemic Rapk - 197379 R R N R S
R o SR—— - T & | 1YL I NN . - N 08%
¥ : o ' W3- 7 nmman . nls Loe 88
16688 - . 16%0HER) - . 17TR L TS
aﬂmmkhgap ?w,s i $22165* o Sl mgmes T T 939%
. - et - f-;qa} E
NI 24,111 PR f&&g ‘

] g:
jngrLk:mr 21, SIHE" TatSl. 11, ZE

First, with respect to prcj%etiﬁgfsélsfies into "the next-budget year,

-1E ;nauld be . rememberad chat the Analysgis is. dlrécted to that budget”

véar, whlch is the one now uﬂdef cﬂn51dera;13n by the Legislature.
Secondly, there should ‘he oo Concern. that the. Commission is "h;ding

figures by using an all- ranks average; individual rank-by-rank fig-. .

ures haye been incliided as an’ appendlx 1n every salary rapart che

. Camm1§51an has publishad R SRR R

B T3
=

;f A faw wordg arg also. apprapriate to explaln exactly what aﬁ "alla.:"
- ranks’ average ‘ls and why it. is employed, It is a walghtad average L
used as a camputatiﬂnal tool. far dgtarmlning the amguﬂt Df mgney nec= -

essary to produce a Speaified percentage increase for all three pta-
fessional ranks (four 'ranks+if that of Instructor: is included).  In
order. for the Governmor and the Legislature to appf@priate funds for

" a specified percentage. increase, it is necessary to compare a single

figure. with ‘another single figure. That is" the ‘funection of the all~

_ranks average and it would not be p3351ble Ea make a s;ng;e par:enta,:

age apprcpfiatiﬂn without it. .
Caﬂcarning Iablés 5 and 6 in the Analyst s‘fepcrt, it shculd be. nstgd'~
that. the percéntage lags indicatéd are. prodiced by an inappropriate ’
method. - First, at the time the Analyst s report was published, cur-
rent-year figures (1978-79) for the comparison group were not avail-"
. .able, Tthefoé the figures published as ;ufrent—ye,f'salarles for
‘the camﬁarisaﬁ inst;tutlans wara not tha actual averages ‘but only
estimates, a fact which was not rnoted. In addition,-if the Analyst -
“had used the same divisor employed by . the Cgmm1531an to show the -per-

".centage iﬂéIEESES required -for parity in 1979i80 his estimates of

lag in the current year would have been greater than the ‘mc\unts he

re;arted This is ghawn on ;he fallaw1ng page!~
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. AEEuSl EHTIEHE—yEaf Salafles fct thé ;amparlscn 1nstltutlgns aré naw .
.available, and it may be uséfulito compare ‘them with ‘those bélng paid -
at the Uﬂlvarslty and the. State Un;vers;ty ' o

g

- ACTUAL'CURRENT VEAR FACULTY SALARIES
“FOR THE.UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, THE

CALIFORNIA STATE.UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES.,:

AND THEIR CGMPARISDN INSTITUTIDNS ?

h
s £

‘ S : el

Académ1c Rank

"“')Ei N

Uﬂlverslty af Callfafnla o

Erafgsscr'_’ -
~ 'Assbciate-Professor -
sAsgiétanc?PfGEESSQr:?

Callfarnia State’ Uﬂﬂv&fs;ty;

‘and CDllEgEE
rafessaf
"' Associate Professor
Assistant Professor -

1978 79

UC/CSUC
Sa]ar1es

CamDar1sgn Insti- =
;Qtlag Salaries

= =,
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leferenCE'
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16,668

' $26,399
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Lly ’cgmcgmad with the Univers:,ty gf Eallfafnig‘ Table 7 DE fhé R ;
A;nal sisz is shgwn below. In thea table, t:he Salariés paj.d a.t variaus=

- Tl L T e Tgbli 7 o
E C T UC Fabulty Eammrid tg Najgr o el D
e Institutions of Comparabls’ Funr:ﬂpu R
S St T T 19T7-r8 AAUP Data . .- L el L
de LT et T (aglhpjiﬁm@gnd‘) R

AT [@mm e .Vmﬁssdw e S .s:m .Vmberﬂlnﬂ fr .sm T
S Umtyaf&hﬁ:mg(ﬂﬂ)km,bﬂ @5 T w0 s s sme s:m PRSI
U  Percent .. e WSH. B0A B s L
SR Ay 0 %1 arcats w0 K1 6
| Bghamton e fom e 141-0 877 18 27T THS 8T %'
ssu
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- © Sy Book o 23 W 26 1 186 W
' S ISR 1T 3 R 1T 59 TRl -
Pereent e 38% B %% . 0%
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a{gs

L7 11V A - S 7 B S |
CEs M4 N l&ﬁ
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, B L B :
: MLemmims WEL $AT BT 93 36 $RE 204 122
' CPICRM e, JSUA% . L% 3% . Ing
50
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UM e W g 19y a6 e am
e - B YR SR T B VR NS
R | LIﬂ ﬂﬂ -8 !lQE -l 3l64 288 224

N (q - PE!‘I‘.‘EHI— e A2A% . - - J12% Eﬁ% B (5 T

13

A < . A4 S 48 001 B Os167 - 1605 12)
Percmmt et © 386% AL Uin 1008 -
Harwrd ® i 512 $7 M RO9 - U9 g7 5 8277
Percemt e e - B% 114% S 1. TN 1] 2
: SH;:ford‘ S — S 22 10 g 0 Ty - 272
oo - Percent ... s 05% 175% 2%
!\{s}or private umlm:lam shown for informational p N
bl\ﬁg!\lil‘P data reports more positions thln CPEC, hﬂwm -averge s:hu-ism ﬂgs.ﬂy u:!sgﬁal

IS o

2. 1Ibid,, page 1397.. R
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'ﬁaEiTst!aEhé tablE is baséd on. 19?7—78 dsta which afe nat apPlngblé

fw_ich are. not on the’ UﬁiVEfSltY s;list of Eﬂmparisﬂﬂ:iﬂsﬁituﬁiﬂns

. and. excludes Ewa that are.:" As-a: tesuls, the table. shows. that the .

=_‘all-rank5 avgfage far ‘the Uﬁivarsity exceeds: the all—ranks avetagas:f
- of gther graupa af institutions by varlaus smaunts ;w;.. 1nw~. .

"‘The Anaiyst Egplains the reasan far thls appraach ig that “The Uni-
fversicy gf*Califarsia prefers to- camparé salaries for its" entir&;
-fsystem anly with tbe salaries ‘paid at. the premier campus of other-
" .systems." Nevertheless, the Analyst uses the same approach. Four
; ‘of the institutions lifsted for Michigan include” the University of -
- .Y Michigan,- Michigan State Uﬁiver51ty, Wayne State UanéfSICy, and .
- Western Michigan University (the latter ‘two are comparison institu-
. tions for the Cgl;farﬁia State: UniVErslty and Gulleges),‘all of - -
2.7 whicH-have saparata guverning baards and whlch ara nat psrt af the
.. same system : o , - :

' - In Wiscans;n, the énaLyst uses the Madls@n and Hllwaukee campuses af
) - the University of ‘Wisconsin system. WhHile they are part of the Eaméf
’ . system, ‘1t should be noted that Wisconsin combined-its uﬁiverSLty

_centers .with its 'state colleges into a ~single gaverﬁiﬂg me chanism,

-and there i3 no reasonable basis for comparing the M;lﬁaukee ﬂampus‘

"wi;h aﬂy of the campuses of the UanEfsiﬁy cf Califarﬂla -

"The only state ;n wh;ah the ccmparlsan is. Valid is New York where .
‘the Analyst shows four campuses of the. State Universlﬁy of New York
system. .All are university centers and any or all of tham cauld be
used as Univgrsity of Califafnla -comparison institutlans Hawevgr,
since they have a slﬂgle salary schedule usiﬂg one'is. sgfflcienﬁ '

v There is ané additicﬂal problem W1Eh Table- 7 Which may IESULE frém

. a misunderstanding of the function .of the all-ranks average. - Ln
-~ 'that table, the Analyst derives all-ranks averages for each grotp.
"of institutions, and compares them to the Uﬂiverglty af California
all faﬂks ayerage

:\; T -

,The_purpese of an all-ranks average is to generate a figure that
will permit the appropriation of a specified amount of money to
grant a specified percentage increase in salaries. To do that re-
.quires the use of the staffing pattern fotr the institution to which
‘the money is appraprLafad 'not the institution with which the com-

pardson is made. The following example illustrates the point,

_Lo-the prEEﬁE rapért-' Secgnd the table includes rine instltu;iéusf;l



. . - .if .
L - : e L cLot PN -
";'“ fnétltutinﬁs A and B have the fgllgw1ng salary structures.
7 In5§itut13n A»fiig:?gévJ;ﬁé.ﬂ,gf Saiarg; - Number ef Facuitx;;;;;
. 7 . u,"",“_' a :»-v ) -: :{r B ;: R 2 -,v » . . ;‘:' )
anfesscr' LS .o . 825,000 0 - 1, 500 .
.+ “Agsociate Professor’ ¢ 20,000 - . 1,000 . - ’
':';Assistént53t§fegséf PR 15,000 ., 500
'-gﬁétiiutiaﬁfg- e S P o
Professor - . .+ 27,500 . 500
Assoctate Professor - - °° 22,500 ~. 1,000
Assistant Professor - o+ -A7,500 o . 1,500
. éll*Rauks'Avé:égés"
Institution’A ;' o 121,667 IR
Instituticn B e .. 720,833 v

o
Th& Egample shaws that InSElEuﬁlﬂﬁ B clearly hag the highaf salaries .
at esach. rank; $2,500 in each case. However, due to the operation of
each ihstitution's stafflng pattern, Institution A has the higher
all~ranks average by a factor of 4.0 percent.’ By that standard, it
would appear Ehat Iﬁstltuﬁicn B should. feceive a_ 4.0 percent increase
"in salary in Epzté of the fact that it Zs alfeady ahead of Institu=
tion 4. - 1f, however, Institution A's staffing pattern is applied to
fh%tiﬁutlaﬂ B, the trﬂth emefges: - Institution B is actually ahead of
= Inetitution A by 11.5 percent not the other way around. It should-
be also noted that the: procedure works just as well in reverse (i.e.,
R if Instdtution B is the. ingtitution for- Whlﬁhgthé SDEP&flSEn ‘is bedng
' made) ‘apnd ‘that .the 5133 of the faculty has no-effect on the pracedure,
-since ba&h lna;iﬂutlcns have the same number af faculty, : .

Applylnﬂ this to the case at.hand prqduces s;milar results. If tha ;
University of. California's staffing pattern is usea for the varlaus
states listed in Table ?»af the Aﬂal:sis} ‘the fallawiug resulﬁs*

7, e o ;A11 Ranks Averaggs o
‘ o ‘ T S As Adjusted fﬂr UC
State T Q Ana]ys%"s Repqrt L Staff‘i ng Patterﬂ

' california (UC) R T oo 524 400
New York - . ~. . 23,400. .. e 26,700
Michigan® : C 22,900 - - 23,400

. Wiscomsdn - . 22,3000 - © 22,500 -
Illinois . 22,400 . 23,200
Texas o S 22,100 - 23,500 .
Hagvard . _ 27,700 ' ot 26,500
Stanfgrd ' S 27,200 - R 26,200 ia'

*




Jhat :the; tgble shows is ghaﬁ the UniVErs;ty af Callf@rnla was aétuﬁ
ally behlﬁd New Yonl State instead of ahead of it iand thaﬁ the '

difference in-the other stidtes is not as great as it* appears. Fur-

“‘ther, it -also”shows that the University is not as Ea: behiind Ha:vard»'*

:'and Stanfard as EhE Aﬂalyst indlcatas 7

"Ihé remaindgr gf the Analyst s répDIt is prlmazily canaerned w1th a.
comparison of salaries at individual University of Cal;farnla cam—-
puses with those" at iﬂdividual campuses of the’ cnmparisen group and
-with other institutigns From this, someone unfamiliar with the -
.Salary process might conclude’ that faculty at one campus of the
JUniversity are” “paid at higher Ccr lower) rates than those at other

' -campuses. Such a eanslu51an would be incorrect since.the Un;vérsity’

. has a siﬂgle salary schedule f@r all cdmpuses, based on: assumptiaﬂ

that faculty on all of the campuses are equal in all respects.  The.

. Fact that the average salaries are not the same on all campuses is
not evidence of ‘different rates of pay but of differences in staff-.

ing patterns (the number of individuals within‘each of the académic

ranks), with the higher salarlés gaﬂérally reflecting the matuzlty

‘of the campus..  In gEﬁeral, the more mature the campus, the greater'
the number of faculﬁy in"the higher raﬂks a situation whigh has tha
effeag of. 1n213351ng the all—ranks average '

FY_
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!;VERSITY C)F‘ CALIEDBNIA SYSTE’\IWIDE‘ ADMI ISTRATION: - .

o

'sm _DAVIS « (RVINE v LOS ANGELES. + RIVERSIDE - SAN’ ‘DIEGO s..n.:«r Francisco (CVIE 5|l " SANTA BARBARA ¢ SANTA CRUZ ..

R

x
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, DF?1§& &f the V?ce Pr‘esﬂc{erﬁ:“’i }  - f'fgégﬁﬁfré, oRNIA™ S373 LR
L Academjc and StafF Person!e1 Re?at1gn5 ‘Ef R ’jg;?G§%L? gfég“~f=‘ A

T Lo =i, . November 16, 1978

_‘Patrick M Ca]?an P o
California. Postsecondary Edugaticn é@ﬂﬁnssion o
1020 -~ 12th Street = = .

Sacramenta, Caﬂ1fgrﬂ1a 95814

.Dear Mr. CaTlanp o
I am submitting herew1th Tibles 1 and 2 gas amended) “for ycur ‘use in the
full report of the Commission on Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits.
You will note that the amended. tab1eswtake account of ‘the effect of
‘estimated separations and new appg1ntments on the staffing pattern and -
on average salaries. by rank for 1979- -1980; they do not.take aacaunt cF

the efFect of prajected mer1t ingreases and prnmat1ansi

e The diFf1cu1t1es with the figures: in the gr1gina1 tabiies
,Aattentiqn at appraximate]y the same time that they w;ungerceived by Mr

- ‘Storey of your staff.. To put- the matter briefly, it becamErobvicus that

* . our projections of the 1979-1980 . staff1ng pattern were in error.  Moreaver

© . it was quickly established that the “arror.ardse from our projections of .the

‘ Jgffect of merit increases afdfpromotions.. Since merit increases tend to -

Jncrease average salaries in each rank and promotions decrease average. o

salaries in each'rank, it is essential to reviey the:comparative ‘¢consequences

of these two separate factors for the final computations. To our regret,.we.
have found that we cannot accomplish that review in time to meet the dead11ne
for the full report of the Commission. Hence, we have submitted the amended
tables described.above for your use 'in ‘that report. We W111§ Qf course; have
completed our ana]ysis of the merit increase and prumat1cn issue in.the very.-
near future and will reflect ‘the necessary ;ﬂrrect1ans in the submigsion: Fﬁr 5

‘the Spring report of the Commissfon. T greatly PEQFEt this d1ff1¢u1ty and

. regret any 1ncanven1ence it ‘may have caused

| wgu1d 11kE tn camment hawever, on same features of the aménded tables.
" There is a real sense in which the first three f1gures in the last line qf
Table 1° (amended) speak eloquent]y of our need.  There one may ‘observe ‘that
the University of California falls behind the: mean of ‘the comparison institutions
. by approximately 14 percent, 10 percent and 6 percent at the ranks of Professor,
- ~Associate Professor and Assistant Prafessnr respectively. " Those are: important
figures. To ber sure, the all ranks average figure is required to establish the.
cost ofadjustments necessary - to achieve parity. A more definitive figure for
that purpose will appear “in our Spring subm1ss1an when'we have camp]eted the




- Q_Viqe President

- - analysis noted earlier in this letter. -~Incidentally it-is interesting-to - .
- “note that in 1977-1978, "the most recent year for which AAUP data.are, .
-jgavailab]e, six of our eight comparison institutions- were ahead of the = ° .
. University of .California.at the:Professorship.” Ihdeed; one can count: in e
- the September 1978 issue of: the AAUP Bu11et1n, some twerity outstanding .
American universities 1nc1ud1ng -some one might th1nk51n a 1esser categary; o

which 1edﬂu C. at thé TEve1 of Prafessar in 1977-1978 ,

:1I want to thank yau and your staff for: ygur understand1ng cnaperat1an in o

:_urespect to-the materials for the. Fa11 report. . We sha11 ShDTt1y have aur
hauSE in DFdEP in that resPEEt e,

: 5incareiy,, |

(o b aﬁ-s-f*’
Arahie K1eingartner

alAfiaahments,' ’ 7'?'- ',:; 3 !,-, 19';

cc: Pres1dent Saxon- -
‘ Vice.President Fretter
‘Associate Viae. Pres1dent JEhkins

" Dry-Washburn = ST
- William Storey =%
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lfigvf’*;?‘~ﬁ*w*'7f};f';' THE UNIVERSE?Y Oszifi" o
B - OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT-—A SRS
b e ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL® RELATIONS

Rt o TABLE A3
. AVERAGE uc FACULTY FRINGE EENEFITS
 (Employer Contributions) - _
S derens o

I '_ - : . .é H

; RETIREMENT/FtCAl'* o 18.7sTvf salary

'UNEHPLDYMENT INSURANCE ~ . 0.32% of salary

WORKMEN' S CGMPENSATIGN o *,-.-!j'a 0 1.25% of salary

* HEALTH INSURANCE -- AWWITANTS o 0.42% of salary
'fHEALTH IﬁijANCE B $622.40 | i

, ';;LIFE INSURANCE S .'=.%‘ ' 16.20

NON- THDUSTRIAL DISABILITY SRR
CINSURANCE - o lst000

. ) \

U TOTAL - $692.60°  plus  20.74% of salary

Eﬁ;

X k?;;;J-V'

SOURCE: Office of Budgetary Planning

. . Co - | [20).
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T THE UNIVERSITY DF CALIFDRNIA .
‘= OFFICE-OF.THE VICE PRESIDENT+~ .-

ACADEﬂlC AND STAFF_PERSDNNEL RELATIDNS

ey A s I . - IR o e &

f_ﬁg? ;;?‘1 Average-CamparTSDn Institutﬁgn Sa?arTes

1stitution . Professor,

$§32,210
.30,815 (4)
© 32,307 (2)
. 29,270 (8)

... 30,179 (5)
o _ 27,980 (7
- '33,651’(1)

ma N mD N

h ) (3)
i 26, 666 (8).

. S

" Associate
Professax

l§77w78§

521 847 (L)
19,296 (4)
'7_21 358 (2)

:26i540,(§)

20,888 (4)

20,493 ~(6)

© 19,815 (7

20,928 (3)

‘,AESistanﬁ“wi'

16,104 (&
‘ LS,lSS

Professar
317 488" (1),
16,473 (4)

X

(8)
(3)
(6)
(7)
(2).

16,101
16,071
16,733

e R * -

ivafagér' $30,386 -

=

$23,318 (4)
25,309
25,487
‘22,287
23,017
21,559
23,800

(2)
(1)
(6)
(5)
(7)
(3)

MO o0 W o

.21,169 (8)

1 $20,646

1972-73

"sle6, 789
16,100
18,073
15,622
16,349
15,958
15,619
17,000

TIEB G R 32 AR LS

i A P R

516,365

$13,330
12,958
13,808
13,31%
12, 605
12 90%
12,300

| s et Tt Tt ot e T

i S S S SN SRR B

AR SRR MR R

i g W S S SN RO S

\verage 15234243

$16,439

PR

§12,895

e
4

Canfldéntlal data :gca;véd Lram comparison ;nst;tutlcns
inclide 9- and ll-month full-time salariegs for all schools
and :allages except health s;;éﬂces- e A _ L
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‘EAss1stant Prafessar :

o7 VP--A&SPR 10/78 bin
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: o QéMﬂﬁéhs'“g L . With Ooctorate - Witheut Doctorate - __ Tatal
, =LlEE. 5 R s e | ekt Ry e
_ meessarss - oo oo
L EIRE , 1.4 - 28 "100.00
: ' ~ Continying . 32 1.7 - 2,660 100.00
Ta;ai_ : g 11.8 . 2,688 100.00
Assa:iate Pr'mfessqr's D v : . ' o L S
Yew - : 17 100.0 S . 1000, - ~ 17 100,00
Continuing ) 1,098 89.8 - 126 10,2 . 1,223 100.00
- Total . o 1,115 89.9 12§ 1041 : © . 1,240 100.00
Assistant Frﬂfessars . R e
" New . : 103 89.§ h LE 2 10.4.. 115 100.00
Continying .. 798 - 75.3 82 4.7 1,060 .j00.40
Total . R .oLem o 76,7 74 23.3 *-1,175. 100.00
AInstﬂgtdfs v o I C _ ' -
T New . v s= 0.0 . 0.0 = 100.00
v Cantinmﬁg , 1 50.0 I 50.0 2 100.00
w1 ot Total . "1 50.0 T 50.0 2 100.00
RN Ranks L4087 859 . TS 1437 5,105 100.00 - -
Lecturers . = . Cs13 4550 Y M s85 1,154 100.00
Camp%1ea an & Hégdéaunt basis. These aggfegates are, therefare, h1gh5F than thase in
Tableaﬂ ahich are computed on.an FTE basis. ° _ ) L
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. two or more quarters during the fiscal year. "Excludes health sciences: Dentistry,
Medigine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health, .and VEterinary Med?sine
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two or more quarters during the fiscal year, Exclydes health sciences: Deﬁtistry. :
. Meﬂ1:ine Nursing, Optometry, Pharmaﬂy, Fublfc Realth, and. Vetgrinary Hed1cine.
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"'blnﬂudes‘regu’lér and’ irregu’lar (Act‘mg V’isit'ing, IﬂsResidEnce Adgunst)
rank titles and:Lectureri‘and Seniar Lecturers with and without Security

af. Emphmeﬁt - For purpuses g¥f this report, full-time is defined as 0%
Exc‘ludes

‘or. mare time for two or more guarters dur*'lng the fiscal year:
. health smemﬁgs Dentistry, Medicine, Nur-smg, Dptsmetry, Phar-mae_y, .

'TAELE E 3 v

‘NUHBERa AND PEREENT OF FULL=TIHE FAEULTY WITH

TENURE OR SECURITY OF EMPLOYMENT 1978-79 : .

2,688
1,280 . -

LI T T . o
)
W

- FacuTty- u’lth Tenure or -
Security of Empley ment

‘. w
s

These aggregates are, therefm-e h1gher
.which ar’e camputed on an FTE 5 iy

‘Source: Bio-bibliographical Services (Biqsafb):reégﬁds5an:uc facul ty.

oo SMomthws i :
Pﬁ:fessar 2,857
: e A;sa:ute meessw 1i335i
R As;*gs;alfﬁ: Professor . 1,421
‘Instructor . . . G, 79
. (A11 Ranks) ~ - (5,692)
| - Lecturer .- 1,154
;liaMén'ﬁhs
Prnfessar
S Associate Prafessnr 125
. Assistant Professor. 2148
) vIns-*E?uf:taF B T =
. (ﬁ71 Raﬁks) (711)
_J
Lecturer E 51
r o
. a Compited on a'h_aadcauﬁtgbasis
- than=thase in.Table 3_1
%-a-Fubhz Health, aﬁd VEtErTnary Hedﬁ:mé
O e
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- TABLE 2-4

TERMINATIONS OF FULL-TIME FACULTY 1977.78%

7 Assocdate . Assi stant S :
__Professor . _Professor. - Instructor
Y Mos. 11 Wos. G Mos. 11 Mos. - 3 Has. 1T Mos..

e ——

Rewsgn Far.
Terni natdon

Death & Retirement = 70 10 . 4 - Y , - -

. Fawlty Position in . : . ,
“Arother Institution 14 - - & 1 .14 . 2 - *

Return ta Graduate . . 1 . v . Q .

Study - s P -

%
|

Crung s i Status [ e T I :

Ezpiration of : : o
Agpoi ntment : - - = - -2

Other Eﬁ;ﬁicmenf ‘ 4 4 - a0 2 - % .
ot P B A U
g9, 1 Co18me 1 . 8 4 3 i

TRTAL

 Ynelades reéqular rank titles.anly. For .purposes of this report, full-tdme is defined as’
204 or more time. for two.or more quartsys during the fiscal year.  Excludes health sciences:
Gent-istgy, Medicine, Nursing,.Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health, and Veterinary Medicine.
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\ DRIEINS OF QECRUITHEWT JQF. TEIUQED AND NDNTEHUgED PERSDNNELn
) i Ye7gers L

R T T - sssderate  nsvistant o |
. . _Professor ~ Professor Professor . Instructor

‘ GhWos. 1T Mos. FMos. 11 Mos. I Mos. 11 Mos. 9 Mgs. 11 tos.

- Insgit aticn ) ’ o o ‘ (
Ohio State UI'HV' . - R - T - - -
:Univ/Q?egan : .. L e . 1 - - -
Univ/Pennsylvanfa = . - . - 1 . 2 . - -
Pennsylvania State U. - . - 1 - - .
Pﬂn;etun - - S - . , 1 . 3 - - -
'Purdue s ' - - . . I . _ -
Rockeral Ter Univ 1 e - - IR _ . a
Rutgers R N, . . - 1 % '} . - -
Stanford - . e - _— - 2 ; - _ t =
Suly-quffais 2 - e - - A - —
sy HYf_ﬁgr;hésé v 1 - - - - - - -
v  SyNY-Stonybrook 1 - - - 1 - - -
' Untv/Texas, - - s 1 ' . - -
Tufts : . e . 1 " - -
Tyler Sch/Arts D - - -, -
usC S e e e e - -0
Utah Stace Univ . - e . 1. . = - -
irginia Palytach. Inst.- - - — - 1. - -
washmgtr:n State Umiv, = - - ST 1 - - .
‘Aeﬁeyan University - 1 -~ < - S e - - -
fale R 2 = 2 = = =
Subtetal * 1 (A - - = =
e oo ] 2 1 1 28 1 . -
UC-Reqularization 2 L I 1 = -
Other Sources i ’

Foredgn - € e - . . 6 1 -
Graduate Study - - = . - - 15 3 - -
Otner Enployment . 2 . 1 - 8 2 - .
fovernment . L = - = —= L = —=
Sugtetal 10 2 7 1 66 g - -

N 8 2 7.2z ons e - -

rn:hdes full=time reqular rank titles only. " Gives nr’igiﬁs .0f néw faculty sﬁawn in
Table 8-2 Excludes health sciences, ‘ T : '
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- LT T raLe 8-6
v DESTINATION OF FACULTY WHO VOLUNTARILY RESIGH
: 1977-78% —

, : Associate " Assistant ]
Professor Professor Profassor _-Instructor

-

- 9 Mos, ¥l Mos, 3 Mos. 11 Mos. 9 Hos, 11 Hos, = J Hos. 11 Mos.
Iﬁsrtfitgrtrquﬁ . #ﬂ gt e = = = ,‘ —— = — — e

foston University - 1 - o - T e . - -
‘Calif. Inst/arts .. 1 - :

Cal Tech : e .. -

7 €SUC-Pomana -k .

T . CSUC-Stanislaus . ' . - B - 1 e s

" Cornel] - » -' , '
Ouke University
Harvard -

Harv’ég Mydd .Calleqge
Univ/111inods '
Indiana Univ .

" Johns Hopking
L!_niv,;?-ﬁﬁnigaﬂ :
Middlebury Zollage ;
Qrio State Uniy e e
Penn State Univ e - , . .

o = w

[

L]

[

I [ B ]
] ]
[ 1
] L]

[
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e
A
[
N
!
"

A5

[

L

»
¥
L]
]
]
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Il
Lo R
(] L1 1]
] [ [
(] (] ¥

Princeton N 1
Univ/San Frangisce 1., - - . S
B S;aﬁ,ﬁ;rd g ' : : SR e
7 Univ/Utah ~ -
Uni- Taz

~ Virginiz Poly lmst . 1 = 0 . - - e - -
Univ/Mashington - s B AT
washington State Univ. = - . < a1 o
Washington & Lee Univ . 1 . e . -
Wesleyan Univ ST -1 " - - - e e
Univ/Wiscons tn E T e e 2. - - -

(continued bn next rage]
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TABLE 8-6 (Eant1nued) B

DES‘I!ATID% OF FACULTY QHG VOLUHTARILY RESIGN

. 1977-78°
’ o . Associate Assistant o
Professar _ * Professor -Prafessor Instructor_
§os. 11 Mos. T Mos. I Mos. Jos. TTTles.: 37 Hos.
Foreign Institutions - - e A IR IR - - -
Goverrment . - - 2 - 2 - = .
Change in Status ~ , ' - , 3 S N
: Personal - AR B - I JE R
Other Emplayment o3 T T T T
Graduate Study = = -7 - - T - - -
, Uggnawn s A O K - S -
ToTAL (LT TRNCEN T SRS B AR S -
j: s
<
i & a
a“. . ._ = c. § . . . x ;x.’
A neludes fuﬂ time reqular-rank titles only. Givas dést‘!nat‘mns {other than deatiland
retivement and axpiration of appointment) of terminating faculty shﬁwn in Table 3—4
Ex:l es hgatth sciences. _ .
Source: Academic ﬁsrgﬁrjne‘l Logs
. VP--A%SPR: 10/78 bln
\ J-11 Ny ‘,
o . : 1‘%‘@/ '
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T ... TABLE B-vIT e

s TR . . E
* . . ) =L ®

FAE&ITYiERQEéfiDNALiEATTERNS 1975-:7 arnd, 192 7-78°

b - - Ppromoted from - .  Promoted from . ° -
 Asst Professor to Assoc Professor = Assoc Professor:to Professar

 Total - %-mos  limos - \Jotal  $eost  1lamos

eze-rr . 169 a8 2 i 150 8
197778 164 . 46 . 18 151 .. 13 . - 18

=

aIn¢1udES rega]ar rank tities unTy For purpases of this repnrt, full-time is

defined as 50% or more for two or more quarters during the fiscal year. ExaTudes
. health sciences: ~Dentistry, MEd1§1ﬁe, Nurs1ng, Dptametry, Fharmagy, Public
Health, and Veterinary Medicine., -~ . o

Sagrcé‘ Academic Personnel Lags -‘_‘.::A ; ' »’A ;7

VP-~ARSER: 10/75 Bin.
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‘office of the Chancellor | o
The : Califaznia State Unive:sity .and leleges

' Average Cost of CSUC Benefits
"~ Fall 1978 (per full-time faculty)

}_Reﬁifemeﬁt (iE-SE% of salary1 ; . | _ . ;l;x $34804:
: sécia;-Secgtity, S . ’ . o L-- 915
Hedical'Insuranée{v | | | 735;
» Unemglcymentlinsufanca'- R f 68
Workers éémgensaﬁién o | ; . e Y
g | - 85,544

3720779

R
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Df?ice of the Chancellor ,
The Califérnia State University and Cﬁllegesvv'!

T

H

New Full ~time Faculty
. - ' ' . Appointments Effective
s o B _ ) Fall 1973 ' :

Number No._w/Doctorate

Professor - - 52 42 l!f . 80.8
Associate Pr@fessar 106 71 : | - 67.0
50,0

i

ai . = A. - e T . J’ , '7 -
Assistant Professor .FEJQ- o 185
4.3

.

 Instructor . 47 -

Bt
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L")
—
-
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folce of the Chancellar SN R 1: ! & | |
The Califarnia State Univerﬂiby and Cglleges B A O
o ¥ S B !

( v ; S

: _ ‘csuc'=_; |
- Lemparison Institutions Data.

| L . Expenditures S Averag |
“Ramk . Numher  Salaries Benagits-'gr_ Salary Eenefits

pofessor 5,66 SISTATEN  S66648 s 4

,f.Asscciatel, S e e R
? Prﬂfesser o 4B 202,697,762 1B, AL7,755 AL 2m o 3,807

i
[

Lo Assistant 'n"_ | S o e

o brofessor A0 0365020 - 1SN0 1R 3,000

msteactor LAY 119908 30047 140 2,09
Fall 1973 Data o

Expenditures o o | o = AVErage

Rank © Number T Salaries . Benefits. - Salary T . Benefits

o Professor 4,867 $104,098,059 §14,589,740 $20,9%8 52,99

g Assaciatéz'.- S T T S

- Asslétant_%' o L B
Jprggﬁgssarj{;,f” %5, 049 66,899,526 ”flO,I??@OOé L  13;224 02

T T S PO S 1w s
Instrugtor-  ULA60 CU15,947,849 243533 10,23 335

‘. f=A;1~InStitu‘ §ns,RE§0Ei;ﬂ§

EY LY B |



foica Df the Chancellﬂr

The Califarnia State University and CQIIEQes_“

?

Professor

1-Assistant Prafeasmr

'g‘lnstructpr

' TOTAL"

:3219/79}’

Assgciate Prafsssmrxr

T T

| CSUC Full~Time Faculty::
w1th Tepure, with Doctorate .
Fall; 1978 :

¥

- Headsaunt : -; . No. w/Doctorate

| s
SAE . T 4,515 823

3438 2,432 7047

2,221+ 1,030 46.4

R 3T I B Y )

L3660 .o 7,085 72,3

No. w/Tenure.

b

5,311
2,939

R

96,8

85.5%

17.8%

. g,645



Office of tha Chancellar L o
Thg califgrnia State University and Calleges

RN /

i | |

/ o o “csuc Faculty Pramatian

. N ‘ R Effective ~;_. , _, :: B '<<A:ﬂ;w
'/ Fall 1975 - Fall 1975 . Fall 1977

}475:,jf* . QSE,

" professor . - 453

" Associate o . : B : I T ,i S
Professor 509 S 440 o389
Assistant T T T o .
Profegsor - - 10 o o A U -

R T

972

372§/79 |

150




