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LIFORNLA ANN THE CALIFORNIA' STATE UNIVERSITY

Annually, in. a cordaice with SenatelConcA _ient. Resolution.No. 51
\(1965 General Legislative Session), the University of CaLifcirnia
and the California State, University and Colleges submit to the Com-
mission data on faculty salaries and. the cost of fringe benefits
for -their respective and for a groUp of comparison insti-
tutions specified , for eaCh., the -1;asis of these data, estiroates
are derived- of,'the percentage ,changes in salaries and the cost of
fringe Senefits tioattain parity with the comparison groups
in the forthcoming fisCal .yeak. The methodology by ,which. these data
are collected_ and aialyzed.- is designed by the, CoramisSion. in consul-
tation with: the. two .segments the Department of finance, and the

Tice of the Legislative Analyst- :Commission staff audits the data
and' prepares two reports, one in the fall and one in the sprin.t,,,
41-c4. are `transmitted to the 'Governor, the Legislature, and'

officals. The report which follows' is the final report for
e 1979380 dget cycle.

This report co- ains two major dhaptert=
salaries and e cost of fringe benefits
fornia and the Calif Ornia State. tiniverai
preliminary analysis of faculty salary.:
Colleges.

cly an overview, of faculty,
at the UniVerSitY `of

d Collegesnd (2) a,
in the California community

In addition,- there 'is also a cussion of general economic do on
an analysis of -Elie cents on facurty:-salaries that werepublishe
by the \ Legis;atiVe.- AnalYst in his Anal is ef th,e -Budget Bill', 1979-
and a report nmadical,-faculty salaries that was developed, by the:.,

'7Univesity of Califor4a pursu ant to 'a legislative directive.
final to items are inluded"as A.Ppendices.

HISTORY OF T SALARY REPORTS

The impetus for the _faculty\ rePPrs came
Survey7Team- in L960,, which reCotmended- that

'S'ee Appendix A,

See Appendik D f6r the lis omparison institutions used for
the UniversitY of CalifOrnia ltd the,: California Stake University
and olleles.:-



Greatlyincreased salaries andl:exiimnded friage.bene-
fits, such .as himAlth and,group life insurance,: leaves,
"and travel funds to attend professional meetinv
housiag, parking and. moving extiense, be provided for
faculty members in orderto make co lege.and .univer-
sity teaching attractive as compar- with business.

d industry.

Because of the continual change in facul y deman4 and
supply, the coordinating agency annually collect per
tinant data from-all segments of highkeducation in
the state and thereby make possible thejtesting of
he_assumptions underlying thin report..

For the ensuing four years, the Legislature ,continually'sou
formatift regarding faculty compensation, information which came
primarily fpm the Legislative Analyst in his Analysis of-the Budget.
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher .Education in its
annual: reports to the Governor and the Legislature on the leVel, of

support for public'higher'education. These rePorts, while undoubtedly

helpful co .the process of determinini,faculty cOmpensation levels,
were considered to. be insufficient, especially by .the Assembly which
consequently requested the Lesislative'Analyst to prepare a specific
report on the subject.4

Early in the 1965 General Session, the LegiSlative Analyst presented.

his report and recommended thaE the process of developing data for

,.use by the -Legislature and the Governor in determining 'faculty com-

pensation
e

be formalized. This recommendation Was embodied in Senate
Concurrent Resolution No. 51, which specificelly,directed the 'Coor-
dinating Council/to prepare annual rePorts-in cooperationwith
University of California and the then California State Colleges'.

.

Since that time he Coordinatin Council and, Asequently, the Com-

mission, have submitted reports,t0 the Governor and the Legislature.
e-firSt, a preliminary report, is released in December a, an aid

to the Department of Finance in its s5development of the Governor's

Budget; the second, a final report, is issued in the spring for use

by the legislative fiScal committees during budget hearings.

A Master Plan fo-.-EligherEducation in California, 1960,71975,
California State Department of EducatiOn, Secr' California,

1960, p. 12,

This request came in the form of House Resolution No. 250 (Unruh)
during the 1964-First Extraordinary Session of the Legislature

(Appendix B).



t .reports? faculty saleries.and the cost of f

,hene in re-liforni's)four-year public segments are'. comee,ie.,

those other inStitutrons (both within end outside o California)
for the purpose of 'maintaining a competitive poSitiae, ta'genisrar,"
other indices such as changed irpthe ConSumer.Prite Index have not

_

been'empleyed,-siace theorigiaa; rationale for the Salary purveys
was the Maintenance of,IteapetitiVe institutional pariEy rather than,
parity visea-vis the cost of liVing-e It was dot intended tatselary
adjustmeats would neeeSserily. Pre'vedi erosion in faqulty,Ourchas
power staceYid4etioniwasa for concernn 1965. The prMary ob-
ective was -e8 Assure that California's Public institutions would be-

ie,tb attract and. retain the most-qualified lat'aty Members iVailah.le
ther"by at least aaintata, and hopefully improve, the.qual4Y of

educational program

e the paSSege SCAR'51, ;tb.e Coordinating Counc*I. and he Com-
ion haVei%issued reports for,`- thirteen budget Cycles. each

r

case, comparison institutionS'haveIeen employed in determining
salary and fringe. benefit leVelp..-. Thid:yepOrt; faurteent in
ehe-series, continues that trediion.-''''

SEGLA'1ENTAL, _QUESTS- ,FOR, CULTY SALARIES . AND TO. COST OF-
BENEFITS _

Each .year, 'the segmental central offices, prepare reques ac-
,

ulty salaries and the cost of fringe:benefits-for pres
their respective governing boards.;-the Regents and the Trustees.
The-segaental requests for salaries and the aMounts:granted ,hy'the
Governerand the Legislature since the 1965-66 -fiscal year are shown
in Table 1.

-should 1?e noted that, althou gh the average increase granted to
tate University faculty has been apProxiaately:I gertentage point
eater than that approved for University faculty overthe pest four-

teen yeari, this'disparity has been all but eliminated --siece'1968-.69.
In the ensuing ten years, the average increase for University faculty
has been 4.0 percent; while that for State University faculty hakbeen
4.3percent. During the past four years, the percentage increases
have been identical. AlAo, the tenyear period referred includes
three years wIen no increases were granted.

The methodology for the faculty salary reports
.Appendix C. Comparison institutions are shown

..



TABLE,,

PERCENTAGE- INCREASES' REQUESTED. BY THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AND,THE -CALIFORNIA STATE. UNIVERSITY AND COLAEGES AND -THE

AMOUNTS GRANTED BY THE GOVERNORMND THE 'LEGISLATURE
1965-66 THROUGH 1979-80

:1965-66

University
California,

Requeeted

of

Granted

7.9%10._0%

1966-6,7 2,5 2.5

1967-68- 6.5 5.0
.1968;69' 5,0
1969-70 - 5. , 5.0,

1970-71. 7.2 0.0 1
19-71-72 , 11.2 6.0-

1972-73 13.1 9,d
1973-74 5.4 5,4-

1974-75 4.7 4,5

1975-76 10.8 6.7,
19.76-7 4.6 '4.3
1977 -78 6.8 5,o

1978-79 9.3 0.0

1979-80 . 16.0. 14/A

To__ 78.A17 ;,

Average X4.2

, .,

.

California Sate
Univers ty. and eblleges

St

Requested Granted

10

_1

8.5°
10:5

5.2
7.0

13.0
13.0.

7.5

5.5
10,4

8.5
9.9

10.7%

6.6
. 5.0

7.5

0.0
0.0
8.9

7.5
5.5
6.7

,4.3
5.0'
0.0
N/A

101.8%*

5.

. 1

Wiese age's are ompledn diCo indicate the t- 1 percpntage, in-

creases granted since .1964-65. No' totals are for segmental
.

.

requests since they are, affected greetlY by the amounts granted.



University of California

On November L6 and 17, 1978, -t e University!s Board of, Regents "dis-

cussed ther--faculty 'salary -request fciT the 1919-80 fiscal year The

President of the Unp madede 4. lengthy pesentation in which he
explained, the role of the Cormnissina and,sarme, of the, mechanics of,
the process of comparing Liniversity faculty salaries- to those in
other universities-across- the 'countrY..and in California.. lie- rioted

that,' although the University has supported the compatiSon method,
the Governor and the Legislature have seldoin approved` increases
-which were dictated by that-methodologY:

. . the legislative process has seldom been guided by
the comparison survey in over a decade. The Legislative
Analyst pointed out in his analysis of the Budget Bill,
1975-76, . . in only one year out of ten were segmen-
tal recommendations fully implemented." Moreover, for

the current year 'and for 1970-71 and 19717,2, despite the

results of the comparison survey, the range adJustrEtent
was- ze-c.e.

President Saxon also discus ed EThe ef fects of inflation on Univer-
sity faculty, stating that 'the ability of the University')to compete
far ilut-stgrfeing individuals' has been seriously eroded and that it
would be difficult to maintain th,quality of the institution unleSs
there= were substantial salary increases at all ranks. This situation
is discussed further Starting on page 6 of this report.

For the 1979-80 fiscal year,. he Regents requested a. range adjust-
ment of -16.0 percent, as well as an adjustment in current-year sala
ries retroactive to October 1, 1978. The amount of thatadjustment
has not been specified but, if approved,' -will be deducted from the

16.0 percent increase, proposed 'for 1979-80. -Given'President Carter

standards, which appear t-6 ptopose a limit of 7.0 percent on wage
increases, any retroactive increase would probably be limited to

that amount.

The components of the prop
fac'ulty are as feillows:

resuln.ng from the 411

Additional Awl= aaaded t_

Additional amount dad ea

Regents of the Cfnive sit
November 16, 19478.

[hie to developments w
13.42.percent figure,
is discussed' furth

California Agenda, Item 505,

h _ch occurred after the Regents .approved the
shotild.be changed' to 12.15 percent. This

pP, 17-18 of thiS report.



California State _University and _Colleges

The Statellniverafty Truitees met on November 28.and,29,-1978, and:
approvqd a faculty salary increase of-,,A.4 percent for 1979-80.

_ 4This figure includes an 8.0 Rercent.in4pese to equal-the current
\estimated rate-of igflation, plus a 6'.4 fiercest increase which the

Chancellor's Office estimates is equal to:one-fourth of the erosion
in purchasing power experiented by State University faculty over

tie past ten years -(1969-70. tqrough 1978-79) . In addition, the
Trustees approved a repolUtion requesting a 7.0 percent increase

°active to October 1, 1978. I this increase is granted, the

4.4-peKcent-r quest,mill be.adjuited downward.
f.

t should. be-- noted` that theSt4te,gniversity has not emplOyed the.
ComOssidn's compiarison methodology in any way' in developing
request.for .*Ulty'salary'increasea for 1979-80; rather, it has
adopted an approach that is totally_ dependent on changes in the'

Unit ,,States Consumer Price Ind Ai, (CPT), In this respect; the

T aes' approach is markedly,differentlrom that employed by the
University Regents

This is the second year that the State UoiVersity'haa based sits
requests for faculty salary increases on changes in the' cost of

living. Last year, the Trustees offered several criticisms of the
Comparison methodology and called for a thorough, reexamination of-

8Ck 51. This year, The Comaissidn's tepott and methodology were
not mentioned in the written presentation to the Trustees, but it

is clear that the Trustees no longer support-the comparison approach

in determining appropriate salary levelT.

FACULTY SALARIES AND ECONOMIC CONTIIITIONS,

'The public four-year segments, particularly the State University,'have
increasingly maintained that the use of comparison institution data

%does not provide an adequate picture of the true economic status of
the academic profession-. Both have argued that additional factors,
primarily changes in the CPI, should also be considered.

Table 2 shows a composite of segmentalrequesIsi reports from the
Coordinating Council and the Commission, amounts approved by the
Governor and the legEslature, and changes in the' CPI for the, ten-year
period beginning with the 1969770 fiscal year It provides a useful

perspective on the changes in the economic status of faculty members.
I

That4nflation rate has updated
19781-79. See Table 2.



TABLE 2

ALA EASES FOR .FACULTY. REQUESTED BY THE UNIVERSUY-----
OF.-=CALIOORNIA MD THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND

0OLLEGES'y, OGItEASES REQUIRED TO ATTAIN PARITY WITH
COMPARIOYN1T GNP, SALARY INCREASES GRANTED,
BY. THE GOVERNOR ND THE LEGISLATURE', AND CHANGES

IN THE'llNITE STATES CONSUMER PRICE INDEX
196 7O THROUGH 1978-79

Year

'Segmental
Requests

UC CSUC

r969-70 5.2% 5..21

Percintage
:CCH'E/CPEC I ncreases.-_ Changes in

Repbrts Granted -- h COnsumer
UC CSUC UC CSUC. ce Index

5.2% 5:2% 5.0%

1970 71 7_2 7.0 1.2-

'101-72 11.2 1

7.0 0.0

1972-73 13.2,. 13 13.1

1973-74 5.4 7.5

0.0

0.0

0 9.0 ____- 8.9

6.4 8.8 5.4 7.5 9.0

11.1

7.1

4.6 4.6 4.3 4.3 5.8

1974 4.7 5.5 4.5 4,2 4.5'

r1/4

1975-76 10.8 10.4 11.0 9.7 6.7 6.7 .
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S veral coiets need to. -be made relative to
the figures in this table.

First, total for "Seental Reqt1ests" and for "CCHE/CPEC Reports", =

are -not shown since they -would. thnl-y be misleading. The reàonfoi\

this is that the' amounts granted in any on- year affect the -requests\

for subsequent yaars. -.tn.other words,- if a: 7.2 prceut increase

actually been granted to-University-of Califiornia faculty in 1970-71,- .\

than no icraase, the University's request and the a2nount

reported by the Coordinating Coeil fot 1971-72 would have been mih

- less thauthe:1l.2.peicent figure shown.- Accordingly, totals fort

these colus have little meaning. Secondly,' the totals shown for

the '1lucreases Granted" d "Percentage Changes inthe Consurner Price -J

Index" co1u.s are riot directly comarab1e to th "Average" -figures
shon directly beneath then. For exanpie, although the average annual
increase in the:CPL:fo.r.theten-year.periadshown was 6.7 pcent,
the total increase fo th same period was 91 6 percent Silar1y,
the total nota for increases gran.ed is less than the aerage multi-
plied by tan The reason for thi is that the "Totals" l've been

compounded for each year of increase to more accurately rf1et what

actually occurred over the period of time involved

what these data show is ,that over the past ten years, the auount re-

quested by the segments has been granted once for the University and

tee for the/State University, alçiough it has been close in two

other year;. The advice of the Coodiriating Council and the Couission-

was adopted by :the Governor and -thé Legislature for the University

in only one yar and nevr for th State University, but was close for

both segments in four others A comparison of the actual increases

granted with the CI shows that the University and State University
faculty.have lost- 44.3 arid 40.1 percentQ-ln purchasing power, respec-

,yely. compared to- the ten-year increase in the cost of living.

--Another way of looking at the=problem is to compare actual salaries
paid to faculty in 1968-69 wIth those they are paid today.' In- doing

so, however, it is--exreme1y important -to,-make a distInction between

- ' changes in salary rang and changs in avég salaries (the all-

ranks averages). The example below il1ustratis the point:

- .

.-..Sr

-.

Nbr of NwthgL of

PtoEnfiaor 5a1r-7 ooç !'acuLy

5p L $23 000 LOU V $23 000 500

I
5c,p 2 24 000 200 ' 24 000 400

Seep 3 i5 000 300 25OUØ OO

5rp - 26 300 U0 26 000 200

- : 27,000 500
:-

-- 27,000 JDO

-8-

--
.- .----,



The average alary for professors in Example.A is 25,666 while that

for. Example B is $24,333 in spite of the fact that the fe.1gy range
and the number of total faculty at the rank of professor is the same

in both examples. Thus, comparing salaries from yeaf to year can be '

hazardous, and the problem increases'in .complexity'when one is dealing
with an all-ranks average covering several faculty ranks rather than,

a single ran,..ias in the example given above.

The only way to present in accurate' picture of how salaries- have

actually ch anged is to use the identical staffing pattern for all

years under consideration. This technique has been used by the Com
mission in.thl's report and is equally applicable to--cpWparing faculty
salaries at California institutions with institutions in other states.
This is explained more fully in Appendix H which'discusses the com-
ments of the Legislative Analyst'.

Table 3 below shows the average sa1arieS% by rank, or bo h he Uni-

,versity and the State University for 196E-69 and for1978-79.

TABLE

R X.-BY-RANK:SALARIESFOR THE UNIVERSITY 0-CALFFORNIA
AND THE CALIFORNIX,STATE 'UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

1968.69 _AND 1978-79-

'Associate Assistaht
'P o essor Professor Professor Instructor

University of
-California

1968-69
1978-79

California State
University and
Colleges

1968-69
1978-79.,

43,365
20,533

47,020 $12,732
26,399 20,324

V

In the ten-.-year period. covered,.
dramatically, With a far,greater
Although precise,figures are not
in the method of computing total
present.ard shown below.

$10,481 . $ 9,,097

668 14,509

:he staffing patterns have changed
number of faculty in the higher ranks.
available for 1968-69 due to changes
faculty, those for 1972-73 to the



TABLE 4

STAFFING PATTERNS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE
CALIFORNIA STATE UNLMERSITY AND COLLEGES

1972-73 AND 1978-79' 8

ent-

Umivers California

1972-73
>-1978-79

61iformia State
-Unlversicy and

1972-73
1978-79

-ProfeS
Associate
.Professor'

'Assistant

,Prof r Inttructor

2,123 5.9% 1,079 23.32) 1,422 (30, :N/A

'2i594 (55,7 %) '1,131 24.3%) 931 (20, N/A

((3j...32;0) 3,271 (29.1% 3,991 (35 5 %) 242:279

3,438 .(30.2%) 2,221 9.5;) 218 1

What Table 4 illustrates is that both segments are maturing, with a
greater number of faculty members atthe professor rank and feiger at
the assistant professor rank. When the all-rankS averages art com-
puted, the average salary paid would inevitably rise, even if no
salary increases had been granted, since bore people'are late d in
the' higher salary ranges.

The only wart(' provide a true picture, of the effect of salary. in
creases granted by the Governor and the Legislature,lis to apply the
same staffidg pattern to both sets.of rank-by-rank averages. In

the case at hand, the 1978:49 staffing p'attern has -been chosen..

'TABLE 5

A COMPARISON OF ALL-RANKS AVERAGES FOR THE
'UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND ME

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
USING RANK-BY-RANK AVERAGES FOR 1968-69 AND 1978-79

'AND THE STAFFING PATTERN FOR 1978-79

Segm

University- lifor

.California State
University .and_ Colleges $14 293 $22t432

1968-69

a= $16,334

1978779 Difference,



n comparing the percentage differences noted -above with. the total.
increases granted (Table 2), there is approximately. a .5 percent
difference for each segment, au amount that is probably accounted
for in terms of differences in the number of faculty at each step
within the ranks involved. From-an examination of the two tables
together, however, it is fair, to ,state that the loss of purchasing
power since 1968-69 has been approximately 40 to 45 percent 'for the
University and 35 to 40 percent for the State University. The fact,

taat parity figures for both segments are considerably less than
the 'amounts is a reflection of the loss of purchasing power in
higher education generally.

In last 34ar's salary report Commission. .staff, discussed e possi-
,

bilicy of amending SCR 51.: to Include direct consideration of changes
in the cost of living. The issue was stated in the :following terms:-

.-Should faculty salaries be based Solely on the r ion'

of ',"equity" for the faculty member-who has clearly lost
economic ground in terms of inflation or should it be.
based on the State's legitimate interest in maintaining
only a competitive balance with comparison institutions?
If the "equity"' argument is accepted, the State should
adopt most or all of the salary increases recommended by
the segmental governing boards since they have demonstra-
ted that their faculties have not kept pace with prevail-
ing economic conditions. if . "competition:" is to be the
primary or sole criterion, as it has been for twelve -
years, the increases indicat-Id by the data in this report
should be adopted. If a compromise is desired, the Leis-
lature and the Governor may wish to select a ';figure some-

where between the two.

The Commiss believes that the spirit as well as the (
letter of SCR 51 dictates a ceIntinuation, in this report,
of the past practice of presenting ,data from the respec-
tive comparison institutions and reporting the increases
derived from that data. Not only is this valuable in
maintaining'a historical perspective, it _is also consis-
tent Wq.th the present understanding of legislative intent.
If that understanding is inconsistent with the present
philosophy of the Legislature, then it appears reasonable
to ask. that a new concurrent .resolution be ay roved which
will guide the CoMmis ion in fUtUre reports.

inal Annual Report of-Faculty Salaries and Cost of Fringe
Benefits at the University of California and the California
State University and Colleges: 1978-79, CPEC 'Agenda, April 10,

1978, p. 9.



without questioa, both the-University and die ,State University have

been dissatisfied in recent years, with .the= have been

appropriated for faculty:salary increases. The fact,that each peg-

merit has lost substantial ground in comp rison to the` cost of living

t makes this'entirely understaddable, for itt-makes recruiting Of,out4

standing faculty members more difficult aad is detritintil to morale.

But it is important to remember that la .a Climate of economic 4ps-

terity no methodology, whether- based on a comparison approachTor a

formula designed to reflect_in:lationary trends, wild generate'f,

salary increasesAthet are actor to the groups' receiving them',

At the present time, it may, appear'advantageads to, use an-approah'
geated to the CPI, but it is aisaAa'faet that' this technique had

no advocates during-the yearsofi!,,lOw inflatio in the early and aid-.

1960s, he, esults'ofthe:comparison eu es dictated salary

increases g re ter'thaa the avOiage annual in rease in the cost of

living. 1 hat i C ,a on should eturn-- the demand for" faculty

members ho il agad,exceed the supply and p sh salaries-up at accel-

erated. rates few could:daibt-that the presen arguments for a CPT

baied smeary, methodology would. quickly evaporate.

The probable reasoa.whythe comparison methodology has survived this

long is that it:actually incorporates morelt,than mere comparisons

with other institutions. Virtually all postsecondary institutions

use some form of comparison method- to eterMine the appropriate

levels(of compensation_ their facurties receive.' For 'example, the.

eight institutions currently used for comparison purposes-by the

University each have their own comparison institutions, and those

institutionstuse still others. ,Many of these colleges and univer-

sities relate their salary-setting polities directly to the cost of

living, some use d comparison approach, and others Use both. Vir-

tually 'all of them are aware of inflation, just as are the California

institutions. If one or more institutions used for comparison pUr-

poses by the California .sez.Fents adjust their salaries on- the basis

of inflatian, the parity figures employed here will be affected.

In this way, tjhe methodology used in ti-4s report will always be.

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

Federal Wage and- Fri e-Standard

On October 24, 19J8, sii*at Carter announced-his ant inflation

program in response to what he 'termed the "natiaa'smost serious

economic problem" In a White paper Onthe_subjecti the Couacil

on Wage ,and Price Stability noted that earlier efforts to .control

inflation had -not been successful and that-a more comprehensive ?

program is necessary.

Earlier this pear, the President outlined the frameWork of
A voluntary program that- required'the cooperation. of, govera

ment,:business and labor. This -program .was designed. to-/,.break

the momentum of wageiprice'increases in thelprivate sectbr



- .

.and to reduce government's cox t uticn to inflation:
Sim41taneously, the federal budget deficit for ,Fiscal
19.79 was reduced by some-$2ebillian. These efforts haVe
not been; enough; stronger measures are requirea.. Thus, the
President has now.aoted:.

to intensi the anti-inflation`' A forts of gove

--adtpting a stringent `budget policy that will
overall climate inwhich.the'inflationary

- establishing praceduresthatPiramize the
ary act of'government-regulationt, And

- -indicating his inten-tion td veto
and other actions of government
to as ow spedial -in erest'gro4

break the upward spiral of costa

nflat

legislative-wasures
hat pravide benefits

--enunciating explidit numerical standards-for nonin7.
flatiaaary wage and-price'increases, and.-

*making clear-his intention-to Use .his administrative
pow-en to-suPport'.adherence:ta-those standards in
individual ituationo-

The white p zm _o-describe the actions to be-takervbythe
federal government to' d ol.ibilation. Incl-ded among them is a
goal of reducing the feder 1-deficie and hold; k; spending
each year toil total of 2l 1percentaf the Gross liational.Product.
Obviously, these goals will be difficult to meet, and the white paper
descrihes numerous herous actionstoe taken to accomplish them. Some of
these actions directly initolve fAderal:bgovernment eMployees:

-In. order to contribute to these goals, the President has
imposed severe limUs.onhOinvof Peal employees for
an indefipitepert0d;._Effeggy---immediately, Federal

wil
'agencies mayfill only on4N4deOf'two vacancies as they

- occur.. This Step:will-reduc.' therlumber of Federal em.
, ployees budgeted. forthis fiscalyear by_about 20,000.

In July, the Presidentannouriltdd a.5.5 percent limitation.
On 'Federal employee parl, raises and a freeze on Federal
executive pay let?els.1-

Fact Book: Wage and Price t_ands.r 3s
Stability 3 p 3, Ottober 31, 1978.



1a_its"preItminary report on 1979780 faculty salaries, CoMMiSsion,,,

staff indicated that,there w4s=codsiderableuncertaiaty as'tO tfie

',ekact meaning-and applicability of the -wage' id, priee'standardsi'

It was noted that the-regulations obtained frdit thevCouncil 9a Wage.

and Prite-Stability seemed to relateOnlyto ,the private secthr and

that the,CounCil had not yet develoPed 'regulatians'for-governmental

;entities, including higher edugation facility-. Since hen, these

-ambiguities. have been resolve d.

On Monday, February 3, 1979 Commission-staff attended a conference.,

on the standards in Oakland spoinsored.by the alive of'CAii

f : La's Institute of Industrial plationsnlit jerk , In ten-

dance were 4sett RuSsells the "beputy Director of t:h Counc on

Wage and Pride Stability; RoWert.J.'Floanagan,?'Senior Staff onomis

of the Colin-oil of EconoMic Advis4ks;:Clark-Kerr,former Dire.etOT of

the Institute (as well as former 'President of the University);,ph,

araumber Of Others representing businesS,.labor the legal profest;,

sion, and government. From 'the presentations e and the ensUig-

discUssions, 'the following'was'made clear:-

yhe wage and phce standards definitely apply to government

agencies at all levels, including all colleges and -univer-.

sities.,6

Within any giver" federal fiscal'year (October 1 to September,

30),'Lsalary and benefit increases granted to employee groups
(including State employee§ and faculty members) may not
teed -7 percent.

Merib,salary adjustments are included within the 7 percent

limit and must be accounted for on a group basis. The sten-
,

dards do not -apply .to individuals; once a percentage amount

for the group is factored in, an individual may'
1-
receive both

the salary increase and the merit increase, even though the

combination of the .two' is greater than 7 percent. Al.ac

salary creases resultihg from: 'promotions do not fall within

the 7,-.'pei'cent limitation.

Any inCreasesAn fringe bene
the 7 4rceat limit.

must be accounted fOr within

What thik-mPans for those emplpyees covered by this report, as wel

aSfar-all State employees In general; _is that California is reallY,

working with two-fiscal years, the-period betweenUuly I and Sep-

timber 30 and the-period between October :1 and June 3O. Accord4tgly,

and Since-State employees received no-salary adjustments during the

current California fiscal year, it would be possible for the Legis-

lature to appropriate funds in a number of ways:

1.- A.n increase not to. exceed 7 percent-retroactive to October 1,

1978, and another increase of'? percentbeginning October

-14-



- 1979.. The latter increase would 1-lave to commence ,on October,

-1 and. nt-t1;Tuly since the July k date wouid.generatz,a 4 I
percen.tjhdreasd for.jrthe last'qnarter-trUtfiefedf;al fiscal
yea,, '.*sa:i the'7 percentlgure would h06:te.he adjnsted,

. . ,

..,--

to:AcCaUntlor'fringe benef.:: sand meritbitieleases-.' '.

;..:.-

o retroactiv iad.rease but-rwo increas tin the Cali -
:, .,,

rnia fiscaI;yesr, 'the. first .rtraingfromUnly 1 to Septem-
ber 30 am6,the second from October 1 to JUne-30, 1980. Each

,

,

Increase :Could be for 7 percent,, adjusted downward for, fringe

htnefert and, merit increases.

A... 7- percent increase. for the California ffsc year 1979-80.

its increase would probably not have to be adjusted .for
merit Increases since it would bridge twig federal fiscal'
years where'14-pertent is allowable.

Ails have been introduced in.= the Senate ihich adopt one

'another of thense approaches. The first is.48& 91 (Alquist) whidh
provides, .far; an -increase of 5 percent from the date the bill is
signed ta',the .tr.n.Ft of the 1978-79 fiscal year,74a retroacqme increase
in ,the sam4cpunt to Octobet1', 108, and a 7 percent skary in-
!crease foii.th 1979' -80 fiscal: year" The bill applies :to all State

etployees', ciuding University and State University faculty.

The second bill is SE 575' "(Paul Cafpenter)land prdvides for a.7
ercent salary increase from July 1, 1979,to September 30;'1979 and
another 7 percent increase from October 1, 1979 to June 30, 1980.
This bill applies only to University. and ,State University faculty.

As the standards now read, pthe aarpenter bill is in compliance but
theAlquist bill is not.. To be in compliance the A/quist'bill would
have to be amended ta make the 1979-80 increase effeefive on October

, 1979.

PROSECTED SALARIES AT THE UNIVE OF cALIFoi4p kND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLERS REQUIRED FOR PA RI
THE COMPARISON GROUP PROJECTIp

The projected 1979-80 salaries 4 =or faculty at the University of
California and the California,S to University and Colleges are
shown in, Table. 6. (See pendice E and F for the computation of
thede figures as well a those for the cost of fringe benefits.)



TABLE

ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY REQUIRED AT THE UNIVERSITY
OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AND COLLEGES TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON
I-NSTITUTION,PROJECTIONS. FOR 1979-80

Comtari.son

Institution
Salary Levels
Projected for

197980

Projected
Percentage

Increase Required:
1979--80

University
-California 25,33f) $2 ,538 12'64%

California .State
University and
Colleges 2 401 24,6

re are two major differences in the segmental comyutations. The

University, in deriving its figures for the all-ranks average in
its comparison institutions, uses what is known as the."average of

verages" approach. This method involves the/computation of an

verage.salary, by rank, for each of its comparison institutions.

E ch of these average salaries is then added ,to prodUce a total,

which is then divided by the number of comparison institutions to

produce an average for the group. The State Univesity, on the

o 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 institutions,combined. An average salary for each

tank 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.comparlion institutions has equal weight, regardless of

size, while those for the State University are differentially

weighted, with the larger institutions Saving a greater effect on

the average than the smaller institutions.

'10.10%

A further word of explanation on this difference in methodology

seems appropriate. The University argues that it competes directly

for faculty with its comparison institutions, as well as with other

institutions of like quality and mission.( For this reason, that

segment considers it more .appropriate to compare rank- by--rank aver-

age salaries with institutional ranks. Conversely, the Staie'Uni-

versity believes that-a,more accurate average can be obtained by

Ong the mean of all salaries paid at each rank. The fact that

this tends to make the larger institutions: more important in deter-

miningithe average is also considered appropriate, since more fac-

ulty are'exchanged between the State University and those institu-

tions than th the smaller ones.



The Commission has periodically examined thisdifference in approach
and concluded that there is no compelling reason for favoring. one
over the other. For this reason, and because the resulting cotputa-

. tions produce- only minor differences in the projections, it was'
decided to allow each segment to use the procedure it,prefers.

The second difference in the methodology utilized by the segtents
that the-staffing pattern for the. University is now projected

to the 1979-80 budget year while that for the State UniverrSity is
the actual pattern for the 1978-79 year

I ,.The 1979-80 budget cycle,is the second year that the,University.,
California hay projected its staffing pattern into the budget year.
In the Commission's preliminary report, it was noted that the Un±.-
versity's projections for 1978-79. were inaccurate to a nificant
extent and that the projeotionsfor 1979-80 seemed' to t4nue that
level o af inaccurcy.

Table ishows the 1978-79 projection together
used for the preliminary report:

TABLE 7

PROJECTED AND PRELIMINARY REPORT ESTIMATES FOR THE NUMBER
OF'FACULTY AT EACH RANK AT THE UNIVERSITY

OF CALIFORNIA, 1978-79

Rank

Professor

Associate
Professor

Asaistant
profesor

-Total

Preliminary
Report

Projection Estimate

2,835.00

971.55

865.89

4,672.44

Percentage
Difference

4,656.18

5%

+16.45

This table shows that while theestithate fdr the total riumber of- ,

faculty to be employed in the budget year, was quite accurate (0.85%),
the rank-by-rank-projections were not. Nevertheless, this error
would-snot have had a' dramatic effect on the overallpercentagein-
crease in salaries indicated by the methodology, since the rank-by-

-frank averages for both the 'Comparison group-and the University were
weighted by the same staffing pattern. Thus, while the percentage
indicated 'in- the final report (197E)= was 7.96-percent:using the
projected-pattern, it would have.been 7.82-Percent-if the actual --

figures _had been available at that time, a difference of only:0.14
percent.



The erjorr La question came to the .attention of both the University
administraaon'and Commission staff at approximately the same time
and extensive discussions were held in an attempt `to. resolve the

problem. Cammission staff has long believed that a projection of

the staffing pattern is preferable_to the use of. a prior-yeariipat-

tern or even a current-year estimated pattern, since it eliminates

the need for artificial adjuStments i the figures to reflect, such

factors as merit increases and promotions. Obviodsly, however, the.

projections must be accurate to be useful and, at that time, the,
requisite accuracy was missing.

The staffing pattern projection= -ginallY-developedsby the Un4.ver4

sit for 'the 1979-80 fiscal year'showed a distribution of faculty

-among the ehree ranks similar to that projected fqr 1978-79. This

distribution'oroduced'a parity need of 13.42 percent, the amount

approved by the Regents_
'

ia OCtober before the errors were discovered.

Subsequently, the University "proposed a modificatiion pf the projec-

tions, a modification that was Ilse/ for the preltninary report. The

changes were outlined in d letter Lom,Vice President Kleingartner.

to Director Callan (Appendix

It should be mentioned that the process of predicting 'a staffing p

pattern involves the-consideration of,four variables: (1) estimates

of the number of new appqintments; -(2) the number of se arations

i(retirements, resignations, leaves of absence, arid-, de_ _f s) (3) the

aumber of pro Motions; and (4) the number of merit 1 reases that

will be granted. Some of these factors affect the average salary

at each rank, some affect the' number of people at each rank, av

some affect-)oth. An errorin any one-Of dnem will, affect the ove

all percentage figures indicated for parity

In order to adjust the staffing pattern to reflect more ccurately

'the experience of ,prior years, the University assumed the same level

of merit increases and, promotions that had been in evidence in prior

yeacs, rather than attempt to make a detailed prediction. For this

final report, however, that prediction-has' been refined, with the

result that the pattern projection for 1979-80 has been

revised slightly frmm t e preliminary report. 'Table 8 shows the

stafAng.patterns for.the University since 1972-73, together with
three projections for the 1979-80 fiscal Year= (1), the original

-projection for the preliminary report; '(2) the revised projection

for preliminary report, which excludes specific projections Of

merit` increases and promotions; and (3) the projection for the final

- report. It-should be noted that the revised projection fore the pre-

liminary port and the new projection contained in this final te-

port.are consistent with the trends of prevpus years.
d



TABLE 8

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA STAFFING- PATTERNS,
1972-73 THROUGH 1979-80

Associate Assistant
ea 't Professor Ptofessor Professor Total

1972773 2,120.00 1,079 -.00 1,422.00 4621.00

1973 -74 2,210; 00 1,06.00 1,339.00 4,645.00

1974-75 2,295.00 1,126.00 1,223.90 '4,644.00

-1975-76 2, 52'. 00 1,156-00 1,181 00 4, 729.00

1976-77 2,492,00 1,230.00 1,125.00 4,84%00

1977-78 2,501.98 1,141-47 965.74 4,609.19

1978-79 '2,593 36 1,131_38 931.24 4 656.18

1979-80
Original Fall
Projection 2,-978.63 . 915.26

Amended Fall
Projection. 2,557.66 1 14i. 88

Spring
projection 2, 7p6. 91 1,086.55

836.91 :4-,730,80

1,0 1.26 4,730.80

937.34: 4,730.80

Accuracy of the Comparison Institutionsi-Projections

From time totime, questions have arisen concerning the accuracy of

the projections-of salariei`to be paid by the comparison institutions

in the forthcoming budget year .As noted previously, the prelimina

report ihvolves the projectima of comparison -institution salaries at

each-rank,for a two-year ,period. When updated information. is.ob-
-ained_from:these institutions-in'the spring,: the projection i.

again, but oily-for_one:year. For this repOrt,-comparison
tiv. data is ._available for the 1978-79-fiscal. year and is prajeCted-
forward oneY-ear, to- 1979 -80, lathe pteliminar'y-report, data for
the 197'778 year was used and the projection made for two years, to

197980.
.

q

Table 9 shows the history of these projections 'from 1 72-73 be
1978-79. These years were chosen since the lists of comparison
institutions remained_constant- the entire period.

at these figures show is-that the prOjections for the comparison
institutions have been remarkably accurate over-the years, espec-,
Lally in the final report, when updatedinformation from the camper-
ison.institutions is available. Additionally, these data do not



TABLE 9

6MMI5SION PROJECTIONS OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA

STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLETS' COMPARISON INSTITUTION

FACULTY SALARIES WITH ACTUAL SALARIES RECEIVED

1972-13 Tt OUGH 197-78'

Year

PrOfeSSOrS

972-73 -

Fall

Ar+idctt#on

Spring
Projsction

Actual.'

Salaries

$24,i191 823,292

1973 -74 24,333 14,296' 24,4.82

1974 -75 24,679 25,596 25,863

1975-76' 5 ,741 27,040 27,586

1976 -77 28,273 29,115 28,828

1977-78 31,032 0,365 86

1978 -79 11,983 32,059 2,181

CaloulatiN

Meae'Frodictive Error2

As_ Ostia
Professors

197;471 516,652

1973-74 16,945

1974-73 17,839

1975776 1a,540

1974-77 19,499.

1977478 20,971

1978 -79 21,406.

Ceivs L or1

ACUal
Higher Than
Pro iaion

CSUC C arisdn Groun SaTar

Fall Spring Actual

Fall Wing Projection Projection Salaries Fall Spring

% Actual
HignorThan
Projection

-0.1t

4-0.8

+1.0

0

+2.0 -1.0

-2.1 +0.1

44.2 41..or

10.31 +0.51

+2.53 +0.87

492 $20,023 $20,001

,693 .21,049 , 20,978

22,195 21,979 22,053

23,027 23.067 23,937

24,103 25,286

26,713 26,510

27020 21;537

25.171

26,121

27,513

. 0.6

-0a%

-0.3

.0.3

v4.0 +3.8

+4,4' -0.5

-2.2 -1.5

- 0.4'

- 0.07

+2.47 +1.07

40.34

16,204. $16,439 $15,960 815,425

17,218 , 17,004 +40,3 71,2. 16,558 46,152

,385 -3.6% 70.3%

16,115 -2.7 -0.4

17,756 1%876 +0.2 +0.7 17,000 , 16:889 17;977

570 18,829 *0-.9 17;699 17.551 113,310

672 : 19,524 18,558 19,294 19,024

3,444 20,446, --1.5 +1.0-- 20,336. 19.985 9;536

79 12 963 +2:4' :-20, 994 20.941 21,227

4-0,26

+1.06

.1

+2.5

-1.4

2.5 -0.7

+0.30

+1.64 +1.10

-0.16

Assistant
Professors

1972-73

1973,674

1974775(

1975-76

1976777-

1977778

1978779

Cummtlistime

513,313

13,660

14,271 14,119 14,032

14.786 14,651 14,827 *1-2

15,297 15,530 15,509 -0.1

16,430 6,219 16,365 -0.4 +0.9

16,962 17,164 17,447 +1.6.'

-0.29 '40.27

2,999

Errorl

Mead Fradlctive Enos''
:Cood.1.40,:ei Error (Al/ R4

Mead Predictive Error (A11

+1.57 +0.79

+0.-26 +0.41

+1.72 +0.94

,873

13,582

13°; 897

14,485

14,119

16,424

16,859

12,680.

13,272

$12,652

224

3,941 +0.7

557 14,845 +2.5 +2.0

15,586 15,371 +1.7 -1.4

16,098 16,055 -2.2 -0.3

_16,842 17,058 +1.2 +1.3

+0.24-0.11

+1:74 +0.90

-0.11 +0.29

+1.95 +1.02

1.. nm Cuoulat
seven.

2 The Mean Predictive
all/tans bSr seven.;

minus (+ ) _nd plus ( +) y

by,Addtag e numerical values (ignorto
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show that either_- the University or the. StIte Uaiver aty has been
scheduled to receive increases higher than.it-shou received
had there been no error in the data at all. Of the.sen years
surveyed, the increase =indicated for the Uniersity, way lessmthan
would have been warranted in four cases gpd. more in three) in the
preliminary report, and less than would. have' been warranted in five
cases in the final report. For the State University, the indicated
increases were less than deserved in four of the,years in the pre-
liminary report and less than deserved in three cases in the final
report.

It can be concluded that the accuracy of the .predictive mechanism
in the salary.reports has been proven over, the years. It is also
evident that 'the final spring reports tend to reduce the matgia of
error reported- in the fail. -Finally, it appears that the predic-

y
ns of actual salaries to be paid by the Univerh sity s comparison'

. -
oup are slightly more accurate in both thepleldminary and final

reports than those for the State University's comparison group.
Both the segments and gove:rnmental'aUthorities, however, May be'
assured-that the percentage increases reqUired't(k.e.sttain parity for:-
both University and State University.faculty, as reported-in-this
final report, are accurate to within,1 percent or

PROJECTED COST. OF FRINGE.BENEFITS AT IRE UNIVERSITY OF- C IFORNIA
AND IRE CALIFORNIA_STATE-UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES AND AT THEIR
RESPECTIVE -COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

The projected 1979-80 cost of fringe bene sat the University
. California and the California State,University and Colleges are
shown in Table 10.

Fringe benefitg for facul y,consist of reti cement, social .security,
unemployment insurance, workman's Compensation, health insurance,
life insurance, and 'disability insurance. The largest cost compo-
nent of the benefit package is retirement, which anoUntsto approxi7-
mately 80 percent of all countable fringe benefits at the University
and 7th percent at the State University. This single factor has .a
profound effect on 'the usefulness of the data in Table 10, since the
employer's cost of 'providing a retirement program-may f bear only an
indirect relationship to the benefits received by the employee.

There are, of course, many different kinds of retirement programs in
operation across the' country.. Some are funded by public agencies,
some through private associations, and others, through insurance
companies. Intsome cases, the public retirement program is self-
'contained within the institution (e.g., the University-of California
Retirement System--UCR5). In other cases, the program includes.
public agencies outside Of postsecondary education (e the Publid



7-PERS mtdch:includes State University
yees along with most other State

- TABLE 10

ALL-RANKS AVERAGE. COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA

STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGE'S, REQUIRED
TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON INSTITUTION

PROJECTIONS FOR 1972-430

ge

Institution

versity of
Califormia

iforn
Universit
Colleges

ComOari son

Institution

Cos_ of ,Projected Cost of
Fringelene its Fringe Benefits

in 1978-7 in'1979-80

Adju t d for tft

Adjusted : for

,948

43

$4817

$4,065

Projected
Percentage

ncrease Requir'ed:
1979-80

12 . 4 range adjustment

a 10.107 adjustment

se the payment_ to. and the benefits from these fringe-benefit

pro vary widely, it is-virtually Loapossible to make a precise
denerminatios of the benefits received by snalyling dollar contri-

butiens. Additio nally, there are th:e problems of vesting and porta-

bility.' Some reti.rementsystems become vested with the employee
after only a year or two, while others require considerably longer.

faculty member.who workS in one system for-four years may not yet
have his benefits vested, while a fadulty member in another system
y enjoy the vesting benefit.- An employee who-leaves a retirement
gram prior to Veseing receives no benefits in-splte of the fact

that payments -have been made by his or her employer. ,Furthef,aome
rettremeat program:Ls permit an employee to carry-the employer's cop-

ributieas wIth Ian when be leaves for another employer; others do
This feature,'generlly referred to as portability," Can be

a major benefit, but it is net reflected in the cost figures that

are -currently used to Indicate the relative- status ofqniversityland
tate tlniversi ty faculty vis-a-vis their comparison groups.

-22-



he ors tend to limit the a aefuines fsinge
f

, for .'this reason, the C0 amission urges t hat data

used with itmost caUtion. This is` especially true nfa the

data for. University faculty, since they are members 'of US,
and must re both payments and benefits 'vi thousamds of other

State-eMployee-

Such. nf-cost comparisons 0 i e benefitS.

best, they are only very rough indiCators of bet4efit levels; a<t
worst, they are-extremely ,misleading.-- h- the Uni rsity and tht.
state Urrfirersity have indicated thtioYear that, regardless of the

results. of the comparison of their ,benefia packages to those of
their ,comparison institutions, fringe benefits should correspond to
those-received by all-other State -enployees% Given theinadequacies
of the data-in-thls area, this approach is:p 0bably the Mostequi-
table for both segments.

In concluding this discussion of faculty salaries' and the cost
fringe benefits for the University of California and the California
state-Uiliversity and Colleges., it should be stated that all of the
data indicate that the faculties in these segments are in a defi-
'ent aconormio position by any standard, criterion, or methodology

that could be employed They are currently paid ,lessthan their
counterparts at colleges and universities who perform similar .func

tioas, and have lost substantial ground in comparison to changes in.
the'Consuner Price Index over the past ten. years. Many years 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
d women who currently serve them. If that reputation,and the
cational quality it represents are to be maintained, a salary
ease-close to that suggested by the data in this report is

tainly warranted.



CHAPTER

CALIFORtIA- COMMUNITY COLLEGES

.e passage of ProPosition'13 l a sQ drastically changed the basic
cture,of Community College fierce that a discussion of the sub-

ject of Community College faculty salaries now is imperative. With
the State currently providing between 70 and 75 percent of the total
tate/local support for, the. Commumity,Colleges, it appears appropri-

ate to include Community College salaries in the /turual reports on
faculty salaries. generally. This fact was recognised by the Legis-
lative Analyst in his Analysts_ of the Budget 4111, 1979780,
which he recommended " . . that the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation 9Gmmission (CPEC) be direCCed to include community college
salaries and benefits in its annual report on faculty, salartes."

Although_the analyst's recommendation was not directed to. the 1979-80
budget cycle,-Commission staff felt that the legislative fiscal com-
mittees would be assisted by a prelimiTlary analysis of the subject:
during the current budget hearings. Such an analysis will.have.the
advantages of providing data immediately and indicating the type of
data that will be needed for a complete analysis. Accordingly,,the
follmng sections address themselves to a comparison between each of
the three segments, a comparison between the CaLifornia Community Col-
leges and community colleges nationally, and a discussion of the
deficiencies of the existing data. It should also be noted that all
of the data are for 1977-78, the most recent year for which data are
aVallable and apply only to ull-Ltime Community College faculty.

_ IzAriou AND DESCEIPTIW Qp CChMUNITY. COI C Shy STRUCTURES

Both the University and the State University have Long maintained
statewide salary schedules; the Community Colleges have not..-
Obviously, this is due-to the fact chatthe four-year segments have
central. governing boards while the,Cammunity:Colleggs are, governed
by Local district boards. This fact'of independent governance for
the two -year segment has produced salary schedules which are extra-
ordinarily complex and almost totally unlike those in use for the
other public segments.

the University.and the State University use a class and rank struc-
ture that is common throughout postsecondary education (Professor-,

Associate professor, Assistant Professor, and Instructor) ; the Com-
munity CollegeS usestructures,that trace their antecedents to the
elementary and secondary school's. As-a result, Community College

salaries are based first` on. the number of units completed or on the
level of degree achieved (bachelor's, master's, or doctorate), and

secondly on years of experience. To illustrate the differences, the
1977-78 salary structureslor each of the four-year segments are
shown_in Table 1, together with the salary structure for a repre-
sentative Cummunity.College district for Ehe same year



TABLE 1

FACULTY SALARY SCHEDULES FUR THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA,

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES, AND

THE GLENDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT'

'1977 - 1978

University of Cali orola

loottuttor: $12,100

Atie latent Profesuot

Step I 150100

Step 2 1500 -..'..-. :

Step 16,6011

Step ,4 II d00.:

Step 5 18,100

Step 6 .19,100

kmacinte feanor

Step I
Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

Step '5

?Weskit.

Step I

Step, 2

Step 3,

Step 4

Step

Step 6

California State-University and Colleges
cali!ornia Collonity Colleges

(Glendale Comity College District)

Step.l. $11,008 :',':84442 : .BIM 4 llik:

Step 2 .

,...13,608 , L roe, :. '6,1056414, 81410#114 or php..,
t step 3 .14,258 111, W . .. , V .-.,..:

4,

11

Step .14,916.

Step.5'.: . 15,624 ' , 1141319 $13,150. .$14,430 ;115,130 '..,_ 15,86k.,

13,650 '14;270. 15,000' : 15;120: '.161490,77

II-801461.1a. Prates:00r . :.._.,,:;. ,

,14,200 ',14i080. !- 15,410 16,350 -11,150.

4 14,180:,, 15,410/ '16-240 '11,010 :-,.. 11,840:.:,

Step 1 $14,256, .

15,340....' 16,090 16,610 1,7,680. 11,150

.... Step .2. ,..I4',916 6 ..: 15,960 -164,730'. 11.,540 18,390 ', .19,2/30 .'

Step 3 15,624 7 16,630 17.,1410 18,240 ilg,i30 ..,...20,460 \,

$iaiaoc) , Step 4 16,356. 8 .. .17,270 10,q90 :. 18,990 19,890.., -,2086V

19 AO . Step 5 17,136 :
9 '11,980 18,820 19,140 20,690 : '2144 :

21,000
,.10 10,670 19,580 20,530 21,510 , 22,560

22,500 At eclnte Professor 11 19,430::, 20,370- .21,370 22,990 '. 23,468'

24,90o
12' '' 21,170 ,22,200 2,210 24,390

$22,600

25,000.

21,400

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

Step 5.

29,900 Profesour

-32,400

;200 ,Step 1 $22,656

Step 2 23,748

Step '3 24,888

Step 4 26,088

Step 5 21,348

$11,940 13 '; .-- .23,090 24,220 25,390 .:

18,192 , 20
-

19;691

20,628

21,628

26,040

21 26,690

1, lIic Glendale Calamity College Dietriet woo chosen since its team salary wall doom to the statewide Coro uolty College aeon in 19/7q0.



only-are the Comity College - ,schedules markedIY, Oiffere
fmn thOse.mploydd by the, other SegmentS,.they are alSo quite

different among themselves. Whdreas-the Univeriity and the State
University use only fou'r salary classifications (Professor, Asso
ciate Professor, Assistant Professor, and Instructor) , the 70.

. Community College districts classify,salary ranges 119'differe
ways, the most coon of which, are shown below in Table 2

TABLE 2

THE-THIRTY MOST COMMON SALARY'CLASSITICATIONS
EmPLOEp BY= THE CALIFORNIA COMONI7=COLLEGES

AND THE NUMBER OrDISTRICTIUSING EACH

Classification

BM-15

-BA+24
.BM-28
BM-30
less than
BM-30 or-MA
BM-45 or-MA
BA+45' or MA-1-15

BA +45

MA
BA+45+MA
NM-15
MM-60+MA or
BA1-60+MA
BA+70+MA
BM-72+MA
MA+75 or
NA-1-30 -

NA+75+MA

NA+45
MA+75+KA
NA+48
BM-80+MA
BA+90 or
BA+90+MA
BA+90 1A

*A460
PhD.



el

Ste

8

9

10

ld
12

13

14

15

20

21

22

Ilk
erdcus diversity alsi-y structures -is not limited to the

_ t ene alone but also apparent. within .classi-
'As .an exaripl.e, 'Table 3. shows the salary stepv for the

districts that. employ the ;.-1.A.+30 classification.

TABLE

SALARY RANGES FOR THE -SEVEN COMIIUf1ITY COLLEGE II TRICTS,

USING THE:MAI-30 SALARY CLASSIFICATION

Di tt
2

$13,96 14 915

6 7

880 -$15006 16,674 .$16,3,06 $14,527,

'17-4Q6 -16,795 15,155

16,138... 17,478 '15,762
.18,870 18,166 16,410 -

19,602 16,852 17,088

.20,334 19,538 17,667

1,066 20,225 18,295

1,798 20,912. .16,923
'-22,530 21,596. 19,552

23,262. 22,284 201180

-23094 22,970 .20,650
24726 23,657, .121,437

16,642

17,349

15,585

16,256

515

7,is0
16,250

7,00

18,086 16;925 ,7 17.750

855 17,5,16 8,420 18,500.-

19 656 18,266 f 19,055 19,250:

20,492.9,69t718,936 2.4,000

21,363 19,607 325 20 7502

--22,270 20,276. ,960 21,500.
1

23,217 20,946 ,5957, -22,250-

'24,204: 21,617 ,230- 23,000

25,232 22,287 .865: 21,750..-',

- t

22,957 '2 500

23,627

24,297 23,500

-24,967 .231'816

'25;638 23,810

1°-

24,120

120

24,120

24,430

-27-

25,458 22,064



e difference beteenAhe lowest and highest first steps of these
ranges is 14.8'percent, in spite of the fact thatthe qualifizations
for theme, are the same. Using the Same` two districts (Columns 2 and
5 in Table. 3), that difference grows to 15.3 percent after ten years
of service. Also, faculty in the higher paying district received an
8.0 percent _salary inirease for the 1977-78 academic year while those
ia the lower paying district.received a 6.4 percent increase,

T.8aPioetween them:

According to the Chancellor's Office of the Califo Couni ;y
Callegss, thepead salary paid- to Community .Co leg culty members
in 191Y.-78- was .$22-,413.1 This overall average, however, .encom-
passed a wide range of-differences among- the various diitricts.
.lable 4 shaws tie 'mean salariessraceived by 'faculty members in the
five highest -.and five lowebt -paying districts. All figures are
weighted by thenumber pffaCultyreceiving each salary.

TABLE 4

HIGHEST AND LOWEST SALARIES PAID BT
'CALIFORNIA4COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS

- -1g77 -1978

1,11j2MLI

San Joaquin Delta CCD , $24,657 193.

San Mateo CCD 24,420 574
Contra Costa CCD 24,178 511

North Orange C 21,763 .500
Saddleback CCD 23,748 143

Lowest

Antelope_ alley CCD
Fremont-NewAk CCD
Cabrillo CCD
Lake Tahoe CCD
Palo Verde .CCD

19,905
19,812
19,470
19,047
15,528

84
109
190

20
20

Faculty Salaries'Paid, 1977-7 , Chancellor's Office, California

Community Colleges, Report No, February 1978.



The average number ofj iacultyin the five highest-payg districts

is 384.2. The average number of faculty in the five loWest-paying'

districts _is 84.6. From this, it appears that district size_ may be

a factor in salary structures.

Table ,5 (page 30) glows adistribution f all MAAM. salaries paid for

the sixty-eight rePorting' districts and- compares them with the all-

ranks averagesF for
,

the University :of California and the California

State. University and Colleges, all for the. 1977-78 academia year.-

The aumber-of Community-College faculty- members: withia_verious'.

alai,* tinges-is indicated in Ta6la 6 (page 31). The table shows,

for example, that 20-Percent of all faculty received salaries

between $25,001..aad426,060 is 1977-78;

2. ""Kean Salaries" aid ' "All Ranks Averages' are used interchange-

ably in this report. The difference in termiinology is due to

differences in segmental salary classifi ations.



TABLE

D ribu ion' of Mean Sal art es_

for Facul ty in-

Cal i forni a Community tal l eges

1977478

5,125

$24,000

$22,000
_22,413
$22,055

Univ. of Calif

Cal St. Univ. .14 Col.

Calif. Corn. Colleges

000

$16,000

.College : .Districts
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20.0'
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11.
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7
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4%

Oiwer $26,000

$25,001 - $26,000

$24,001 $25,000

$23;001 - $24,000

22,001 23,0 0

,001 $22,000

001 - $21,000

19,001 - $20 000

18,001 - $19,000

7,001 - 18,000

16,001 - $17,000
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comPARisoNd'FL THEAH1117t1SITY CALIFORNIA THE ciaaroRou
STATE UNIVERSITY AND-COLDEGES

many yearif at least since the _Taisa of SCR 51: the
turd has been: interested 4u:4-deriving a single average figure

salaries,paid:to;faculty_ar thdAlniverdity-and the-State_UnivesU7,
,Thia desire led to,the-coMputation-of_%11'ranka avdiages"-for both
segments:,- a-computational device that t-is produced. by multiplying

e number-ofMaculty receiv ig:certa n-salaries by those sa1Aie0
then dividing by the number of faculty-. In.,. the CommUnity Ool-

leges chatellorli-OffAce-reportli the'idantical technique iaused,
thus permitting comparisOns._-_For that Year (19.77778) the
eau salaries at aa f lws,-

tiVq,-

TABLE 7

ALL-RANKS AVERAGES AT THE UNIVER TY-OF CALIFORNI

AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-AND COLLEGES'
AND MEAN SALARY IN THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY. COLLEGES

1977 - 1978

University of California $25,125

'California State'University and Colleges $22,055

California Community Colleges $22,413

t:this table clearly, shows is that the Community Colleges have

now moved into second place in faculty salaries be-hind the Uni:Ver-

sity, and that the State University has-fallen to third. In 197748,
the University's average salary was 12.1 percent higher than the

Community Colleges average and 13.9 percent higher than the SCate

Univdrsity average. The Community Colleges were 1.6 percent higher

than the State University. Additionally, and though further research
will be required to confirmthis, it is probable, that the Community
Colleges are gaining relative to both of the other public se ts.

The-average salary increase for the Comminity Colleges statew
1977-78 wah 6.1'percent, while that for the two four-year se
was 5.0 percent. Further, the four-year segments received no
salary increases for the current year (1978-79), while a rece
decision of the California Supreme Court (SonamaCounty Organ
tion v. County of Sonoma) declared that the Legislature could not

prohiSlt the granting of salary increases by local districts,
including the Community Colleges. :.Given this, and assuming the

Legislature does not grant retroactive salary increases to faculty.

in the four-year se dnts, it appears virtually certain that tile
relative standing of the Community Colleges will be improved further.

Faculty Salaries Paid, 1977778..

-32-



COMPARISONS BETWEEN -TM IFORN
COLLEGES IN OTHER- -STATES

Additional perspectives may be gained by- comparing California',
Community .CollegeS with thoSe in other states, a technique- that

herarofore:formed'the'.primary basis flOr salary setting in Cali-,
forulaTs four-year Pnblic sements.

ording to the Legislative Analyst, " a ent study by

ricatinssociation of University Professors. [AAUP] indicates that

salaries in the California community Colleges are 27 percent above

the average for tWo=year public institutions in the United Statesi"
The AAUP report categorizes institutions in fiire different ways,

depending on the type of institution involved .. For esample,- Cat

gory III is for two-year institutions which use academic r
while' Category IV'is for -two-year institutions -which do not

the average salary paid by the Calif orniaCOmmunitY Colleges
(022;413) compared: to the national .average for public community
colleges in Category IV ($17,630),,;'the California Community .Colleges
are ahead by 21.l.percent, as-indicated by the Analyst's report.

Unfortunately, this statistic is somewhat misleading since t
foil:11a Cqmmunity Colleges are part of the national average
above ($17,630). If their salaries were removed, the national

-age would be considerably lower, with the result that the differerme,
between the two would be greater, than the 27.1 percent figure

indicated.

e way to confirm this is to use the,AAUI" s, rating system fox
pensation levels (including fringe benefits in this case) for

Category' ry institutions. This system specifies five categories;

the first represents those institutions falling in the top 5 per-

cent in the nation; the second, those in the tap 20 percent; the
third, in the top 40 percent;'-the fourth, in the top 60 percent;
and the fif,th, all but the lowest 20 percent. Nationally, forty

Category IV institutions are listed in the top 5 percent in the

ation; thirty-nine of those are California Community Colleges,

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

Michigan, whiCh is not a community college but, a two-year graduate

institute for doctoralcandidates. (Its placement in Category IV

is the.result of its having a two-year program rather than a tradi

tional curriculum.)

Even this however, does not present the complete picture, sing a-

great many community colleges across the country are placed in

Category III. While it w'ould be helpful to include the with tl the

Category IV institutions; this is impossible since, the AAUP does

not list compensation ratings- for institutions in this category.

AAUP Bulletin, "Report on the AnnUal Survey of .Faculty Carve

sation, 197774 " September 1978.



In an attempt to Provide further clarity, 4'wesdectded to omPare,
.

California with he next five most POPnlous.Statesin the nation;
using.both,datdgory IV community colleges for comparison
purposes- and eliminating all other two-year institutions such as _

bible colleges, technical institutes, and graduate'fldilltie0. The
rents of.thts analysts are shourn in Tabla 8 (page 34)_;,.

It might have been preferable to use mean salaries paid rather than
the-median indicated in Table 8, but such data were not reported by-
the P. 'The fact.that the salary for.the California Community
Colleges was shown as $22,413,in Tables Si 6, and 7, rather them
the $23,463 figure used in Table 8, is due to (1) the difference
between the median and the mean;- and (2) the fact that the mean
salary cta were deriVed from the averages for the sixty-eight
California districts rather than the averages for she ninety-five
individual institutions nationally, as reported by the AAUP.
considering these four'tables, the importane,thing is that the data
be internally consistent- between the California Community Colleges
and the institutions with which they are compared. This consistency
hai been mainesined in both. Table 8 and those preceding it.



TABLE 8

COMPARISON OF MEDIAN SALARIES PAID IN THE
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND IN
TIE NEXT FIVE-MOST POPULOUS STATES

1977 - 1978%

State_

alifornia

w Torkl

Illinois

hio-

rmylvatia .

Teas

Median,

k!tt

Percentage
Lead by

California

Number of.
Institutions

Number of

$23,463 95

_FaultY

14,374

13,530 26.6% 41 4,830

13,222 28A 55 5,19

17,177 36,6 23 1,211

16,581 -41.5 .21 1,767

1 4029 57.2 37 5,543

e: AAUP Bulletin, Vol. 64, Nc.3, September 1978.

e AUF did act-repori data from the City University of Neer.

fork's (MY) eight community colleges which have tradition
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 California,

Commnaity Colleges JA3 1976-77 was $20,838. rhui,-it is certain
that Califormia's lead over New York was somewhat less than the

26.6 pergeat noted in the table.

final table j4 `sects on; the fortytwo highest paying
community-Zollegesin the nation, the median Palariespaid to fac--

ulty, and the number of -acuity at each inStitlitian, for the 1977-78

fiscal year
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COMMUNIP( .COLLEGES IN THE UNITED S1ATES'
PAYING THE HIGHEST FACULTY..SALARIES1

1977 -1978_

helm Faculty
Instt tubas State Salary Size

Fullerton College ,Call-forn-ii 526,300 253

Diablo Valley College
,,

26,400,, 247

Contra Costa College e 26i-200 133

Los Angeles harbor College . 25,800 175

5. Los Angeles Pierce College 23,700: 302

6. soya Joaquin Delta College 25,706-' 203

7. Sam Kateo. College of
3. Carritde College
9.1 Los Angeles Valley Collage

10. Catlda College
'11. East Loa Angeles. College

1'2. toe Angeles Trade Technical
13. toe Angeles City College
14. Citrus College
15. Cypress College
16. Orange Coast College
.17 Saddleback Community- College

10 Monterey Peninsula College
19. Psaadena City College
20. Chabot College
21 El Camino College
22. Leag 3each City College
23. West Valley Collage:
24. -Nassau Community College
25. Westchester Community College,
26 Evergreen Valley College
27 Shasta College
28. Piakerfield College
29. Henry Ford: Community College

,30. .Washtemaw Connenity College
_31. Merritt College
32. Taft College
33. City Collage of San
34. College of the Siskiyoua
35. Foothill College
36. Santa Barbara City College
37 Santa Beta Junior College
33. Santa Konica College
39. Chtifey College
40. Golden West College
41. College of the Desert
42. Montgomery College

IR

25,500 ,229

2.5,400 268
25,400 272

25,300 IC
25,300 201
15,300 258

25,100 300
24;700 111
24,700 .195
-24,700 326
24,600 141
24,400 107

24,400 343
24,200 250
24,100 .363
24,000 75
24.000 260

23.900 435

23,900 181
23i800 86
230300 134
23W0 250
230.700 208

23,700 119
23,700 151

23,700 28

23,600 450

23,6.00 46
23,600. 135
23,600 154
23,500 182
234500 194
23,500 199

23,400 245
4,400 106
23,440 73

Boort XIV? lulletio. Vol. 63. t 1977,

Ae with Table 8, figures for the aght copolmity colleges
of the City University of Neu York were no reported for
1977-75. However, in 1976-77, 38 California Cogrannity
Colleges had higher mean salaries than tha ClIWAystem as
a whole. Taken individually the three higtost ranking
eMmmanityAtilleges in the C7NT system would have racked -

17th. ,24th, and 32nd.

thefoTty-cwo institutions
ludiog thertop twenty - three.

-36-
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The Commission wishes to stress that this repot- on Community

College faculty salaries is only preliminary, and that major refine-
ments will have to be introduced before precise recomMemdations on
appropriate salary levels for Community College faculty can be
developed. There are several reasons for this'cautiem.

The data published by the AAUP are not formulated im a way that
permits direct dollar-for-dollar comparisons with the 'data published

by the Community Colleges Chancellor's Office. While the Chancellor's
Office uses weighted means for each of the districts, in mmch the
sarie way that all-ranks averages are computed for the University and
the State University, the AAUP Lists only median salaries for indi-
vidual institutions (in both Categories III and T7), with little
eplanation as to the exact.procedures,by which those meatams were
derived. Accordingly, it will be necessary to obtain information
directly from a number 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 involve a process similar to the

1. data collection efforts currea LS employed for Califsrala's four7
year public segments.

In addition to these difficulties, the published report from the Chan-
cellor's Office, although it has been extremely helpful in developing
this report, could also be improved. While systemwide figures are
published, two districts reported neither the number of faculty em-
ployed nor mean salaries. ,In addition, many districts li'sted salary

bonuses for faculty with Master's and Doctorate degrees while ethers
listed complete ranges for holders of these degrees. In some Cases,

is, was difficult to determine if the bonuses were included in the
Olaries Listed or should have been added, since no clarifying ex-
.slanations were included. Further, although some districts listed
a-number of different salary classifications, all faculty were lumped

into a single classification for reporting purposes. This made any

detersinatios of ranges impossible: Finally, several districts listed

the ranges in a manner similar. to that shown in Table.2, but failed

to specify what educational qualifications were necessary for each

range.

In spice of these deficiencies, .,the salary comparis e are still

useful in describing the general position of the Community Colleges

relative to the University and the State University and to the two-

yesr institutions in Ocher states. The problem is one of establigh-

ing precision at a level comparable to that achieved far thefour--,'

year public segments in relation, to their groups of comparison iaSti-

tutiOUS.



In this prel{ nary review of faculty salaries in the Cali n Com-

munity Colleges, several fatts have been revealed:

1. For the 1977-78 fiscal, year, the mean, salary paid to faculty

in the California Community Colleges exceeded' the mean salary

paid to faculty in the California State University and Col-
leges by $358, or 1.6 percent.

1977 -78 fiscal year the mean salary paid to faculty
the University of. California exceeded the mean salary paid

to faculty in the California Community Colleges by $2,712, or

12.1 percent.

Given the absence of a salary-range adjustment for the Uni-
versity of California and the California State University and
Colleges in the 1978-79 fiscal year, and the recent Califor- a
Supreme Court decision permitting salary increases by local'

entities, including Community College districts, the gap be-

tween the Community Colleges and the State University has

probably ..deined, while that with- the University has proba-

bly narrowed.

4. FaCulties in: the Cali rnia Community Colleges have a consider
able salary advantage ,over other community colleges nation-
wide. According to the Bulaetia of the American Association
of University Professors, the twenty-three highest-paying con-
munttv collegei in the nation are all in California.

5. In comparing the average.Salaries paid to California. Community

Collq;4 faculty with communitY college faculty in other states,
California (in 1977-7A) led New York by 26.6 percent, Illinois
by' 2'8.8 percent, Ohio.by 36.6 percent, Pennsylvania by 41.5

percent, and Texas by 57.2 percent. However, since the AAUP
data did not include the City University of New York, which has

eight community colleges and relatively high salary levels, it

is probable that California's lead over New York is somewhat

less than the 266 percent reported.

Within the CalifOrnia:Community College system, there are con--

siderabl'e differences between districts in the average faculty

salaries paid. The difference between the five-highest paying
districts'and the five lowest payingdistricts Is 24.,3 percent.



ADDENDUM

Two other items are new to-the:final. report on faculty sal xl.es-
1979-80. They are (1) a reportby the University of Cai4foinia'
on mediCal faculty salaries, -and (2) a discussion of the Legislative.
Analyst's comments on faculty salaries in his Analysis of the Buclpt'
-Bill,. 1979-80.

It 322 of the 1978 Conference Committee's Suppleden a po .on

the Budget Bill directed that:

The University of shal-1 report to the galifprnia
Postsecondary Educaltionsion annually orl (1) its full
time clinical faculty salaries-and those of its compazison
institutions (inlcuding a description of the type of com,
pensation plats utilizecP.by each UC school and each comp
ison institution, and (2) the number of compensation plan
exceptions in effect at each UC school.

This report is included as kipendix G.

Appendix H contains Commission staff's analysis of the gislatj,ve

Analyst's comments on faculty salaries. Although the Analyst's
discussion is extremely.important to the subject of faculty salaries,
both it, and the staff response are of such a technical nature that
it was decided to append it rather than extend an already, lengthy
text.
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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 1, 1965 General Session
Relative to academic salaries and welfare benefits.

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to
House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had
prepared and has adopted a report of the Legislative Analyst con-
taining findings and recommendations as to salaries and the general
economic\melfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of
the California institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
found that the reporting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has
.been made previously to the Legislature has been fragmentary and
has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the Legis-
lature's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions
of higher learning has been made unnecessarily 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 informs-

- tion as the University of California and the California' State

Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing coMprehensive'
and consistently reported information as outlined specifically in
the report adopted by the. Joint Legislative Budget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommened by the committee would include
essential,data on the size and composition.of the faculty, the est -

lishment Of comprehensive 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 Involve cost implications to the state now, therefore be, it

1ved by the Senate of the State of California, the As el
thereof concurring, That the CoordinatingCoordi. aati.ng. Council for Higher Educa-

tion in cooperation with the University f California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges-shall submit annually tothe Governor and the
Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare
benefits tenort containing the basic information recommended in the
report of ttk Joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Assembly., under date
of:March-22, 1965.
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House R`esol ution No 250

_ Relative to the economic weTfare of ti4 faculties pf:the
California.Public Institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly
recommended that every effort be made to ensure that pie institutions

of higher education in California maintain or improve their position
in the intense competition for the highest quality of faculty members;

and

WHEREAS, The Coo mating Council for Higher Education in its

annual report to the Governor and the Legislature.regarding level of

support for the California State Colleges and the University of Call-
Ornia recommended that funds should be provided to permit at least

an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for,the Cali-

fornia State Colleges and the ,University of California; and

'WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges 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

behind those of comparable institutions; and

WHEREAS, Greatly i icreasi.r g enrollments in institutions of higher
education in California-during the next decade-will cause a demand
for qualified faculty members which cannot possibly be met unless

such institutions have a immitment climate,which Will. compare

favorably with other cotleges, universities, business institutions,
industry, and other levels of government; and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in businesi

and industrial development, a momentum now threatened by lagging

faculty salaries so that failure to maintain adequate salary scales

for facility members in California., institutions of higher education
would, be false economy; and

REAS, There have been,widespread reports from the Stare College

andand. University 'campuses-that higher, salarieinelnewhere are attracting
someof the best faculty members from the California institutions of

higher education, and if such academic emigration gains momentum

because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educa-
Jona; processes4and resU4 in slower economic growth, followed by

lower ta:c revenues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature hs.s a cant nuing interest in the diffi-

cult and pressing problems ZaceU by,the.California institutions of

higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty

members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and

9-1



REM, The State's inv'es ut in superior teaching talent has
been reflected in California a phenomenal economic growth and has
shown California taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors,
but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the
contributions by the California institutions of higher education to
the continued economic and cultural development'of California may
be seriously threatened; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF E STATE OF CALIFORNIA, That the
'Assembly,,Committee on Rules is directed torequest the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee to 'study the subject of,salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty
members of the California institutions of higher education, and
ways and means of improving such salaries and benefits in order
that such California institutions a higher education may be able

compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality
of education, apdto request such committee to report its findings
and recommendations to the Legislatore nmt.later-than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of thisataff reportas to recommend, a
method "fqr reporting to the Legialature on salaries, -
age benefits and other special economic benefits for
feculties of the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges. This report has been prepared
by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee in re-,.
sponse to House Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraor-
dinary Session, Appendix 1)1 which resolved:

"That the Assembly Committee on Rules is di
rected to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittee to study the subject of salaries and the gen-
eral economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of
faculty members of the California institution of
higher education, and wars 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 education, and -to request such
committee to report its finiiiikeS, and recon=enda-
ti01:15 to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session."

Staff of the Joint Legislatite Budget. Committee
initiated its study by seeking information which would
reflect the magnitude of -California's long-range and
immediate problems regarding the need to recruit and
retain in adequate number of high quality' facultY.
While reviewing past reports presented to the Legis-
latin-e as justification for celery increase recommen-
dations by the Coordinathig Council for Higher Edu-
cation, the University of California and the California
State Colleges, it became aPparent that the first step-
in crying to improve faculty salaries and other bene.-
fits is to furnish the Legislature with compreireesive
and consistent data which identify the nature :and
level of competitive benefits. The costs arsociated.th
recommendations,, rated according to priority.; should
be included in proposals by the segmentS iiinrder to
aid the Legislature in determining how much'-to ap-
propriate and the benefits which an appropriation
will buy.

There has existed in the past a- difference between
what the institutions have, recommended as the need
for salary and benefit increases and what has finally
been appropriated by the Legislature. There are two
principal reasons for this differnce which at times
'may be closely related: (1) The Legislature may
agree with what is proposed as to need., or (2) e
may not be etough funds to meet the need because o
higher priorities in other areas of the budget.

These needs are very complex and, for example,
include such factors as:

1. Disagreement with conclusions drawn from data
submitted in justification of recommendations
Lack of confidence in the qaantity, quality, or
type of data;

e failure of advocates' to ittake points which
are concise and clearly understanelable;

4. .The submission, of conflictiug data by legisla.ti
staff or the Department of Finance.

After Careful Consideration, it was deternune
a special report should be made to' the,,Badget-
raittee containing recommendations as to the kind of
data the Legislature should be fu...enished for the pur-
pose of considering salary and other benefit increases,

On August 5,1964 a letter (Appendix:2) was se
from the Legislative anelyst to the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education, the University of
forma, the California State Colleges, the Department
of Finance and various faculty orgardastioxis informe
ing them that the Joint Legislative Budget Ctonalittee
was planning to hold a public hearing in connection
with ER 250 and asking 'for replies to a series of

-.., questions designed to gather background information
about salary and fringe benefits data. (Appendix. 3.
Copies of ReplieS Received). The primary purpose of
the hearbag -was to provide the University of Califor-
nia, . the California State Colleges and interested_
groups the opportunity to indicate the basis on rhich-
salary and fringe benefits should be reported .1 he ,

Legislature, including the kind of data to be, com-
piled and who should ccimpile and publish it (Appen-
dix 4, Copies' of Prepared Testimony Filed wit.) ae
Joint Legislative Budget Committee at the Oe, _

15, 1964. Hearing). The contents of most of the pre .
pared statements di.scussed problems and in some
instances recommendations- relating to faetlty3alaries
and other 'benefits rather than the primary. Purpose
of the -hearing, but the testimony did. serve tci intify
areas of concern. The -hearing also'. eStablislied 1'

lathe interest in the subjects of faculty workload an
:sources of ,iiapplementiery income.

The review of past faculty salary reports, the re-`
plies to -Idle Legislative keelyst's letter of Aterest 5,
1964, the-oral and prepared statements reefivetjaat the
October- 151 1964 hearing of the kroinV Legislavive
Budget Committee azd ether. sources Ab"ave reveal Ad
significant fmdiags and permitted' the.-development,
recommendations concerning the type of informaiion
and method of presentation that shatild be , included
in future faculty salary reports prepared for `he
Legislature:

:BACKGROUND

Current procedures fee, review of
and other benefit increase proposals, starting wit

,presentation of recoramenelations by state collegeS am
University of Califernia idntinistrative officials
their respeonve gove&inegoards, appear generally
to be adequate, with minor reservations, The State,
College Trustees and the Regents of the Universitet,
of California generally formulate their own prop -els .
in December and 'forward thitn to the State Dee rtr

1 A.ppendlcas dale:tit&
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meat pf Finance for budget. ousideration. Concur-
really the Coordinating Council for Higher Education

alres. a report with recommendations which is
made available to the State. Department of Finance.
The Governor and the Department of Finance con-
sider these salary increase proposals in relation to the.
availability of funds arid-their own analysis of faculty
salary needs and decide how much of an increase, if
any,, to include in the Governor's Budget. The Legisaa
lative Analyst in, the Analysis the Budget Bill Pro-

. vides analysis and recommendations as to the Gover- _
nor's budget proposal.

When. appropriate legislative committees hear the
budget, request for faeulty salary hicresses- they may
be confroated with several _recommendations from
various sources. Their drat- responsibility is to con-
sider the Governor's recommendations in -the Budget

However, the Univet-sity and the California
State Colleges generally request the opportunity to.
present their own recommendations, which frequently
differ from the Governor's proposal. Also, the Co-
ordinating Council for Higher. Education presenta its ,

recommendation& _Various faculty organizations may
desire to make independent proposals. The Legislature
has been cooperative in providing all interested parties
the opporttuaity to ,present their views, 'but these
presentations have been. Marked by extreme variations
in reennunendations and in the data which support
the requests.

WHO SHOULD PREPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

There appears 'to he some difference of opinion
-concerning the purpose of faculty salary reports and
reconmendatiome prepared by the Coordinating Corm.
cil for Higher Education_ The Uaiversity 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 Department of Finance
and the Coordiriatig Council for Higher Education
believe that salary reports and recommendations of
the Coordinating Council should be the primary. re-
port submitted to the Department of Finriee and the
Governor to consider in preparing budget recommen-
dations. The Department of Finance states that such
a report should be regarded as asailer in status to the
annual salary report relating to civil service salaries
prepared by the State Fersotinel Board for the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature.. It is oar opinion that the
Legislature should give specific and primary con.sid-

tioa to the recommendations in the Governor's
Budget and to the annual faculty salary report of
the Coorthnating Couricikfor Higher Education. How-
ever. any separate recommendations of the University
of California and the California State Colleges should
also be con siderai

WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS -SHOULD
CONTAIN

We do not believe that reporting required of the
University, the California; State Colleges,_ and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education shoald
limit the right of these agencies to emphasize "specific
points in supporting their own recommendations.
However, the Legislature should take ateps to estab-
lish a consistent basis upon which it wi ll receive com
prehensive iaformation, about. faculty salaries, other
benefits, and related subjects from year to year.a.fter.
careful comaideraticin of the statistical and other
grounds presented in. support of salary and other
benefit increase proposals in the past, -we reed end
that basic data be included in faeulty_salary. repoiata
to the LegisLatare in a consistent form in the folloW-
ing areas:

A. Faculty Data
B. Salary Data
C. Fringe Benefit:9
1. Total Compeimation
E. Special-Privileges and Ben
P. Supplementary Lacome

Since it is necessary for staff of the executive and"
legislative branches of government to analyse recom-
mendations prior to the commencement of a 1 tive
session, all- reports and recomniendations should be
completed by December 1 of each year.

Aa Facully Data

1. Findings
a. Informative da a about thaaize, composition,

retention, and recruitment of California
'State College faculty, bas' been presented to
the Legislatare from time to time, but usn-
aily it has been so' selective that -it lacks
objectivity and has hien "inconsistent, froth
year, to year.

b Superior faculty performance has not been
demonstrated _as a reason to justify past "re-
quests for superior salaries.

a. Recommendations
The following data should be co Pued and pre-
sented annually on, a consistent basis. Defini-
tions of what constitutes faculty are left to the
discretion of the University and the state col-
leges but should be clearly defined in any report.
Additional data may be included in any given
year to Ifimphasize special problems, but such
data should supplement not replace the basic
information recommended below. Graphs should
be used when practical,- accompanied by sup-
porting tables in an appendim Recommended
faculty data includes:



b: Current faculty compos ition expressed in
meaningful rms, including but noiilimited
to the percentage of the faculty who have
PhD 's.

c. Student = faculty ratios as a means of exp
g performance.'
au relating tip all new full -nme faculty for

academic year including the num-
of 'employment, their rank

degree held. Existing vacancies
be noted. .Pertinent historical

tramds these cbate, should be analyzed. We
do not .believe that subjective and incomplete
data eaating reasons for turning down
offets, such as has been presented in the past,
serves any useful purpose.

e. Faculty turnover rates comparing the num-
ber of separations to total faculty according

the following suggested categoriea; death
or retirenienta to research or graduate work,
intra-institational transfers. other college or
University chiag, business and govern.
mein, other.

3. Comments
The- first three recommendations above are de-
signed to reflect faculty aira, compOsition, rate
of growth, and workload.(The inclusion of con-
sistent data from year to year will facilitate
trend analysis as. it relates to the institutions
involved and, when possible. to comparable ip-
btiLLLtions. The purpose of including data on
new faculty and faculty turnover is to provide
a quantitative base for discussions of problems
relating to faculty recruitment and,retention. It
may' also be beneficial to include some basic
state.- about the available supply of faculty,
to see what proportion of the market, new PhD's
for =maple, California institutions hire every
year.

B. Salary Data
I. Findings

a. The Univenity for several years has ex-
changed salary data to provide a consistent
comparison with a special group of five "em
inent" universities. as well as Irith a group
of nine public tmiversities. ,Conversely, the
California State Colleges have not yet estab-
lished a list of comparable institutions which
is acceptable to them.

b., Both the University of Californian mod., thea
Coordinating Council for Higher ducation
maintain that salary comparisons appro-

priate institutions is the best single met
of determining salary needs.

c. The University of California pl
nificance on salary- comparisons with: non-
academic employment than the Coordinating
Council on Higher Education and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges.
Salary increases have been proposed o
basis of differeutials between total aoro,pensa-
6012 (salaries plus fringe benefits) in cora-
Parable institutions.. -

e. Both theUnitetsitai and the California State
Colleget have tended .to relate the size of
propped salary increases to how =eh of an
increase would be neoesSaryato return to a
epecific competitive position *Web et isted
1957-38 and which was unusually advan-
tageo

f. Salary comparisons have frequently been
made to various levels of teaching including
elementary, high -. school, and junior college

salaries.
Methods of salary comparisons with oth:
institutions have varied from year to year ia
reports prepared by the state colleges.

2. Recommendations
a. We recommend that proposed faculty

increases distinguish betweett: (1.) increases
ecessary to maintain the current competi-

tive position and (2)aincreases to approve
the current competitive position.
I) Proposed increases tivmaiiitain the exist-

competitive position should be equiva
alent to a projection of the average a
salary relationship between the Urniyer-
siry, or state . colleges. and comparable

=lions during the current fiscal
to the next fiscal Year recom-.

mend that this projection be .basndau a
projection of actual
rank in comparable institutions 'during
the past five years, permitting statistical
adjustments for unusual circumstances.
Thus the proposed increase to maintaia
the existing competitive position Woulf
in effect, be equal to the average of an-
nual Wery increases in comparable
institutions dur=ing the past tive years. A
record of the accuracy of projections
should be maintained in an appendix.

(2) Recommendations to improve the cur-
rent competitive positions should:be re-
lated- to the additional advantages to be
derived.

b. It is also recommended that the California
State College Trustees select a list of eau



parable institationa within the next year and
that agreements be negotiated to exchange
salary data in a form which will facilitate
comparisons. A list of the criteria used to
select comparable -invitations, plus charac
teristics of thei:institutions -selected. should
be included ,i3a next year's report.
Specific propOsals for salary-increases should
be aecompanied by eoMparisons of current
salary amounts and historic trends to coin-
.pa.rab ,instithtions. The following general
prints_ are conaidered to be important :

data should be: separated from
benefit and special .benefit. data

or purposes of reporting salary com-
parisons.

consistent form should be-used from
year to year to preaent salary data. A
suggested form might be to Mn.strate 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
waked -among comparable institutions
Luring the past five years.

The current salary' position might best
illustrated by- Showing- a list of aver-

age salaries pf the California institutions..
and the other comparable institutions
from the highest to the lowest average,
by rank, for the lait actual and current-
years. This will show the relative_ posi-
tion of the California institution for the
last actual and current years, as weli as
the- _range of averages. Frequency distri-
butions of factlty by rank or professor
should be incorporated in an appendix
and any signifiCant limitations
use of averages betireen those particular
institutions ba a '..lgiven year' should be
noted. For example, as untau.al propor-
tion of faculty in the high ranks or the -
low ranks would affect the comp_ arability
of the arithmetic means.
Special data to illustrate, a parti
problem in any even year would 'be
appropriate as long as it supplements,
rather than replaces, basic salarY data.

7, it is recommended that salary data
be reported in a form by rank which compen- ,
sates for differences is faculty distributions.

Bench
indings
The- definition of fringe benefits generally
includes benefits available to all facility that
have a doilar cost to the employer. Benefits

and services kind are considered to be
fringe benefits only if a cash payment option
is available. -Retirement and health insur-
__ ce, -by definition., are the only two pro-

am.s considered as fringe benefits by the-
versity of California and the California

State Colleges.
b. 'Comparisons of fringe benefits. when' corn-

__
parisons have been made at all, have gener-
ally been limited to the dollar contribution
by the employer and have not included any
analysis- of the quality of the benefits to the
emploYee..

2. Recommendations
a It is recommended that e- benefit com-

parison of type of benefit be included-in
faculty salary reports, but _compared sepa-
rately from salaries: Such cosaptuaisfin.s should
include an analysis of the- quail -;af the
benefits as well as the dollar cost
employer.'

b. Proposals to increase speeific fringe benefits;
'should: be made separately from salaries, in.-
eluding separate. cost estimates. -

.3. Comments
Separate proposals for inCreases in salaries and
fringe benefits should be misfit to minanize
understanding about competitive positions. For
example, information submitted. to the 1963.
Legislature by .the University of California, in
support of a proposed salary increase for 1963--
64, compared total compensation' data (salaries
plus fringe benefits) rather than salaries along,
This report stated in part: "In comparing aal-
aries, fringe benefits must be taken into ac-
cortnt. Salary comparisons between the Univer-
sity and other institutions baled on salary alone
look far are favorable than comParisons of
alarie.s plus benefits." The least favorable com-

parison .wes with fringe benefits, not salaries,
thus the report recommended a salary increa
largely on the basis of a difference in
benefift. Although it is felt1hat comparisons
total compensation are appropriate inclusions in
a family salary report, such data should only
be in addition to rather -than in place of sepa-
rate analyses-Of the current competitive position.
in' salaries and 'fringe benefits.

D. Total Compensation
1. Findings

a: Total compensation data consts,fof average
salaries plus' a dollar amount repreaenting
theemployer's cost of fringe benefits..

b. The Coordinating Council for Higher Eda-
cation, the-University of California and the
California State Colleges have in the past all



used total compen
published by the
University. Professors
faculty. salary -reports,

ecoinmendations
'e recommend that total compensation data, as

reported by the American Association of Uni-
versity Profeasors, be included in faculty salary
eports as a supplement to separate salary and
inge benefit information.

.-,L Special Privileges and Benefits.
1. F.

- `hereere ar other faculty privileges and econ

nia than in -other ar
example, 51 percent
defense contracts were
fornia during 1963-64.
The University of California has general poi-
icier designed to insure that outside activities
do not interfere with University responsibili7
ties. If outside activities interfere with Erti-
versiti. responsibilities, -the faculty member
generally must take a leave of absence with-
out pay until such outside activities are com-
plete& These and other related 17thversity
policies were praised in a 1;956 Carnegie
financed study titled University Faculty
Compensation Polleits and Practicu.

d. The Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation submitted excerpts from nationwide
studies relating to the magmitude of outside
activities. We have no way of dete
how the data may. relat.e to 'Califomik, but if
the figures are reasonable,- then it appears
that probably a large percentage of
have at least one source of extra

w.c
benefits which are not classified as fringe bene -
fits because they may not be available to all
faculty or St the definition of -a fridge benefit
in some other respect -Examples at the Univer-
sity of California include up to one-half the
cost of moving expeuses, vacations for 11-mouth
appointees, the waiving of nonresident tuition '
for faculty children,. sabbaticalleaves with pay,
and other special end sick leaves with or with-
out pay.

di:emendations
is recommended that a list of special privi-

eges tand benefits be defined and summaries of
elated. policies be Mcluded in a special section

M future faculty salary -reports so that the
Legislature will be aware of. what these privi
leges audenefits include.

3. Comments
The expansion or establishment of some of these

privileges and benefits could improve
recruiting success more than the etpenditare of
comparable amounts in Fineries. For example,
moving expenses are not currently offered by
the state colleges but some allowance might
make the difference of whether a 701111U candi-

- date from the East could accept an appoint-
ment, If this type of benefit is proposed, it most
include adequate contr

*mann* Income
1_ Fin

a. The multiple loyalties created by pe
faculty to supple.tnent their salaries by earn,,

g exLa income troti various sources within
and outside his college or-University is rec-.
ognized as ,a problem common to institutions
oe higher education, throughout the United
States.

Jo..There apparently are propokidnately .tutee
private consulting opportunities in Califor,

Sources of income were reported are follows:-

Pm-vest at facul_ fi
earning atklition;
rotaorise from, sourLi

Lecturing 31%
General writhe 25

.Sunimer and utenslon teaching
Government consulting is
TeatbOok a rf _ =
Private consulting
Public service and foundation consulting
Other professional activities -_- 13
Source: Univereity Facility Compenearion Policies and Proct

4n Cho U. S.. Association of A.merleati poiversitlei, University
of Illinois Press, Urbana, 1956.

e. The United State Office of Education
just completed a nationwide sample survejr
of outside earnings of college factilty for
1961-62. Although data has not been pub-
lished yet, special permission has been re-
ceived to report the following results which
are quoted from a letter sent to the Legi
native Analyst on December 8, p64 from ti
staff of the California State dollege Trustees:

OUTSIDE EARNINGS OF TEACHING.FACULrf ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9.113 MONTHS)

The U: S. Office of Education has just completed a
nationwide surrey of outside earnings by a 'sampling
of all college faculty '-nationwide.', for: 1961-61 The re-
sults .fol164vs:



All with outside 'arum
Summer teaching
Oa& summer emplorment----
nail. tevaanc,- - :
Royalties - -- ' -- ;_- r

Speeches - __-_ -_
Consultant Beer __ _1_ - -- 1- 13
Retirement (individuals who finer retired who

teach elsewhere after. retiring) ----- 3.400
Research - 7 1,800

.

Other pro-fessional etinana _ 10 1200
Non -profe ssional tanaMts 8 1,700

Percent

- 4-4
11

to the possibility of maintaining more- com-
Plete and meaningful records. Sue
'would- aid adminigtrative officials ,a ca-

,..derait senates when reviewing recommenda-
tions for promotions and salary increases,
and provide summary data for reporting to,
the Legislature on these sitificant faculty
weLfare items. Next year's faculty salary` re-
port of the Coordinating Council for ;higher-
Education' should incorporate the 'results of
this stiady.

b. We also recommend that exia
lege policies and enforcement practices
gardig extra employment be reviewed and,\.--

.

The. highest .average earnings by; teaching" field and
the percentage with outside earnings are:

e (.10 o have) ---.. 7S- Percilef

Physical Sciences
and Commerce

Apiculture ' ,41 1S0Or"---

Peytholo S5 2.700

Ln li ht of the lT oSnt Committee discussionlou might
be interested in the following:

aro one
P ereiist earnings

Soda. Sciences 74 S1-90
Fine 74 1.600
Philosophy 74 1.500
Religion end. Vieolog:G 7S 1.:300

9. Recommen tions
.---

a. WC recommend that: the Coordinating Colin-
cil far. 'Higher Zducation, the University of , --,
California and -the California State' Colleges
cooperate in determining the extent to which
faculty members participate in extra activi-
ties to supplement their nine-month salaries
ncluthng information as to aca-ewhen --r

i ties are usually performed (shelf- vaca-ti
tions. etc2).- Such activities would' clude.
but not be limited to, lecturing, general writ-
ing, summer and extension teaching, govern-
mein consulting. textbook writing, private
consu.ltint, public service and foundation
co ting. and ot4 - professional activities.
If such -a study,Sti,, that the magnitude
of these activities is` such that the perform-
ance of- normal University and state college
responsibili'tie's are perhaps being adversely'
affected: then consideration should be given

updated.
c ;Finelly, recommended that faculty sal-

ars- reports keep the Legislature informed
about policies and practiees relate td extra
employment.

3. Comments
our opinion. it would seem that any extr

employment would affect the quality of per-
fornia.nce of University responsibilities'since
faculty surveys indicate,that the. average' fie-
ulty workweek is 54' hours. The 'tithe -spent on
activities for extra compesation (except dur-
ing the suminer) would be on top pf what the
faculty has defined as their average workweek_
Because, in some instances, it is difficult to de-
-terraine whether a given inconie-producing

nty, such as writing a book, is considered'a
rraal University responsibility or an e.ra

activity, distinctions between norrail and ext
activities need to be more clearly defined.

Much of the outside compensation received
by facultS- comes in the fonXisg grants Made,
directly to the faculty member rather
through the Universit y. or colleges. There is no
regular reporting of these grants, or th,
sonal compenS'aiion which they provide to at
ulty, and the colleges and University dQ not
consider the reporting of such income,. to be
feasible. It may be desirable to encourage the
Congress to direct that greater nuraltier of
grants made by United States agencies for re-
search be made directly to academic -inititn-

.
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'California Postsecondary
'Education Commission

June'.1 3, T977

Resol4tion

Concerning' the Methodology Employed for the
California Postsecondary Education Cortraission's

'Annual Reports on
Faculty'Salaries:and Fringe Benefits

The University ofCelifornia:and the California 'State
University and Colleges-hav-xpressed reservations with

the methodology used for the California Fostsecondary
Education Commission's recene-reports on faculty Sala-

.

.

, ,

ries and fringe ' :'benefits;, particularly with respect.to.,.,,_ . .

,the o utations for fringe benefits, and

Commissio i staff : onvened,a,.tachnical advisory committee
_consisting of representatives -of the, segmienrs,.the

=

_parrment of Finance,,and the Office of the Legislative
Analyst to advise on posaible revisions of the existing%
methodology, and

The committee-met on five occasions to thoroughly review
and discuss the methodology for the reports on faculty

salaries'and fringe benefits, not only,withrespect to
the computations far fringe benefits, :but also regarding
all other aspects of the methodology, and

Based on the advice of the .committee, a, revised meth-
odology has been developed by Commission staff- now-,

therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That-the-California`Postsecondary Education Commission

adopt the attached document entitled, Revised Methodology
for the Preparation of the Annual Report on University of
California and California State University and Colleges
Faculty"Salaries and Fringe Benefits; 1978-79, which by
reference'becomes A part of this resolution, and be it

further

That copies of this resolution be tr ttedto the
Governor, the Legislature,' the Department of Finance, the

Office of the Legislative Analyst, the Regents of the
University of. California and the Trustees of the Cali-

fornia State University and Colleges.



aigornia PbstsecOndary
'Education Comissiori,

-
June 13,11977

_ .

REVISED-METHODOLOGY FOR THEPREPARATION OF THE ANNUAL REPORT:ON

-.UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORMANDCALIFORNIA STATE.UNIVERSITY,',AND COLLEGES

FACULTY SALARIES ANO FRINGE 1978-

INTRODUCTION.

methodology to be employed for the 19787-9 report-contains a-

numberof substantive modifications Itom that,adopted--by the Commis-

an in'Septembef---1974 and used for -the annual report4'for 1975-,76',

76-77 and 1977-78-.
. .

developing this new methodology, both' the. University of` California

and the California State University and Colleges conferred with,

number of "groups-and individuals, including representat4ve of fac-

ulty organizations. Subsequently, each segment submitted proposals

for changes in the existing methodology Giese prbposals were then

considered by a technical advisoty'committee established by the

7Commissimn consisting not only of Commission staff aud segmental

'representatives, but also of repreientativei of the'Depatment of

finance end the OffiC'e of the LegislativeAnalySt.

n the past year, one aspect of al report on faculty salaries

and fringe benefits was heavily cr zed; namely; the treatment Of

the comparison of fringe benefits. is Criticism centered on two

major points. The first relate to the recent practice of treating

the cost of fringe benefits and the,salary adjustments required to

achieve parity as additive to produce a figure for "Total Equivalent

Compensation"'(TEC). This practice will be discontinued in subse-

quent years. The second criticism stemmed from the fact that the

comparison method was limited to the empinyer cost of benefits (ex-

Pressed as a percentage of payroll). Sinthere is, at best, only

an indirect relationship between the value of fringe ;benefits to the

employee and the cost of.thaae benefit_ s' to the employer, the use of-

fringe benefit compariions with other institutions can often be seri-

ously misleading.

Although the basic difficulties with fringelbene it comparisons were

noted in the report for the 1977-78 fiscal year, it is proposed that

-a much more definitiye disclaimer be included in the text for the

1978-79 report. Clearly, a benefit package of given cost may be very

different from another benefit package of the same cost when the two

are defined and administered differently. By way'of illustration,

if the employer adds to a pension fund to improve its actuarial in-

tegrity, it-increases the cost of the benefit package but does not

result in any new or additional benefits.

The Comnissien will continue to show the results of the comparison

survey regarding.thecost of fringe benefits but will-display it-

c



separately from the salary .data and will include a:ufficiently
ta4ed explanation of the issues so as to avoid misunderstanding or(

inapproPriate use of the figures.

The second Major change is the egmination. of the "Odst of Living

Ad5ustment.forSalaries." For the past three years, an Adjustment
has been made in the projected salaries of the -comParison:institsii-

,tions tai' account for changes in the-rate,ef inflatidn. 'This -adjAst-

ment has been-widely ,misunderstood: not an escalator clause

the kind frequently found in collective bargainAng agreements; it

an index onlyak changes in-the tateo inflaeiOn. and not.a-k-ea-

rd ofAnflation itself.-

The other changes are essentiallY technical in nature. To date, all

ranks average salary'and fringe benefit projections have been"made

an the basis of prior year ,(for the preliminary report) and urrent

yeat(for the final report) segmental- staffing patterns. Since these

eleMenrsa compenSation are implemented in the budget year, it is
desiiable to establish a staffing patt4n.for'that yearThis- will
be done jiy th Ufiiversity of California for the 1978-79 report

by the .Call ate University and Colleges beginning in 1979-80

,

The fiaal Change 14:111 affect only the computation of frinie benfits
for the California State University And Colleges. That system pre-

viously bgsed.its fringe benefit projections on the assumption that
=

no salaryincrease would be granted,' Because an increase in salary
automatically increases applicable fringe benefits, a degree of dis-

-

to Lion occurs.. The Uniyersity of California uses,a system Thereby

a salary increase is computed first, the automatic. Increases in

fringe-benefits resulting that increase accounted for, and the

fringe benefits calculated after this accoUnting. Thet.Commission

believea the latter approach to be more reasonable and has there-

e adopted it f, or both segments.

ETHOOOLOGY-

The procedures to,beemployed for the'l978-79 budget year and in

subsequent years 'are as olloWs:

A. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS.

Two reports,will be prepared each year The first report, based on

preliminary data, will be submitted to the Department of Finance in

November. The 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-

parison institutions and segmental faculty salaries to Commission



Old-October
final report

-report will-iMdicItp what aajusttents 'beAleeded for 'the

forthcoming year for salaries and costs of ge benefits for:Uni--

versitTsof California anddalifP*nia State nlYersity and CollSges' ,

faculty ;to achieve and ta'intain rank-by-rank pry witti,such .kala-

rieSiand costSof:frimge,benefits provided fae_ty. La. appropriate

domparisoninstitutiona..' A Separate list. 0ipof-carisOn'institutions
will be used by each of the California segMentof higher edUdation.

The Teport.will separate oalculatiOns and displays df-data related

to percentage increases required-for parity-in Wlriessfrom those

related to fringe:benefit-costs. = .--':

C. .COMPARIdON INSTITUTIONS1

stitutiOna for

Cor'nell University
Harvard University
Stanford University
State University:of New York
University of Illinois
University of Michigan at Ann Arbor
'University of Wisconsin at Madison
Yale University

Comparison insti.tuticns for the :Cal;
leges will be=g'

oruia State 'Ern

State University of New York
'State University of. New York
Syraduie University
Virginia Polytechnic In

West

at Albany
College- at Buffalo

=e and State Universit

UniversityUniversi.ty f Southern California
University of Hawaii
University of Nevada
University of Oregon
Portland State University

stitution is omitted for any reason, a replaceme

be selected based upon the established criteria by Commission\

staff -in mutual consultation with the segments, the Departmen

Finance, and the Legislative Analyst. The 'Attachment indicates

the criteria for selection of the comparison institutions.,

C-4



Other
University Of Colorado
Illinois State University
Northern, Illinois University
Southern Illinois University
Indiana State University
Iaw&.,State University.
Wayne State.University
Western Michigan Universil
Bowling Green State alive
'Miami University (Ohio)
University of Wisconsin at Mil

FACUL Ta BE.INCA.UDED AND EXCLUDEPUr

The faculties to he included in the comparisons are those. with full-
tike appoirtements at the rankspf_professor,,associate professor,
assistant professorand instructOr, emPlOyed.on:nine and eleven

mgnth. (r°rAt01)40POlatments,
(both regular and irregular ranks as-

appropate) N4ith.:the'exception of laCulties in tha,health sciencesi

suer sessions,::e*tensionpro#amsati4 laboradorY-=*chopls,PrinVided
that,these facultieS are COvered,:by::Salary-sCales-oeschedules other
than that of ,theoregular faculty. ,At the raniefof'iustructor, full-
time equivalent faculty are-used becanse,of the preponderance

part-time appointments at thiij,rank.

The. faculty Member ato be included are those assigned` to' instruction
. --7-

(regardlesw:ofthe:aaaigaMents for-research or other university pur-

poses) , department' Chairmen (if not on an administrative-salary
schedule), and 1401t on 'salaried sabbatiCal leave.

E. 'COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

For each 'academic rank within the California State University and

Collages' comparison groups-, the total actual salary do2lars for the.,
combined group is divided by the number of faculty within-the rank
to /derive average salaries by rank for their comparison institutions

as awhole. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in a

similar manner.

For the University of California's comparison grouPs, the average
salary by rank is.obtained for each comparisbn institution. The

single average salary (for each rank) for the cOmparison group is
then iAlculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari-

son institutions_and dividing by eight, thereby giVidg.equal weight

to each institution regardless of the number of faculty. The same

p.rocedure should be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits.



F. TIVEYEA.R CONeOUND FATE OF INGE BEFIT GROWTH.

For the preliminary repOrt, a five -year compound rate of change in
salaries and fringebenefits at each rank at:the comparison insti-
tutions Will ba-Computed on the basis of_'Actual salary and-fringe

_ benefit data-of the preceding year and. the prior five, years

In ol4aining compound rates of change at the comparison institutions,
each:segment-will compute the average salary and fringe benefit cdsts
by rank for--.their respective doMparison institution groups as spec-.

Afied,inS4111ionE above. EachWill-then calculate the annum. com7
;pound' growth:_rate changei in average salaries and fringe be.zieftb!,
costs for each rank (ovdr the five7year period) at theix rdspectIve.
comparision institutions. These rates of change will then be used
to prOject average'salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that
rank forward for two-= years to the budget year.

The same OrpcedUre will be used in producing the final report, ex
ceps that the base' year for the cOmparison institutions will be

. moved forward one year,, permitting the use of a one-year projection
athei than thetWoyearproject±on nedessary in the-preliminary

,reiport.-Y.Tbe California _segments will-use actual current salary and
fringe benefit data as reported by the cnmparisdn-institutions
rather'than budgeted figures.

RANKS AVERAGE SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS.

Average all-rankg average'Salaries. and fringe benefit costs projected

for theudget year will be calculated for each segment, using the

average salaries and fringe benefits by rank projected for the 1:Judget

year for 'the coMParison groups' staffing pattern in the appro

priate,CaIirtia 'segment-:° The California Siate.tatilverSity-.Andi:GO"
4

leges will use the current year staffing patteriCwhil&-the UniVersi

of California will use.a staffing pattern projected for the---udget

year. These.e11.-ranks average salary And fringe benefit aniqunts'for
the budget year constitute the Sqlari4 and fringe,benefits to be

provided to the corresponding California segment for that segmentPto

achieve parity, rank-by-rank, with its comparison group.' The average,

all-ranks salaries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budget
year for each California segment will then be,compared with the cur-

rent all-ranks.average salaries and fringe',benefits for that segment

to determine the percentage increase re4uired by the segment to

achieve parity. For the 197E -79 report, the California State Univer-
sity and Colleges will modify the_percentage difference (to 1/10th of

a percentage point) to accoUnCfOr .merit increases, promotions, and

faculty turnover. This, adjustment will not be necessary for the
University of California since the projection-Of the staffing pattern
into the budget year will account for these adjustments automatically.
In subsequent years, the California State University and Colleges

will use the same-procedure as the University of California.



SUI!PIEMENTARY INFORMATION

The Commission will prepare supp m enra y tables; cone nin five

years of tren&data, with the'd4 e'itit. the most recent year supPlied:

by the segments.

I. Ndmber of full time _aculty by a

umber andpercent of new and continuing Uli- time is with

the doororatebyrank;

3 -.Number .and..percenc Of eull-time facial with
m

tenure o secuti

o app tient by rank;

Separat s of full-tip facul with tenure r secur ty

appointm by ranlq

Destination of fac _ty who resign, by an ndicating rhe name

01 the institution forthose-facult rez in in. higher educe-

tion);-

Sources of recruitment bYrrank;

Faculty pro_otionakpatterns.

C-



ATTACHMENT-

'CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF .CO PARISON INSTITUTIONS,

Thy oilowing criteria -will be used 'to select Comparison institU__ons
for .the UniVeraitrof Calffornia:.

Each institution should-,be.arf eminent -major university offering
.1-.4_troad4pectrum of undergraduate, graduate { asters. and ib.D.},

and professional instructiOn, and with ca faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching.

Each institution should be one with which' the University is in
significant and continuing= competition in the recruitment and
retention of .faculty.

Each institution should be one from which it is possible to col_ -'

'= leCt salary data on a timely, voluntary and regular basis. Tot

,,all® institutions are llg tb provide their salary data, -

pe'cially in the detail required for Comparison_ purposes.)
,

4.- The 6emParison groUpshould be comp6sec both public and

vete institutions.

.- -
__

_
.,,

In selecting these Institutions,,- _ '10x -time in the compari7

.. son intittition. group- is ,f2MVdrtant)t ble--the -development of*development.

faculty alary marke rapective, time serious analysis, and'-the

contact_ cessary f a thering reqUired' aata .
.-

The following criteria 'will be used for- selection -of comparisons

tutions selected according''to these criteria are those which,Shave
tutions for the California State University and Colleges. Tfie sti-

sti-_

approximately the same funcnions with regard .t ndergraduate and

graduate instruction, and which the Califierhia.. State,gniversity

and Colleg4S-compete for faculty.

.General Comparability of Institutions .

The expectation's of faculty at the -comparison institutions
should be relatively similar to ,noge prevailing at the

California State liniv.ersity and Colleges. Consequently,

the comparison institutions should be large institutions

that offer both undergraduate and-graduate :instruction.
Excluded from consideration under, this criterion were

Institutions with less than 300 faculty members;



d.

The 20 institutions tha awarded the greatest num-
ber of doctoral degrees during the ten-year,period,
1959-60 through 1968-69. (These 20 institutipits
awarded nearly half of all doCtoral'degrees aw:_rded,
in the U.S du -ring this period)i

Community CollegeS and Colleges without graduate
programs;

Institutions staffed with religious acuity.,

Comparability of States' Ability to Support Higher Education

The basis of financial support available to the cotparison
institutions should be relatively similar to.that of Cali-
fornia. Excluded from-consideration were:

Institutions in states there the per capita income
in 1970 was more than ten persent below the U.S.

average. (California's per capita income was
approximately 14 percent above the U.S. average.)
The criterion was applied. to both public and pri-
vate institutions;

Institutions in New Yo pity and Washington, D.C.,
because of the high coat of living and the much
higher than average incomes in these cities.

Competition for Faculty

Institutions on-the.cOmparison list preferably ',should be
institutions- -from which California State University and
Colleges' faculty are,recruited or Vice versa. -

Similarity of Functions.

The comparison group should include institutions that are
among the largest institutions with graduate programs but
which do not grant, or grant very few, doctoral degrees):
(Nine CSUC campuses are among the 20 largest such institu-
tions in the country.)

Fringe Benefits

Category IIA in

The comparison institutions should provide fringeienefits,
including a retirement program, that vests in thertgC4Ity

meMber within five years. iThis criterion was appii-647',W
generally excluding from consideration institutions_with
nonvesting retirement programs.



t

'University of California Comparison inst ±cations

The comp'arison group of institutions developed for,the'-,

California State University and Colleges. should not in

dude institutions used by the UniVersitY'of-Califdrpia
its:faculty compensation.

Acceptance-as Comparison Institution

The comparisOn institutions preferably should benst
tutions that have been Accepted previously forthe:,.pn:
Pose of comparing faculty salaries in the.Cali
State University and Colleges.

Senior or Tenured Faculty-

The comparison grodp of institutions should halle
faculty max ratio IE their upper two ranks, that
similar to the ratio of faculty in the uppef twcf
of the California State University. and Cell~
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:University: pf-callfOrOikand California ,State :5

'University .and,Cpllpges-comOarison InstitutiQns

1966 -67 -.1979-80



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
AND COLLEGES COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS, 1966-67 1979 -80

1966-67

University of-,California:

Columbia University
Harvard University
Princeton Univers
University of Mi
Yale University.

California#State Colle

= Bowling Green State Unlve
Riooklyn'Callege

,Carleton'olYege
CioloradoState UraverS1
Occidental Coles:
Pomona- eoll4g

Purdue Univ ity
Rutgers State Universi
Southern. I114,Flois..

Wesleyah:thiver;ity

196768

University' of California:

Columbia University
Cornell University
HarVard UniVersity
Princeton University
UniVersivpDkIllinois
-U tSTEYONMiehigan,-

versity of Wiscbnsin
a niversi tv

Calitc5rnia. State Colleges:

Bowling Green'StateUniversity
Brandeis UniVersity
Brooklyn College
Iowa StateUniversity
Occidental College
Pomona College
Purdue University
Rutgers:State University
Southern Illinois University
University.of Oregon
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University California:

Cornell University.
Harvard University.
Stanford. UniVersity
-State University of New
University of Illinois
University of Michigan
University of Wisconsin
Yale University

California. State Colleges,

Bowling qreen Stste:Unive
Brandeli University,
-Brooklyn '-College

Brown Universit3;
Iowa State-Un
Michigan State
Northwestern 141;11;

Pennsylvania
Purdue Univer
Rutgers State niversity,.

Southern Illino s Uni.V.4iJS'Lt

State University of New a
University df Colorado
University of Kentucky-,,
University of Massachusetts Amherst)
University of Oregon
Wayrietft_te University
Univerkit of Minnesota

1969-70

University of Cali ornia:

Oro Chase)

California State Colleges:

Change)

D2



1970-71

University= of California;

Brown UniVgrsity
Columbia University
Cornell University
Harvard,University

'Princeton,Uniyersity
Michigan Stattnniversity.
IlOrthwea'teriVfniversity

Ohio StateUniversity-
Purdue University
University of Chicago
-University-ofIndiana
Universe. ty of Illinois
University of Iowa
University of Michigan
University of Minnesota
University of Pennsylvania
University of Wisconsin
Yale University
Stanford University.

California State Coll

The Ma.1912ablicUTI1:111LI2E1-11Lete 50 Institutions)

University of Alabama
AiniVerlity of Alaska
University of Arizona
University orArkadaas
University of California
University` of Color
University of Connec icut
UniVersity. of Delaware .,,,,

University of_Florida
University of Georgia
University of Hawaii
Univerity of Idaho
University of Illinois
Indiana/University
University of Iowa
-University of Kansas

iversity-of Kentnck

ouls:iana-State University
,Unive city, of Maine

Un ersity of Maryland
n versity of MassaChusetts-

University of Michigan



University'a Minnesota
'University of Mississippi
.Universi=y of Missouri
Universit- of Montana
Lniversity of Nebraska
Uni/Prr--ity of Nevada
University of New Hampshire
University of New Mexico
Rutgers,State University (New Jersey)
-State University of New York (Buffalo)
University of North Carolina
University of Northyakota
Ohio State University
University of Oklahoma.
University of Oregon
PennsylvaniaState University
University Of Rhode Island.
University of.South Carolina
'University of South Dakota
University of Tennessee
University of Texas
University of Utah
University of Vermont
University of Virginia
University of Washington
West Virginia University
University of Wisconsin
University of Wyoming

d

Other public Institutions Which Meet the Definiti
EnlytEplly (20 Institutions)

Auburn UniverSity
Arizona State_UniverSity
ColoradoSta-te-University
Florida State University
Purdue Univerqty
Io4A State University
Kansas State University-
Michigan State University
Wayne State University
Mississippi State UniversitY
New Mexico State Vaiversitx
North Dakota State- University
University of Cincinnati
Oklahoma State University
Oregon State University
-Texas, A & M University
exas:Technological College

University of :Houston,
Utah State University
Washington State Uni ersity

D' -4



Private
University (32 Insti

Stanford University
University of Southern
Ya-1-4 University

George Washington Univers*ty
Illinois Institute of Technology.
NorthweSternrUniversity.:
University .of Chicago
Tulane University
Johns Hopkins University
Boston University
Brandeis University
Clark University
HarVard University
Massachusetts. In tjtiiateh f Techno

Tufts University
Washington University
Princeton University
Columbia University
ColUbibia Teachers College;
Cornell University
New-York University
Syracuse. University
University of Rochester
Duke University.
Case Western Res..
Lehigh University
Temple University
University of Pennsylvania
University of Pittsburgh
Brown University
Vanderbilt Universi
Rice University

1971-72

University' of. Cali

(No Change)

California -Sts tel. University and Colleges



1972-7-

University -'California:,

as Used in 068769)

California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)

1973-74

UniVersity of California:

Change)

California State University and Gone s:
rl ,-1%

Bowling green State Univex
.

'Illino:s-4tate UniversitT

)1-
Indiana ate University
Iowa St -University
Miami UniversitY-(Ohio)
Northern illinoisUniversity
ortland State University
Southern Illinois University
State University of New York (Albany)
State University of New York (Buffalo College of Arts and Sciences)
Syracuse University
University of Colorado
University of Hawaii
University ofiNevada
UniversityAnregon
University leSouthern California

-
University 6 , Wisconsin (;411waukee
Virginia PolYtechnic'Institute and State
Wayne State University

West rn Micy-7a;-Universi ty

:1974-7

University of Cali .ia:

(No Change):

California'Stateniversity and Colleges:

No Change)

University



1975 -76

University cif Californ

(No Change)

California State Univers y and Colleges-

1976 7

Change)

University Of California:

Change)

California State University and College5:

(No Change)

017718

University of `California:

Change

Califo: "a State University and C-

197,8- 9

University of California:

(No Change)

California State 'University and Colleges:

Change)

1979-80

University of California:

(No Chang

0

California State University and Colleges:

No Chang

D-7
9



APPENDIX E

Uni er ity 'of. California Salaries and

1979A0



ABLE. 1-'

UNIV,E13.SITY OF cALIPORNIA`

Projected 197980 -Sal ages for Compare son Group'
Based Upon Compound KU of Increase in Average Salaries

(Equal Weight to Each Cd prison Instttution)l-

Academic Rank'
Comparison Group Avera

,SalCries-
1978-79,J973-74

Compound -Rate
of

Comparison pruip
Projected Salaries

1979:-80

1

es Or.

ussociate Professor

Lasistant Prof essor

$24,482

13)4P.

$32,34

21,943

447

(4)

5.75% -$34,246

5.23 23,091

5.29 18,371



TABLE 2

UNIVERSIT'cOFcALIFORNI!5;A

1Percentage.inerease:in UC 1978-7Y All-. Average SdarY .

Requiredto Equal the Comparison -Group.Projectient for 1979-80;
Bawd on Pive7Ye6r Compound Rate Qf Increase in Copparison'Group- Salaries'

(Equal Weight to Each.0illOrlsbn Institut-ran)

Academic ank . Ave'a e-Salaries

19709,-

COmpariidri Group

Projected Salarie

1979430

Percentage. Increase
Required in -0(

1"978-79 Salaries__

(1 (2)

fessor ;3C1 065

kssoCiate Professor ,'620

Assistant Professor 17,150

0 _Ranks Average 25,3371

$34,24

23,991

18t, 370

28,538'1

11.98

7.12

,

Based-on projected U 1979 -MO staffing Including estimated separations and new appOintments

but excluding the effectsof projected merit -increases and promotions: Professor, 2,706.91;

Associate Professor, 1,086.55; Assistant Professdr, 937.34': Total staff: 4,730.80.



,v
OVERSITYOF CALIFORNIA

Projected 197980 Cost of Fringe Benefits for.Compari.son'Group
Based, pon Compound Rate-of Increase. in AVerage. Fringe Benefit Cos

Meight'to Each Comparison Institution)

Academic ank
Comparison Group Average
Cost of Fringe Benefits

1973-74 -1978-79

Compound Rate
of Increase

Comprison,GrO6p, Projec
Cost of Fringe Benefi

1979,780

Tofe--

,ssociate P

Asistant Professoi-:



ICI

CI.
L.

LIM fRZE

Iwn.

OLVORNIA

r.k. .

Iereentag(thauge in 1,1C' 078-79 411 Ralik5 Averagq4'5. of Fringe.-'.

Refits Rojod 'to Equal the ,Cdopatl$On- Group -404104
efofri

1979-8.0-;--:`

d te,.of- Inctease'ill'Avor,oggliinge

Weigljt.'to Cash ConiOarisiiii$15.4tlitiofi)

Aeademic Ban

Professce

Percentage Change Required:

[IC Average. Cost COmprison GrOup ,Alvage,Cost in VC 1978-79 Average

of fry aepfitl `:"of frings Cost of

1789 1919-8a.:
8

-

A860Ciate4rofessot

Assistant Professor

All Ranks Ai eine

r

Less Adjustment. for

rho Effect- of a 12.60

Range :Mjustrnent

Adjusted Parity

Bequiremeqt a

4 964

ill 250

$5194.82

(3

$6,346

el's,

3,640

0,4812'

,(4)

664 -11 16

0,811 19.02%

:based $69:60 ply 20.74% of averQ 1 y.'

,lased 04 projected VC 1919-80 staffing tocludIng vlEimated separations en

excludiu tbe effeets of projected Inerit increases and promoriona: Profe

frofespor 1,086.5S; AssisntProossor, 937 34 To stzff 4 4 730:80

5

4;4 appointment$,hut

2,706.94 Associate

'y I



APPEND'

Cal ifornia State Un-fivers4ty and Colleges
5.ajetes and ,Cost of Fringe efi 19,791.8



CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEQES

Projected 11379,-80 Salaries for Comparison Group
ased Upon- Compound Rate _pf Increase i if,Avezt§e" Salaries

We ed by -Total faculty by Rdnk- in_all.Comparison In ti ions
a

.

COMpaitiSon .Gro.up.--Average .Couipkound Rate 4 'pound
Academic 'Rank . of Av er alarieS ..cif, Irr__-js*a_._

-1973-74.A. - .::,..1-978-
-.. 1.-

[ris

CoMparison
-Projected' Salaries

1979.-0-

5,--- ( ) 0. 4 ,(5),

20-,978,' -$27,813 '5..897 ,$29,427
,, ..

... .

:6, fps 21;227 5- 67 22,430 --:
. .

Brant Pr epsor ,,- 224 i_ 058_. 5.22 17-- 949::-,,v;
---

11.._ .. 10., 223 403 5 5 '' 14,149' _ :

tir.. -,

'74



TABLE'2

Percentage plcrea-se in SUC 1978-79 All. Ranks Average Salary
quired to:Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1978-79,

Base -on Five-year Compound Rate of Increase in Comparison. Group Salaries
hted-,by Total Faculty by Rank in all Comparison Institutions)

1979-80

Percentage Increase' Require
in CSUC-1 978-79 Salaries

ssoe ate Professor
kssiata:
Ens uctor.

nk Average
, t

.ess urnover and
-

Promgp_ons

st ?d Total

Baaed off C
fessc

_2 1,- 9 427:
,

.81%_

20,361 : 22,430 1016'
:)16-;648-4:. 17,949 7..81-

14;533;, 14-,149 F. --;. ,
$22- 4011- $24,7751 -,r

0:2
C 19713'--7.9 :sta fing: Professor, soeihte Professor,

inslructor, 56ff- Tora1t.:,.'11;366.
_ate Pro-



CALIFORNIA STATEANIVERSITY NO. COUPES

Projected 1979-80 Costlf ,Fringe Benefits for Comparison Group

?

Bas'ed Upon Compound Rate of Increases in Average Fringe Benefit Co

(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in all Comparison Institution

o

Comparison Group Average Comp u Rate :Comparison Group Pr t

lAcademic Rank Cost of Prime_ Benefits of I crease of of 10flip!Igl ts

.

1973-74 1978-79 1979180

Professor 2,998 4,709 9.45

As ociate Pofessor 2,411. 3,807 9.57

Instructor



'

IA

. Jerre fto

Benefits 'Re iiPed topp 1 Rt

Ba$0110o Compo (kJ Rate:

(We1. htek by 0 tarFkUl ty:t
.it'A; c7

ltOLLEGE

eidtto e

ons

SN: o

r

n.A4ra Costs

C par soninstitu ions)

C Average ,Cost

Academic Ra of Fri 4' is

926-79

Co arison Uoup Average Cost

of Frin e iro'ections

e

(2)

Professor $6,157

lasdcfate,Proiessay -.4(513044i

;AAistarit. PrOfeesor y i, 560'

InstruetprL B

All Ranks Avereag '0)5432,

)Lesikt% Turnover& t

dromotions,'Aqtomatic.'

Salary Benefit 'Adjustment,

and a Adjustment for the

Effe of 'an10.10% Range

Increase

d juated Parlt Requirements

19

(3)

s,

41171,,,,1

31372

2 609

,$4146o2

395

$4;065

AA

:Percentage-C*0 Bequire0

In CSYC1197879Average

Cost of Fridge: Rebei i t$

.21.39

6 05

-32.93

-19.54X

.49

4

7 13 JA

.67%

:--

'Based 01--)340 'plus -16;98 percept, of a erage salary at each re
1

e
Based on CSUM978-79,41affing; holes or, 5,489; Associate Profisor, 438, Assistant p didss

11. 16

1. )4,

2 ;22,

si

Al
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Report on Medi 1. School-- Clinical Compeisatioq- P s

an picalFaculty Salaries



_F0 5YStE 0

Ottic

Mr. Patrick I.. e irecto'r..
California -po-sttecondktt Education Comm. i are
1020 12th Street
Sacramento, California 95814

bear Pat:
Purstlant to .., 4-- u .6-nfe re- Comm-i

. .mental Report to the 978-79 Budge ctr- 'Z' -am' p l e
to transmit the attar d eport ti e "Unit; i of
California M dical School Clinical nsat IltanS
and Clinida Facu ty Sal i s."

let know -1.f.,=y have any qu n , ning
DortDort or i you quire a L at.
=. ...

Sinterely

DaVid S Sax
President

Enclosures (5),

able' Alber t. 'RoddN
Pi riande Comm t L ee7

The fienorable
Chairman,- Assembly 'Wav;1& ,Means: Cc

Diredtor, of Finance
LegislatiV4- Analyst William:
ssociate :-Vide President Thomas Jenk

8.-peoiai.- Ass istant Lowe11 J. Paige



PNIYPSITY OF CA[.., FORN. A

ORT -!QM MEDICAL SCHOOL CL I gCAL CO
---- -;-...i,-

AL FACULTY '5A LA



TABLE.

TABLE CQNTENTS

CLINICAL COMPENSATION P NS

General'

University of Cal Iform a Uni
Compensa.tion PI an

.Comparison Data Sur ey

orm Medical chool i cal

Sel e ion' of Comparon Institutions

COMPENSATION 'SURVEY .

Data Collection
I

Selection of Spar

.The.iMethod .

nts and Discipl -ines

, _ .... .

eesuits the i l l Al Sal ary omparitd ar,id. Pp, verql y

Cali forn% Algrdin n EafiC tegory , ,

_,
PTTC1r T

t-t

Rage

6

6

7

Compsrison 1 ...i . n, Medical SChools . . . 10

Medical Practice - i n Typology (Chart , 11
.,

Medicine Cep a rtmen ege Sal ry --;
,

-1

. ,

-.-

Pediatrics 0ePartm ve '-' alary-:,.

- Surgery Decartment. evadee- Salary ,14
. ..

.i..

...,

APPENDICES

EqIanaton''of- Medical- .School .faCM i la drye

the UniversitY the Eitl cn
ComPartson',Medical

Brie esertiAtions of the M.ecli-c4, L.,,,inpensati on a
.

Eight Comparison `led ca
.



a

,- CALIFORNIA

Re crt an Mecii cal%Schooi Cl inizaT Comoensation 'Plans,. and

Clinical, Fa Salaries.-__

This rep -esponds -t.o. roam:322 ,of the 1978 CorTference Commistt e -.Supp

mental Rap or t an the Budget E3i1 1 which recommend& that:-

UC- -rerart to ,CPE:C- annually on... (1) its full tiMe ical faculty

salaries and those of its ai mparison institutions:0( nal uding a .bescriPa

tion of the =type of. compens,atIon piens) utilized bY each UC school rid

each omparison.,institution . and (2) the nOmpe&of compensation

btteptions- i n effect at each,- UC--schbol.. ,

his -report' di scus se the ..issues- e.'above.supple menial 'rfarigua e by pro -

vi
, .

vi ding;
-

,3 desc r -t1 on 3?.-the type c: apensati.dn pvan- uti 1 iz ea .byfl ao -uC.
-... :-.._

'SChQat, and -eack4comparis)on",insi, i ution (Section,.. .-

a discusswn ' of the Limy- yi,o kful 1-time- clinical faculty:salaries and
:..

those o-f comparri son Anstitudons SectionII), and

a report on compensation

Cl in i9 1 mpensation Plan

ceptiots.. .

Clinical compensation :plans are. cornpenationr£arrants created,.by
1 -

medial shools -to provide:competitive incosne.,-for .phi°ci ans and otherl
facul w th di ,patientncar responsibility as .1.-yel.1- as further th

acade indc goals of the medical schodl&.-. As stated by the Association of
A

American Medical Colleges- CAAMC ) n th-eir ,December, rl 7 report on An

ven Medical rac

"The -most commonly s

of qaculty

lefiels-'not -achievab

o. --_4 ,

d plan tfve.: i s the= ,attraction, anal retention
_- 4'

rough the isitry -acceptable cOMpensatiOn.

nroUgh, t ^e'r salary sources,): AIT':additianal.
=A.

,,.. ..

. ; -',
objec-.



ve tit:Lite prevalent among- the .

help achieve departmental : -an

-.-stable; flexible -funds-.."

plans'. is -the use -Of plan revenue

schoolwi de program enrichment_with

The AMCx reviewed the ,medi cal pi4ctice pl ails. of the 112 M.D. degree-gran-

tipg-fully aCteefed rriedicAl-schbeS ih the U.S.add coWoluded.that the

plant could. be characteti zed by ---the .egree of central- control- exercised

-over the detail s, of the 'plans ' ope rati ohs ,. al ling a "central tzed/decentra

I i zed" axis.,, A ary,of the -three basic types of clinical comOentAtich,f.
ans was 40e1b0ed by .the ,RAMC as fo 11 NS

Tyne A - a highly centrafized compensation 'apprbach

two basic and interrelated features.- FirSt;- all pati-ent-care

collected' and deposited' to central accounts usual ly with few references'

to the -orig.-in of the' bill beyond the requirements of accurate

keeping and physician 1 iabil ity.and accountability for services render

-Second, phys aps are placed1,on-- either individually set or departMen7.-

tally fixed incomes based on-4- predetermined Compensation sdhedule

whiCh,recognizes such features -.as aaagertlic rank,. -.previous or Current
.

clfn cajl services, and additional merit or service -features
_

Type an intermediate arrangement in . which 'Some. pol icy- :rate-
.

work exists- for patient -care fee col.le'ction and disbursement: n this

aprpiach a general policy s set fpr .rfiegi eel school. fedulty with

patient-care, retporsi bf 1 i ties requiring that -they' fold pw speci

bill i.ng, and collection-tOvcedureS. through a central office or dpartniert-..

tal -offices.: '.Compensation is .determined by a formula whi-th- recognizes.

the .productivity of -patient-care. activities as well as ac'adem-ic __factors

such as ran* and scholar-hip;'' Such compensation arrangdments usually

set -broad ranges for total compentation; -recogniztng the raforementiloned

features, with set maxima, either by. department school -or specialty.



.

ar,tent. or a ongi.special ties as= to how patient -care.

ed and subs :quentl-y, di stri buted., The most extreme,.

he faculty membe1to bill and retain., vi tual all

ractice. ingome with !some_ 7-equirement to reteiburse

plined.arran§ernefit., which allows we varia

overhead cost (Office; space -ho\-pital-- -fees., etc.

eS.,a-'fUrther thi medfcaT., practice

. -
.indfca y d-Frectional arrows. the- kind of movement that

University of Ca

the _dtr an of :a practice .plan--from no plan to

ritermedii .and to centralized:.

, -

or 6)11 Medical -Sthoal Cl .Compens tion
7=

nia unifibrm Medical School l rai a.l Copefisa
-1

`trovemben, 1977 .for,implementattan in

patient -care' billing:and"Sets'..U4C-

6k/ides-a Otform framework, or

rrn compensation. maxi -mi 6aied on academic
.__

rank and Step. The Man provferei..sufficient"flexibili tlia
---z , ,,

parameters for the 'various medical 14:i.eial-qies or disCipl Ines

,the same department maybe established as long. as the.

arrangements established by' the Plan are not -excee4ed-
,

The-key features of this Plan are:

1 The. eleyen-month regular faculty salary scale- apprOved by The Regen

maxi mum. compen

for each faculty rank forms the base salary

ladder rank faculty. There is-no 'differential 'in the base Salary between
F.-

for -.a.q l<<rnedical sch6o1

medica school facul ty and general C.ampus faculty.

Arrangements. for compensation 1'n addition to the base-.' 1.4ry

limited tok three types.

,

-Negotiated Income -' This. is an amount

G6

additional compensation "



._

determined, by a 4dep W1010

1.4 ion o n 0 rom\patient-ca

code .sources) t group, or prof

telling on this will:milt s discuss

nopthe Limitation

ac member ma

ngeme

patient-care,a,

a yearly conftscatoty

member's baSe s.alary

'oref13l ans

'share a-predetermined p

to r afn.-Indi atia ar

n

Mem Oers

patientc

and al 1 .1Acote T

subject to'th,k,

Accounting-stand

vel

e.t

clisntctein can ealin via.con-

404.cef7tain:other-sOicified Tn7

system. There is ain absolitte

0.04.

are arrangements whereby the
\.

assessments, income directly
4 \

Ass sments are progressive andlreach

ximat.ely three times the faculty

arrangements whereby firth) t members

n, y is pooled amount and are allOwed

nd that amount a to a maximum

P1,an. it ,'man all clinical faculty h
-..... .,.., 4A,,

'nsibili ld an, appointment 5 time,
,

-

professi d 1 performed b \ hite faculty is

es,,..,

'I

of the P a

and monito!ron practies a e specified t he-

\ \,

ttle2Plall andguidelines qinplementationipf this Rlan.;, lonTwit

guidelines, accounting procedures have been developed which are

consistent with the Plan objectives.

Comoarison Data -SUrvey

One of the principal featureS: of. the uniform Medical'IScho 1 Clinical

Compentation Pl an i a.orovision for periodic review-Of. the stablished

'cbmpensation maxima InSection IV,- (Compensation), .which sets forth the

formulae for deriving. MaxlMum compensation, provision IV'.5.6..states:

Compensation levels and assessment rates will be reviewed perliodi cal ly.

. .

,by, the Vice -President-Academic and Staff Personnel Relations light'
.

of comparison data from University California Medical Scho



nst

s- report, the President,

effete y. recolinend ad

tu-tci ns. the basis of the Yice

consultation with the Academic

-ents in the cpmpentation levels in this
,

-P1.*!T!.fO.The-egents.

A Set of cohprisOn institutions. was selected and i statistical method

acippted-,,hael;4661d:Yield the-requisite data to satisfy this prOvis on of
\-

heMedical \

an . an port, -o Cal fornia Posttecondar Edlication tOmmisiion
. .

Compensation-Plan as :well as the.requil,ement.

A

n .-C m S a°r i4 en tnttitUtion

Eight intitutfon.s' that represent comparable programs

public 'and private sect() Five, o. the

character and tree are. private. :The institutions selected represent a

ere selected ram
,

titutions are pubjigfin

.-v ..11.,-

diverse.SpedtrOm-and sUfficie variation of settings and practice plan

arrangemen s to' proVide valid- crimper sOns. 'Appendix B (see pp. 19-20)

;pkovides a: brief detcriptip' o f the 'various ComonsatiOn pTans\-used by the

. Comparison institution

Name

-Stanf-OH

Comparison nstitutions

Public dr:Private

Private

State.Univ/. of NeW York-
Upstate Medical School Public.

Chicago Private

11 ipoi s Publ ic

Michigan Public.

f Texas, Houston Public

*Unix. of Wisconsin Public

*Yale Univertity Private

Compensdtion Plan

yes



- .

.Thne comparison ins utions_incl-uded'five that are the general,:

campus sur,/ey- n by,asterlsks). 'In addition, the University of

Texas, Ho'Llston and the State University of New York-Upstate Medical
k

1 were selected because they are part of larger multicampus system

th more than one medical school=

Compensati n tu e

A- Data Collection.

mpensation plan. .informat.on was Obtained roM the eight comParlson

questioribair

lOwed by: phone, call
\ .

e c ober, 1978 mee

medical schools'by means ofa.

The 'questionnaire was fol

which'tookplaceduin

Orleans,.

see Appendtx A,

and a-special meeting

ti+g of the AAMC in News

PP- 16-18) .

-----

At tha =special meeting the Orison sc ols,-there

was'an.eXtended discOSSiOn of the practical aspects- ofmediCal sear'
/,.. .

,

-and practfCe plan management, and arrangements were to ,_-Met and/Or,.

consult, each year and to regularly exhange data. Further Mr Wflliam
ti

Storey.; Higher Education ,s0ecfalfst with the talifornla PotsecondaY.

-duCation-COMmission,.wai-consulted. about this;:coMparifOrstudy, and-'
,

has-agreed, tp meet to discuss- in detail!,the Metheddlosly- and ,conc

Selection of 0renar -TentS'and Disciplines

CoMparion-of medical tt1DC1 .salaries raisesjor bl. swhich do

occur ire comparing. salaries f'general campuses. eneral ,universfty

,campuses .salarrayerage$ for given professorial rank area

good refl ection o what. the individual facultyMemberis actually paid

t that rank; In medical-schools; however,

individual salari.es, and-an-overall salary average

eatNariaion

a- given medicalA

school is statistically 'For7that reason, it was .not -poSsible-

o use overall salary averages from the- comparison



this-study, Statistics -frdm the anhual .AAMC -report ofi clinical
; g

f 11 tte tt1-tty sihce they tend to aggregate.

hi cians , both full and part-tithe, withoutsalaries rrom a variety or cl

sufficient' di sag.gregation in the sampl'eta make

thi\s:-survey,. method. ,hat .waS:dev,15ed to avoith.the.-above problems

he data useful for

was to .select stratified of, three clinical special which

ine -and which typically represent

range of compens tion within medical schools. The three clinical

,are commonly found-in school-S

specialtie:s seleCted .are (a diatrics ,:tYpi.cally, a.- lo-werievel

compensation; (b) -Medicine, typically at level compensation; a

Surgery, typically at a higher compensation., 'These th'ree clinical'

specialties are taken 3 as - representative Of the medical- s'choOls at

large and _are used .the base far developing the data for this study.-.

salary .4ata, recleJmOti from .the thirteen medi

eight from comparison ,insitutions.) are treated as

le weighted,--avenage comp_ensation is constructed,

school responses for each of _three sPedial ties.

ighted-average is displayed -a ranked tabl'e

compensation) tog

inked bya--prafa

L.her with the responses frOm the., eight comparilon

medical schools (see Tables

The Method

For each of, the s

and 5, pp. 12-, 1

age o the re ul ting.table of

Tribe wog ghted avere.ces is then calculated as w l 1 as the standard

and en t4 -,,e bottom of ach of Table- 3, 4'-1,and 5.-

single average for the i, medical :schools is -examined in each

three anke_c tables -t-O determine where that -aierage- fall a within

amole,.01,-. nine 4ejghted -averages; -1 whether or not -that .parti

itantly fram the ceneral avaverage devi at
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the.-sfal low ng:-

where- hp UC average .faTIS within one ndard-.,4eViati,on.;

where.-.the:UC- average i S. with respect. -t t e ',average -fdr th (

group as a- Whole', and..-

0 whethe. the. UG' average -IS. One standard -deviation -e

rp average.:,

I the
,

UC. average s , _in fact,- within .prle .Standard -- deviation: romProm the

-
.

grquo- average ;then:. the -Ut aszierage'cen be. dered,,to:be not -statis-

tic ly .different from-that the group: as -a .whole.

its of tare Cl finical C,m S

Ja ison a d University California

Starjdina in .Each Category

TabreS 3, 4, and see

avenge compensation= is consistent

specialty, as di played berbw:

and 1 isindicate that the. Universi-

'th theNve all average for each

AVERAG FULL PROFESSOR COMPENSATION - ABSTRACTED FROM TABLES 4,

Medicine' Pediatric Surgery

iii h 67 00 7-;000 I. 7 88,000

Avera e 60,440 UC 159 00 Avera e 79,440

UC 9 Avera. 7,60 UC 75,00©

Low 54 000' L 00 -Low 000

m the table above, the folio in conclusions are drawn:

1-. Medicine. (Table ) average .professori&V compensation: ranges
. _

from -a, high of $67,000. per year -1 ow of 54 000, with an average
D'N.

of 360,440. The OC 'ay age for Me icine 59;000, slightly below

the groupr.aVerage.

2. In Pediatrics (Table average pr esSorial compensation ran e5.

1

' s



from a -High. of $67,000 per year to a low of $51,000, with an average

f $57,560. The UC aveitge for Pediatrics, -is $59 MO, (ttut.

not signifidantly) higher than th'e 'group average

deviation from the average-

Surgery (Table 5

00 .per year to a: low of '5 7,000., -with an average

'he UC average fbr Surgery is .$75,00bp Somewflat (but not

isignrificantly.) below the gro average.-

thin each of th0 three .speOlalte§ -the::spread, Of
.-.,!

alaries i.not .greei

supporting, the' assumption that tpe*selecied.-medical- s h paools are comparable.'

In each of the` tabl es for -the three ,§peci al t -the University,' s average

compenSation close average,. is displayed. th,the

For.- these reasonsir.the,c#mpensation being_ paid`.iri University Ofabove.

California medical tchOol s can be,:dOnsi-dered to be,repre_

. petitlie and appropriate. therefore,: there apPearS

..'time' to alter .the current compensation formulas.
...,

Exceptions to the Pl an

Refly sts exceptions,- inclWitig, individual

School Clinical Cofdpensation Plan.may orignat

the 'Medical.

th the ndivI dual depart-7-

vent and, subject to approval bY the Dean, are then forwarded tote -campus

Chancellor for the next approval step. .The Chancellor then consults witti the

-campus AcademtC Senate -7. If the Chancellor approVes 'the exception,',the reguesT

is retorrunended to the President for final approval. All 'approVed :exceptions--

to compensation limits must .be .reported to- the BOard of Regents.

As part of. the nipl ementation Of the:Pla.n it was agreed that certain limited

existing arrange would be permitted to 'continue; Other than these. ex-

ceptiOns no "indiyi dual 'exceptions: have been made. Irvine.He been permitted

to delay implementation of the Plan until January, 1980 in order to accommodaiL

the- campus conversion from -ay -21.1:to a net clinical fee Compensation-. pl an.
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Upstate Medical. SchOol

Uni v'E;'rsity of.-Chitaga..

University of Tpxas Houston

Univers-ity of Wisconsin
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r= -.;i11 be Pr ded for _three dapa
Pediatrics and Surgery. Z'hree ate ias Of
4 tit 'definitions. These are

Base or Guaranteed Component - ttta base ar d rive from niv
of Callzornia salary scales for that rank
niversity xclusi-T.Te of frinse benefits;

versity of California Uniform.-Hadical School Copensa-
on-, or expected compensation, 'not including the base salary

described in 1, above, which is received through or as a .result of
the Operation of, and the individual faculty member's participation
in, the. University of California Uniform Medical, School Clinical
Compensation Plan, and.

Grand. Total,Compensation sdn of the monies associated -
itr.ris 1 and 2- above, divi.ded by the head count for that line of
quesEionnaire.

and guaranteed

In each case, tpre calculate the average tr for each boat £n the -ques,.._
bye to tailing all monies involved in that category and then by

by the head coy. nt for that line. of the questionnaire. Reasonable
estimates of the year's ear; ings should be reported

or last years actual earnings With- any estimatedincrem.nt.
a . speci... y the method used in the "co eats" section at the bottom.of--

each questionnaire.

For the departments pacified above, include oniy -12 monithh salaries for
full-time paid faculty utilizing September 1 budget figures- whenever possible.
Include the full salary of faculty On :Sabbatical leave. Exclude-those faculty
at affiliated institutions, full salary for vacant positions, house staff and
fellows in all ra.nks. and part-time aid volunteer faculty.

a

ttached is a list of the subspecialties to be included, within thre..
departments (General Medicine, Pct attics and Surgery) . If-yon have any
questions, please phone R.D. I.Ienhenett at .(415);642-1.454.



SURGERY

CEERAL SURGERY
THORACIC
CARDIO -VA S CULAR

E.NAT.
UROLOGY

NEDOSURGERY
ORTHOPEDIC
PLASTIC_

-A

MEDIC INE

CENERAL

CARD IOLOGY
EN OCR INOLOGY
GASTROENTEROLOGY
ItE:MATOLOGY

HE PATOLOGY
'ELTFECT I OT.JS DISEASE

1\7POLO
IREELTMATOLOGY

PULMONARY

PEI t_ ics

ALL , INCLUDING
PEDIATRIC

CARDIOLOGY
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CAIWUS .DATE, TUE UPORT WAS PRSVAIII

U IVER§ITY CALIFORNIA

HEIACAL SCUTIO( FACULTY-SALARY SURVEY

DEPAR

Rank.

ary.or.

thia-ranteed

ompOn.ent, (Averaile)fi

Oat ComponsatiOn
lan Component
INvernge)k

Prand. Total

,Cempensatliiin

Averago)'

ant

nstroetor

iAverage'aelari fur each of the three compen-et

beadqount far each rank.

Cowl:mace or quailii 'dont):

ft_columns »w1dbecmputed bye v1411 ha t 1 dollars by the



Brief esC'

APPENDIX B

dtc m.ensa on-Plan C m a -n

School s

l) Stanford versit

Stanford has a new

not yet avai

State Univers_ity-o.

OVerall management o
0

practice plan that Prrehtly-beingwrit

York -.Upstate , edfcal §dhool

the practde plan is vested- in

:the ,..Deanconsiting-essentstaTTyo, the PEettden

overning,,,board

the-Medical School

and the medical school department chairr departmentis, conSi

derable autonomy,:and keep the accounts and do thebillingt' The Sate

paid fo overhead° costs -Hand the Medical Sthool 1e,Vies a:,

A Tyi56 :"
Br,

grott practice plan income for its :own use:

°

General guidelines are ISSued to the departments by theDean s office.

ttoSe- practice: plans are negotiated on a

departmental .
The:meditel techo 1 exPeriMenting:- with a surcharge,:

and with Various kinds of non-salary incentives. Ourrently,.however

the tndividual- departments have a good deal:. of autonoMy.- (A TY06 "t"

. .

University of llinois

a formal prattic,e.plan xists. The medical school provides centrali

illing `facilities. Beyond that,,what-happens is the result of individual

negotiation `between_ the'..idividual,lculty member,- his department t-and the

Dean'=s office.

University of Michigan

The plan is centralized, with business. office run by a

full -time Directbr who reports direaly to the Dean of -the Medical School.

. The cent al' ')1.1siness :oftice establisheSpolicy does billing and handles

G:=-22 1 A



ements; the individual department

nomy.- ne plan was Phased: in- gradually.

.-1973- to 1T9 s. "A"Plari

Universi ty. of Texas at HouSton

have dbmpar ati.v ly 1 ittle. au o-

r. the ive-year period from

The plan is ontrolled by ,a Board of DirectOrs consiSting of the. President,

P. for Business Affai rs, and the depaTtment . Chairmen . The pl an provides .

'central billing and disbu sement of ends; however individual faculty,

salaries are' set through individual ne a.tiatidr ,7bie;ween a facul ty memoe

and nis'departnent Chairm'an. The departments have 'constderable autonomy.

(A Type'."B" or.Type Plan)

University scensi

-Al- hough a.writ en.- plan exists author-I

he indi i dual ,departments

i dual practice p1 an an

n maximum salary c

Type "B" Type "D" P

Yale Uni'vr=si ty

Tile practice plan consisys of a series of salary-guidelines published

bp the Dean which set up -a framework for salary payMent and establish the
. 4

pertissible,,.,salary_ranges 'within -which an indiVidual facultymetber m-Ray.
V .

be paid. EaCti department deVelops ...its own practice plan ;.in negotiation
ty-31

.with the Dell's.. office.. Individual- salaries are recommended by the

dPartment 'chairman and approved by the Dean. (A,TyPe "C" -Plan)





IALYSIS OF THE REPORT py THE LEGiSLAT VE-ANALYST

In his A a is. of the Budget Bill, 1979-80, the Legislative AnalySt
included a lengthy sectionon tha-sUbject of faculty salaries and
commented extensively on the Commission's preliminary report on the
same Subject, published in December 1978. The Commission's repbrt
indicated that cutrentfaoulty salaries at= the University of Cali-
fornia and the Californfa_State University and Colleges, when,-com-
pared-with salaries for their comparison institutions, would require,
increases,y4f,12'.15 percent and 882 percent, respectively, for 1919--
BO in order toachieve parity, The Analyst's statements supported a
contrary position and offered data to show that, in his view, sale- --
ties paid .to- faculty at._the University of .California and the Cali-
fOrnia 'State University and Colleges were quite favorable to those
paid to,faculty in other states.

While no formal concluSions or recommendations were made, the Ana-
lyst's view wassso markedly different frOm that offered by both of
the four-year aegments, and by the Commission in its preliminary te-
portthat an analysis of-the data presented by the Analyst appears
to be in order.

On page 1393 of the Analysis, the.comment is made that "the.[Commis-
sion's] report compares California faculty salaries to those in a

=
selected group of postsecondary education instiEntions. These insti-
tutions are selected on the basis of 'a functional classification sys-
tem developed by the American Association'of University Professors
(AAUP)." Since this comment sets the stage for much of the subsel-
quent discussionand singe it is in error, a clarification of how
comparison institutions are actually selected is necessary.

The comparison institutions used by the Commission for the Univer-
.sity and the State University are not currently-selected on the
basis of the-AAUP categorizations, although there was a time (197°-
71 through 1972-73) when those.for theState UniVersitY were. In

the entire history of the.comparison methodology-, however; the AAUP
categoriesnave,never been employed_for the University of. California,,

Pating-back'to the origin of the Master Plan for Higher Education in
`California, 1960 -1975, it as been-Consistent public policythat the
University of California should be Among the first rank of institu-
tions nationally, a. atatus'that has been consistently maintained and
justified over the years, It is clear that by its admistion require-

_ ments,advanced degrees granted, faculty awards, curricular diver-
sity, faculty qualifications-, and national recognition, the Univer-
sity'of-California has earned its teputation.as one of aselect-
group. of the most prestigious e cational establishments in the

nation and, indeed, the world. For this reason, it is difficult to



compare the University with all-of the colleges and Universities
which fall within the minimum standards necessary to qualify one
of the AAUP's Dategoryl_ institutions. -To illustrate, qualification
for Category I is baSed solely on the fact that an institution has
granted A minimum of fifteen earned doctorates per year for the most
recent three years of the survey in at leapt three nonrelated fields.
During the 1976-77 academic year, the Univ'ersity granted the follow-
ing number of doctorates in the specified number of fields.shown be-

.

low:

Campus

J Berkeley

Irvine

Los. Angeles

Riverside

San DiegO

San Francisdo

Santa Barbara'

Santa 6

Total

E4rned. Doctorates

Granted

Average

upliated total

It =is appropriate that
equally distinguished,
out the history of the

754

4401

Number. of

1/-iselpTines

20-

154 12

642 17

88 9

208

353. 9

153 : 10

35 6

2,788 26

309.8 12.

*

the University's comparison institutions be
a principle that has been maintained through-
salary reports, including the.present one,

The list of comparison institutions currently in use for the Cali-
fornia,State University and Colleges also. bears no necessary -rela-
tionship to'the AAUP categories. In the. three years-noteU above-
(1g.70-71--1972773); however, the AAUP's Category I list was employed
as the comparison base.
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In 1974. the Commissicon established a'special committee of i.ts mem-
bers to consider theentire reporting procedure for determining
faculty salary'increases, including a c'onsideration of whether com-
parison institutions should be used. in any methodology. After. de-

liberating forlifveral months, the committee determined that the
methodology then in-use, a methodology utilizing comparison insti-
tutions, should be dntinued, with the list of'comparisoninstitu-
tionSfortheUniveitytoremainunchanged.,

Those for the State University were more difficult to select. In

the strictest sense: there are no institutions in the United Stet
that are directly comparable, since the State University is not
allowed to offer-the doctorate. As a result, the Commission'commit-
tee formed an advtsory group consisting of representatives from the
four-year segments, the Departmentof Finance, the Legislative Ana-

, list's Office, and Commission, staff. The committee was charged with
establishing'criteria for selecting comparison institutions fof the
State University and from these, a comparison group. Criteria were
subsequently apptoved by the Commission, the major eleMents of which
are shown below. (A complete list 'of the criteria.are,shown
Appendix C. The comparison institutions for the State University

shownin Appendix D.)

Criteria, for Selecting Comparison Institution's

,Comparison ins- titutions should be large'and.offer both
undergraduate and graduate instruction, excluding . the
following

InstitUtions with less than 300 faculty members;

The top twenty doctorate degree granting institutions
in the nation (these-institutions awarded nearly half
of all doctoral degrees-awarded ih the United States
between, 1959-60- and 1968-69);

Community CollegdO and-colleges without .gthduate
grams';

d. Institutions staffed with religidus faculty;-

-CoMparisom institutions should be in states which support,
theit institutions at a level generally cemparable,..to the
-:support provided in California;

Comparison institutions should be among the- largest-ins
tutions with- graduate programs in the- 'country (At the .time,.
-the7list-was ,developed, the State University had nine-of'
the top twenty such institutions. ); --and
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,Comparison institutions should not i
used for the Universtty of California

upport of his view that . . California f lty--par icularly
e in the University of- California ,system-are receiving an ex-)

emely high level of support from the taxpayers of California that
compares most favorably with faculty in other states," the Analyst
fers a raview'of four indi s:

The,current year (1978- 79) :salary situation;

Amtual.1977-78 salaries paid at compa rable pub4 itueiofts;

Actual 1977-78 salaries paid at the comparable eight institu-
tions'when ranked by campus with the Uniersity of California;
and

The Ratterns- of faculty transfer to other institutions.

In.his comments,-the 'Analyst advises the reader to bear im Mind-that--
the Conmission.projects.salaries into the next budget year and that
it "hides sarary differenceg at individual ranks" by using an all-
ranks average. ° He goes on to state that, "If we examine the esti-
mated current year data (1978-79) by !bank, we see that there is nat
a'great disparity in the-'salaries paid, particularly at the- lower
associate and assistant profesar levels." To support this statement,
he Analyst presoettsIthe following Tables 5 and 61 which show that,

in J.978-79, Professors' at'the University lag behind,their Eureparison
group by. 7.6 percent, Associate Professors by 5.0 percent, and Assis-
ant Professors hy 1.2 percent. Comparable figures for the State

University in Table '6 are 4.8 percent, 3.3 percent; and 1.6 percent,
tespectivet All data for both .,tables, except for the `column labele4.
'Comparison Group Lag taken from the Commission's preliminary
December report.

Te 1445f

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Percentage Increase in UC 1973-79 All Ranks Average Salary

Required to Equal the Comparison Group Fit:IP:lotions for 197940.
on Flue -Year Compound Rata of Increalso in'compariaon Group S

(Equal Weight /.43 Each Comparition'Inetituclort)

UC
A ;-'sr2gr

trim
1S78.47

MOW'. 14.15%

3:1.533 =616 10.14

Artmoat Praetor 18.001 a.121064
All Raab Arno CUW 1215

Based ors projected tiC 1979-40 sndEng including estimated separations and new appoinhuexux but
excluding the erTects or projected merit increases 2thdProrhononn Prnieont 2.557.66t:Associate Professiar
1.141.88: Assistant Professor 1,1:01.26. Total staff: 4.730_80.

Tables 5 an.d 6, Analysis of the Budget /ILL 1979- -page _1396=



Table tI
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

Percentage Increees in,CSUC 1978-79 All Ranks Average Salary
Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1878-79,

Soso on Five -Year Compound Rate of 'Increase in CoMparison Group Salaries
(Weighted by. Total Faculty by Ralik in All Cainparison Institutional

,

Ore
Averzgr Corapsthori
SgLiner ;Group L4.
1978-79 19711-N '

0699, 31/1,718 (4.8%)

33.324 LOS (3.3%)
16.6E8 .10$30 (1.6%)

Pert

14.t.scG

AilliardeAvenge ELIO
1.42 Twoover Prorzoticati

Adjusted To41 ...

1 on CSUC197-178 staffing: Professor 5,101
Instructor xa. staff 76* .11,32Z

P.ir t, with respect to projecting salaries into the year,
it should-be_remembered that the Anai is directed to that budget
year, which is the one now Underconsideration by the Legislature,.
Secondly, there should-be no concern,that the.COmmission is "hiding"
figuresby using an ail-ranks average; individUal rank-by7rank fig-.
ures have been inclUded a' an appendix in every salary report the
Commi§sivon has. pUblished.

A few'words are also- appropriate to .explain exactly what. at ,"all-:
ranks everage".is and why it ,s' employed, It is a weighted averag
used as a computational tool_ for determining the amount pk'ilioney nec-

essary to produce a Specified percentage increase for all three,pro7
fessional ranks (four 'if that of Instructor is In
order for the Governor -and the Legislature to'appropriate_fundsfor
a specified:parcentage,increase, it is necessary to compare a:single
figure,with another.single-figure. That is the function of thelall-
ranks average and it would not be posaible'to 'make a sing,le percent
-age appropriation without it.

Concerain Tables 5 and 6' in the Ana s 'report , it should be noted
that the percentage lags indicated are produced 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. Therefore, the figures published as current-year salaries for
the com'arison institutions were, not the actual averages but only
estimates, a fact which was not noted. In addition, if the Analyst
had used the same divisor employed by the Commission to show tfie--pe
centage increases required for parity in 1979-80, his estimates of
lag in the current year would have been greater than the amounts he
reported. This is shown on the following page.



Academic Rank

iverity of California

Professor
Associate Professor
'Assistant Professor

.Lag Reported by the Lag as Computed by
Legislative Analyst Commission Staff

California State ljniversi

and-Colleges

Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

Actual current-yedr salari'es-for the comparison institutions are now
Available,' and it may be usefulAncompare them with those being paid

-

at the University and the State .University.

ACTUAL CURRENT-YEAR FACULTY-SALARIES
FOR THE-UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, THE

-CALIFORNIA STATE .UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES-,

AND THEIR. COMPARISON- IN5TITUTIONS

1978-79'

'AcadeMic-Rank
UC /CSUC

Salaries
Comparison Insti-
tutiOn Salaries Difference.

UniversitY'.'OfCalifornla

ofessor x.29,630 $32,383 9.3%

Associate Professor 20,533 21,943

Assigtant Professor 16,964 17,447 2.9

California State University
and Colleges

Professor $26,399 $27,813 5.4%

Associate Professor 20,324 21,227 4.4

Assistant Professor 16,668 17,058 2:3

SIT



The nder- of _the -Ivaial)iit feen salaries- rfriar- -
-i.ly deoecemed with- the Unlzersity _of Car enia. Tab e- of 'the
AriaJILI41 is shown_ below. In the table, _ salaries liaid at various
imecitliti-.orLs agross the cdO.ntry in L977-7-8 are Qprapared with those at
the Und.versity.

Pltlr7
UC Coif, Pond to ra Itsjor

Casogiaral.bliFunetiott
197/41 AAup pita

(dollars i ± throunds)

nivertry of c VOA
Percent

Se-iv York
-Z:12

ObIghurnton 141.

EidaIrL 399

Stool' Ortbok......

915

.183%.

51,5%

.2S7' 120.6 1 1

25.0%

211 213. 1

138 21.7 1

393

163 21.6 IN 15.6

840 MIS 637 $159 17f E.392 12114

33.1% 26.5% _PO%

921

333

235

9,418

-451%
All

Percent

tonrein
)whdisoo 784

Milwaukee 237

1,621

Percent - 5114%-

201 448 17:1

21.3 340 17.0

21.9 3147 16.6

391 18.6 237 15.4

1,521 12.7 1.412 $15.1

28.4% $1.41,

773

5251

1904 ,

-Z39 191.
228 19.4

41T 1193 516

241%

15.6

16.7

$16.6 2,024

193%

Anna 957

Al_ 12117 52110

Pe ter 42.4%

trA 15.7 1,615

Pertent 38.6% 27,196 31 % 1104

ihrurti ra3.1 -94 1217.9

Permit 11.4% 10119k

Starnford a 45 022 130 . 121.9 163 $17.3 143

Percent N%

416 15.6 2,013

16.1 813

761 $16.4 2.853

26.6% . 1004

Ntajor private'ingitudorn shown for LnionnAtiallal purrosam,
AAUP data report, more pennons than CFEC, horpstrer, average stl.tieisie

cl.
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First, the table:
ZO-the Present-.
_which are no
and.exdludes
all-ranks a
of -.other grow'

based on. 1977-7S data which areare.not applicable
t. Second, the table includes nine institution

Yee Pniyersity's,:list of comparison-institutions-
that are.- As a resulcv tte table.shOWethat the

all-rankS averages,
of-institutions by various'amounts.

e Analyst explains the reason .for this approach- is that 'The
ertitY-of-California prefers to compare. salaries for its entire
system Only, with the salaries paid at premier campus of other
systems." Nevertheless, the Analyst uses the same approach. Four
of the institutions asted for Michigan include' the University of
Michigan,'Hichigan State University, Wayne State University, and
Western MichiganUniversity (the latter two arecomparison instit
tions for the California State University and Colleges), all of
which-have separate governing boards and which are not part of the
same system.

IA Wisconsin, the Analyst uses the Madison and Milwaukee campuses o
the University of Wisconsin system. While they are part of the sane
system, it should be noted that Wisconsin combined-its university
centers with its state colleges into a single- governing mechanism,
-end there i5 no reasonable basis for comparing the MilWaukee campus
with any of the campuses Of the University of. California.

The only state in which; the comparison is,ve.lid is New. York where
the. Analyst shows four campuses of the.State University of Clew Tork
system. All are university centers and any or all of ahem could be
used as University of California-comparison institutions. Howeve
since they have a single salary schedule, Using one'is.sufficienc.

There'is one a4ditional problem with Table,7 which may result from
a misunderstanding of the function-of the all-ranks average." In
that table, the Analyst derives all-ranks averages for each grotO,
of .institutions" and compares them to the university of California
all-ranks average.

Theporpose of an all -ranks average is to generate a figure that
will permit e40-.approprialtion'ofa-spet led amount of money to
grant a specified percentage increase salaries. To. do that re-

quires the use of the'staffing.pattern for the-institution to which
the money is appropriatednot the institution v.:4-th which the com-
parison is made. The following example illustrates the poiAt.

H -8



itU ons.A and 0-have the-f011oWinv la t etu.re

ttion A a

e sor
date

it rofes

.Nunber of Facu

$25,000
20,000
15,000

-.1,500

-10)00,
500

27,500
22,500
17,500

Ltution A
itution 'B

21,667
20,833

500
1,000

1,500

example shows that nstitution 0 clearly has the higher salaries

at each rank, $2,500 in each case. However, due to the operation of

each institution's staffing pattern, Institution A has the higher

all- ranks, average by a factor of 4.0 percent.' By that standard, it

would appear that Institution 0 should-receive a 4.0 percent increase

'in salary in spite of the fact that it z d aLreddy ahead of,Institu

n A. If, however, Institution A's staffing pattern is applied to
titution 0, the truth eme'rges: -Institution B j.5 actually ahead of

'Institution A by 11.5 percentA not the other vay around. It should

be also noted that the-procedure works just as well in reverse (i.e.,

Lf. Institution B is the institution for whic11,3,the comparison is being

made) and that the size of the faculty has no effect on the procedure,

ince both institutions have the same number of faculty.

A-PPIYing this to the case at. hand produces similar results. the

University of. California's staffing pattern is used for the various

states_ listed in Table T of the AnaizYsiS,y' the following results:

State.

California (UC)
tiew Yorl<

Hichigan
cousin

Illinois
Texas
Rarvard
Stanford

All-Ranks Avera es

As Adjusted for UC

Analyst's Report StaffingTattern

-$24,400
23,400...

227900
22,300,
22,400
22,100
27,700
27,200

$24,400
24,700
23,400
22,,500

23,200
23,500
26,500
2 6,200



the table shows is that the-=University of-California was:actu-
ally behind New York State instead of ahead of it,-,and that the
difference in-the other stated is AOt as great as. it appears. Fur-
eher, it also- shaves that,the University is not as far behind. Harvard

and Stanford as the .Analyst indicates.

e remainder'of the Analyst'd report is primarily concerned with a
comparison of salaries at individual University of California cam-
Puses with those at individual campuses of the comparison group and.
with other institutions. From this, someone unfamiliar with the
salary process might conclude that faculty at one campus of the
,University are-paid at higher (or lower) rates than those at other
campuses. Such a conclusion would be incorrect since the University
has a single salary schedule for all cgmpuses, based on assumption
that faculty an 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-
ii3g patterns (the number of individuals within each of the academic
ranks), with the higher salaries generally reflecting the maturity.
of,the campus. In general, the more mature the campus, the greater
the number of faculty in the higher ranks, a situation which has the
effect of increasing the all-ranks average

F
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ALIFORNIA SYSTEMINIPE'4DMiNiSTRATIGL

Office of the Vice President--
Academic and Staff Persel r Relations

NoVemb0 16,

Pat ,Callan

California Postsecondary Education-
1020 12th Street
Sacramento, C, l.i forni a 95814 .

Dear Mr. Call an

1 am submitting her'ewith Tibles 1 and 2 Las amended) for your'use in the
full report of the Cowl sS i on" on Faeul ty Salaries and f=ringe Benefits=.

You wi 1 I note that the amended tablesvtake account -of the effect of
estimated separations and new apppintments on the staffing pattern and
on average salaries: by rank ,fdr 19791980; they do not. take account of
the effect of projected merit increases and promotions.

0
..

The difficulties with the figures, In the original to came to our
attention at approximately the same time that they w perceivedby Mr.
StOrey of your staff. To put- the matter briefly, it became, obvious that
our projections of the 1979-1980 ,staffing pattern were in error.- Moreover
it was quickly established that iheerror.aroSe from Our projections of.the

'effect of merit increases- alidtomations. Since merit increases tend to
increase average salaries in each rank and promotions decrease average,.
TaTa7ries in eachrrank,. it is essential to review the oomParative ccinsequehces
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 fhe deadl-ine
for the full. report of th Corrmission. Hence, we 'have submitted the amendedc)tabl es descri bed. abOv f your use in that report. We will of course; have.
completed our analysis of the merit increase and promotion -issue -in the ye
near future and will reflect the necessary corrections in the submtgsion.
the Spring report of the Commission. I- greatly regret this difficultyAnd
regret any inconvenience it may have caused.

I would like to comment, however'', on some features,of the amended tables..
There is a real sense in which the. first three figures in the last line of
Table 1 (amended) speak eloquently 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 Proieessor and Assistant Professor respectively. Th6se are- important
figures. To be. sure, the all ranks average figure is required to establish the
cost of-adjustments necessary -to. achieve- parity. A more definitive figure for
that purpose will appear-in our Spring submisSion when'we have completed the



analysis noted earlier in this letter. Incidentally it is interesting-
note that in 1977-1978, 'the most recent year for which AAUP data are.
available,- six of our eight ,comparison institutions were ahead of the
University of California at the Professorship. Indeed,' one can count -in

the. September 1-9.78 issue of, the AAVP Bulletin, some twenty 'outstanding
Amertcan universities including some onemight think ,in a lesser category,
which led,U.C. at the level of Professor in 1977-1978.

I want to thank you and your staff for:your understanding Cooperation in
respect to the materials for the fall report. We shall shortlY have our
house i-n order in that respect.

cc: President '$axon.
Vice-PreSident'fretter
Associate Vi-oe.. President :Jenkins
)r. - Washburn
Wll1iart` Corey
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THE:LINIVERSITT OF LIFORNIk:

OFFICE OF-THE VICE =PRESIDENT -7-'-

ACADEMIC AND' STAFF PERONNEL,RELATIONS

TABLE-A-3

AVERAGE UC FACULTY FRINGE BEEF

(Employar:Cobtributifirs)

1978-79

RETIREMENT/FICA:

ONEMPLOYMENTANSURANCE

S COMPENSATIONWORKMEN

HEALTH INSURANCE -

HEALTH INSURANCE

LIFE INSURANCE

NON- INDUSTRIAL 0
INSURANCE

ANNUITANTa

$622.40

16.20

TOTAL $692.60 plus

SOURCE: 'Office Budgetary Pl.anping

18.75 Nf salary

0.32% of salary

1.25% of salary

0.42% of salary



THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE -OF VICE PRESIDENT--

ACADEI4C AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS

Table A4

Average-',-ComparisbnInstltution,Salarie

. Ave a e.Ccmtarison:Institution ala.ie

itution, Professor,
-Assoc
Professor Prefes o.

$17,458 (1),
16,473 (4)
16,104 (5),
15,355 (8)
16,597 (3)
16,101 (6)
16,071 (7)
16;733 (2) -

C

G

$32-, 210
2.6,,666
30,815
32,307
29,270
30,179
27,980
33,661

(4)
(2)
(6)
(5)
(71
(1)

$21,847 (1)
19,296 (8)
21,358 (2)
20,340 (3)
20,888 (4)

-20,493 -(6)''
19,.815 (7)
20,928 (3)

_

kver'age- 6 $20,646 $16

1972-

A $23,318 (4) $16,-789 (3) $13,330 (2)

3 21,169 (8) 16,100 (-5) 12,958'(4).

C 25,309- (2) 18,073 (1)- 13,808 (1)
25,487 (1) 15,622 (7)` 11,929;(8)
`22,287 (6) 16,349 (4) 13,319 (3),
23,017 (5) 15,958 (6) 12,605 (6)
21,359 (7) 15,619 (6) 12,909 (5)
23,800 (3) 17,000 (2) 12,300 (7)

kverage 243 $16,439 :$12;896,

)te: Confidential -data received from compariso institutions
include 9- and 11-month full-time, salaries for all schools
and colleges except health sciences-

.1-2., 1 -I



Lit RS TY OF: CALIFORNIA

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

TABLE 87.1

FULL-TIME FACVLTY' BY RANK 1978-79 (actual_

Rank FIE Percent

Professor 2,593.55 55.70%

Associ ate Professor 1,131.38 24 3=

Assistant Professor 931.24 20.00 %

:Instructor 0.00 0.00%

4,6'55.18 100.00%

a
Ful 1- time faculty by rank, by budgeted FTE. General

campus, 9- and 11- months basis appointments. , Excludes
heal th: sciences.: Oentfstry, Medicine, Nurs-ing,,
Optometry, ?harmacy, Public Heal th, and Veterinary_
Medicine.

NPT,A&SPR 1 0/78 bi n



9tMonth-

Profess°
New - 22
Continuing 2,348
Total - 2,370

TALE 8-2

NUMBERa AND6P CENT OF NEW AN9 CONTINU RG FULL-TIME
FACULTY' DOCTORATE-AS OF JULY 1978

With Doct ate.

7

.3

Associate PrOfessors
' New 17 100.0

Continuing 1,098 89.8
Total 1,118 89.9

Assistant Professo
N

_

Doctorate Total

125
125

ew
Continuing
Total ,

103

798

901

Instructors
New
Continuing

Total

A

Lecture

a
Compiled on a headcount hasis. These ag
TableE1-1which are computed on -an FTE basis

bincludes regVlar ranks titles and LeEturers and or
Of EmpJoyment. For purposes_ of'this report, -full time
two or more quarters during the fiscal year 'Excludes
Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health,

7-

76.7

T2

2S2

Z74

.

N

21.4 28
11-.7 2,660
11.8 2,688

100.0 17
10.2 1,223
10,1 1,240

10.4. 115
24.7 1,060
23.3 1,175,

100.00
10040
100.9'

100100
100.00
100.00

100.00
100.00
100.00

100.00
100.00
109.00

100.00.

ates are, theref-

Source: ibliographica Services. SioAih) recorc

,154 100

han those in

Lecturers with apd without.Security
is defined as or more time for
health sciences: Dentistry,
,and Veterinary Medicine.

n UC faculty.



TAB coritihued)-

1 anths_

P fessors
New

Continuing
Total

Associate ProfeSsori
_

New

-Continuing
Total

As s i stant Pro
New

Continuing
Total

Ihstructor
New

Continuing
Total

All Ran

ER-
a AND PERCENT OF NEW. NO

FAcum WITH DOCTORATE A

h Doctorate
N

%

2 100.0
510 96.2
512 96.2

2 100,0
'114 95..8
115 96.0

12 85.7
123 96.1
135 95.1

763

0.0
0.0
0.0

hem

ZD

4.2
4.0

)4:3
3,9

0.0
0.0
0.0

76.5 l2 23.5

ONTINUIIG- FtLL-TIME
FL .JUL?1 1978.-

Doctorate Toi

2

'530 100.00
532:- 10 0,

2 100
119 ip0.00

121 100 0

14 100.00
128 100.00
142 100.00

00
100.00
100.002

0.4 *795 . 100A0.'

therefore, higher than those naCompl led on a headcou basis. These aggregates
Table 8-1, which are c

Incl udes regul a r! ra nic
of Employmerrt. Per -pu
two or more euar-terS d
Medictne, Nursings Opt

puted on an F7E- basis

les and Lecturers and Senior lecturers with and without Sec'

ses of this- report, rulitime is defined as SO% or more tim
ng the fiscal. year,- Excludes health sciences: Dentittry,]

e ry, Pharmacy, Public Nea1th, and- Veterinary Medicin.'

or



TABLE 9-3

NUMBERa: AND PERCENT OF FULL-TIME FACULTY- WITH
TENURE OR SECURITY OF EMPLOYMEN 8-T:19779

Month's

Professor-

TABLE

rofessor

Tot loNumber
of facul_ty

7

fate ProfisSor

Assistant Prcifessor 1,421

Instructor 79

(All Ranks) (5,692)

Lecturer 1 154

11,Nonths

Professor 540

Asociate P essor 125 ,

Assistant Professor. 146

InstructoP

1 Ranks) (711)

Lecturer 51

FacultrWith Tenure or-,
SeCurtty-of Employment

N

2488 94.1

1.240 , 92.9

ZS) (69.1)

111 , 9.6

532 98 5

121 96.8

(43): (91 8)

aCopli/ed on a headcount-basis. These aggregates are, there
than those ie Table 9-1which aea compbteA on an FTE 6asis.

bIncludes regular and irregular (Acting( Visiting, In-Residence. Adjunct)
rank titles andleCturer'and Senior Lecturers with and without Security
of- Employment. For purposes-of this report. full-time, is defined as 50%
or more tine for two or more quarters during the fiscal year 'Excludes
health scientes:. Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy,
-PNblic.Health, and Veterinary Medicine.

re higher

Source_ B - bibliographical Services ( ib



TAJLE 3-4

T!, OF FACULTY 977.-78a

-fate Assistant
RC4So n far. Pro sor Professor Professor_ Instructor
'Fermi nation 9- MO-s. 11 Mos. riris777677 3-(40-5. 1-1 770E-Trr---105.

Oeath 6 Reti rement

Facui ty Posi tion in
Arioth er Institution 14

70 10 4

Return to Graduate
Scud},

Grange hi Status

ExtPi r ati pn o of
Appoi ntnient

Other Employment

Vmknow

TOTAL

14

21

20

a ncl tide5 regular rank ti _les.only. For purposes of this report, full defined as
Sat ar more time for two or sore quarters during the fiscal year Excludes heal th sciences;
Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing,- Optometry, pharmacy, Public Heal th, and V inerr .Medicine.

So ur Acacieric Personnel Logs

VP --A -81SPIZ 1 0/78 bi n
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TABLE 8-5

°RI:WS OF RECRUITMENT OF TENURED ANU 1iE7N1ENUE?EU PERSOfWELa
1976.7`

Institution

Brown Univer

Bucknel 1 University.

CSUCvPoloona

C5UC.San Francis

CSUC -San Jose

Case Western Re

Univ /Chicago

Col gate Univer

Univ /Colorado

Cornel 1 University

CUNY

Univ /Del aware

Duke University

Fordhare: University

Harvard

Univ /Illinois

Indiana University

Johns Ho pki ns Uni V

Lewis & Clarke Col 1 e

Univ /Maryland.

MIT

McGill University

College

Miarn1 Univ/Ohio

Univ /MI chi gen

Michigan State Univ

Univ /Missouri

NW Missouri State U

Univ/New Mexico

N Carolina Soh /Arts

Northwestern Univ

Associate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor

. Instructor-
9 Mos . 11 Mos . niErs771-55:r rro171-1-7os. r.TrarTl.- ------- ------- ----- .------

2

2

1

3



ORIGINS OF RECRUMIENt OF. TENURED AND NorcrEriuRED PERSONNELa,
197: =7

Professor
'Ass ci ate ASSi stant
Professor Professor

1-1ro-rTribs 9-Mos. 11 Mos. 7k7s717767.7 .9 Mbs. 11 Nos.
Instructor

Institution
Ohio State Univ
Univ/Oregon

Univ/Pennsyl yenta

Pennsylvania State U.

Princeton
Purdue

Rockefeller Univ
Rutgers

.Stanford

SUNY- Rufialo

SU NY-Furchasa

SUNY-S tonybrook

Un iv/Texai,

Tu fts

Tyler 5 rArts

US C

Utah State 'Univ
Virg=inia Polyteen Inst.-
Washington State liniv.

Wesleyan University
Yale

2

Subtotal

JC- Regu1arizatian

Sources

3

e Study

Employment

nmeri t

5uOtotal

-TVAL

2

2

2

10

2

S9

3 28 1

9

6

3

8

7 I 66

17 115 14

a/ ric ludes full -time regular rank titles only. Gives origins,of new faculty shown in
Table 3-2. Excludes health sciences.



Institution

Roston University

Calif. Inst/Arts

Cal Tech

CSUC-Pomona

CSUC-Stanisl

Cornell

Duke University

Harvard

Harvey Mudd -Cal lege

Univ/Illino

Indiana Univ

Johns Hopkins

Univ/Micbigen

Middlebury College

Ohio State Univ

Penn State Univ

Princeton

Univ/San Francisco

Stanford

Univ/Utah

Uni. 1V-25

Te:c.-s A 1 M

Virgni3 Poly Inst

Univ/Washington

Waihgngton State Univ

Washington bee Univ

Wesleyan Univ

Univ/Wisconsth

TABLE 3-6

DESTINATION OP FACULTY WHO VOLUNTARILY RESIGN
1977-784

Associate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor Instructor

TT:GT:71= 9 Mos. TT Mos. 9 Mos. i Mos.

1

1

[continued bn

2

t page]
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Other

Foreign Insti Lions

Government

Change in Status

Personal

Other Employment

Graduate Study

Utknown

TOTAL

a Inc] des fu
reti
Excl es he

TABLE 3-6 (continued)

DESTINATION OF FACULTY an0 ALUNTARILY RE
1977-78

Associate
Professor Professor
.W=1V,T.-

2

3

19 1 14

Assistant
Professor Instructor'
At:A. 11 . 1 5.=s Mos.

10

37 4

-time regular -rank titles only. 'Gives destinations (other than deativand
piration of appointment) of terminating faculty shown in Table 8-4.
fences.

Source: Academic Personnel Logs

VPAZ:SFR: 10/78 bi n
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197 8-77

1 977-78

TABLE 8,4I

FACULTY PR T ONAL ,PATTERN5,:. 1 97 6-77 and 9 7-78a

Pronated from
A4, Professor Assoc

Total 9-mos

Promoted from
Assoc Professo P

148 21

146 18

58 150

,

11 -rno

8

132 18

ainclud 5 regular rank titles only. For purposes of this report, full time is
defined as 50% ar more for two or more quarters during the fiscal year. Excludes
health sciences . Dentistry, Medic_ine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public
Health, and Vetr.inary Medicine.

Source: Acedevic Personnel Logs

VP--A &SPR: 10/7'8 bl n_



-APPENDIX K

Cali tirnia:State University and Colleges Supplemental In mation



Office of the Chancellor
The'California State University and Colleges

Average Cost t-ot CSUC Benefits
tall 1978 (per full-time faculty)

tirernent (16.98% cf salary) $3, 804

915. Social Secprity,

Medical Insurance

Unemployment Insurance

Workers Compensation

735

68

22

544



Ott Pe of the Chancellor

The California State University and Colleges

Professor

ASsociate Professor

Assistant Professor

Instm tor, 47

New Full-time Faculty
Appointments Effective

Fall 1970

Number No. w/Doctorate

$2 42

106 71

370
185

80.8

67.0

50.0

4,3

'52.2%



Otficeof the Chancellor ,

The California. State UniverSity iand Colleges

Rank:

Professor

Associate'

Professor

Assistant

Professor.

Instructor

Rank

Professor

Associate

Professor : 4,288

Assistant

Professor,

Instruotor,

All-Institu' ms, Repo

3/19V79

CSUC

CoAparison Institution Data

Fall 1978 Data

.11115191

Numbe Salaries Benefits Salary Benefits

5,66. X157,447,694 $26,656,469 $27,813 4709

4,830 102 697,762 18,417,755 21,22" 3,807

4,904 830654 210 15,174,330 17,058

1 293 17,329,989 3,094,427 13,403

xpenaitures

Number Salaries

4,867, $102',0900059 $14 509,740

nefits

69,102 093 10,338,591

0, 66 099 526 10,177, 004

15/.947,849 2,42L 323

2,393

L
Salary Benefits

20,978

16,

$2,998

10,223

2,012

1,555



Office cof the Chance
The California State University' and Col

C UC Fu -Time Faculty
h Tenure? with Doctorate

Fa11 1978

Profe

Associate Professor.

A- istant .Professor

Instructor

ca

Headcount

5,4

3r438

2,221

218

No w /Dc,c orate_ No. /Tenure

4,515 82.3% 5,311 96.8%

2,432 70.7 2 939 85.5%

1,030 46.4 17.8%

TOTAL

7,

72.3



Office of the Chancellor.
The California State ..University and Colleges

Fall 1975

FrofessOr 453

Associate-
Profes- cr. 509

Assistant
Professor

972

.1

L.

3/20/79

CSUC facu tyjromotioh
E fective:

Fall 1976 fall 1977

475 492


