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_ . California Postsecondary
. . . Education Commission

‘ \ Resolution 9-80
Adopting the Final Annual Report on Faculty Salarves in
California.Public Higher Education, 1980-81: University
of California; California State University and Colleges;
\ California Community Colleges; and Yniversity of California
Medical Faculty ‘

r

- ' WHEREAS, Pursuant to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 5l of the
1965 General. Legislative:. Session, the California
‘Postsecondary Education Commission is required to submit
to the Governor and the Legislature an annual report om’
faculty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits at the
University- of California and the Califormia State

: - University and Colleges for the forthcoming fiscal year,

' and )

WHEREAS, In compliance with this directive, the Commission

. ‘ prepares .a_preliminary report in the Fall, based upon

: e3rly inforpation on compensation levels im comparison
oo institutions, for use by he Governor and the Department
of Finance in preparation of the Governor's Budget; and a
final report im the Spring, based on updated iaformation

on compensation levels in comparison institutions, for

use by the Legislature in reviewing the Budget Bill, and

WHEREAS, This final report contains informatioa on the percentage
oo increases in salary- ranges necessary to enable the
“University of California -and the California State
. University and Colleges to attain parity with the
projected salaries of their respective comparison groyps
in 1980-81, and

WHEREAS, This report also contains information on -economic
- conditions including analyses of the relative positien of
faculty members compared to both the cost of living and
other occupational groups, and

WHEREAS, This report also contains information on faculty salaries
at the University of California's medical schools and at
. a group of comparison institutions, and

WHEREAS, While this report does not make specific recommendations
concerning salary levels for faculty, it does contain
several recommendations relating to such salary levels
and calling for additional data from the segments; now,
therefore, be it
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new parity projections for both salaries and the cost of fringe ‘
benefits, a deeper analysis of the losses in purchasing power
incurred by faculty in the four-year segments, and a discussion
of the viability of the Coasumer Price Index as an indicator of
inflation.

Although listed in the Table of Contents, the' analysis of Com-
munity College faculty salaries is not included in this report.
Thic is because there have been a number of unavoidable delays
in securing the necessary data from the seventy Community Col-
lege districts, The Community College section will Dbe

presented to the Commission at its June meeting.as a supplement
to the report. _ ' . S

. Four recommendations are proposed ia the staff report. The
first urges the Governor and the Legislature to "give earnest
consideration to including a cost-of-living adjustment in ad-

.dition to the narity figures for both the University and the
State University." The second recommends that the parity

‘ figure for the State University be increased by between 0.5 and
1.0 percent, to reflect the fact that two of that segment's
twenty comﬁarison institutions, including the highest paying \
institution, did not report data for the current year. The

. third and fourth recommendations concern data collection, the

"first requiring the four-year segments to thoroughly analyze

fringe benefit programs in the comparison institutions, and the

second recommending a formalization of data submissions from

the Chancellor's Office of the Comminity Colleges.

Although the proposed resolution recommends no specific salary
increakes for any of the segments, sufficient information 1is
provided to give State policy makers a number of options.

+ - -

Recommended Actian:

: [ 3
Wdoption of the proposed resolution




Chapter II:

TABLE OF CONTENTS

~ b
, , T ~ rage
] N . :
Chapter I: Introduction -7 . . . . . . o« o o v oo v 1
- 'History of the Salary Reporté ............ 1

Segmental Requests for Faculty Salaries and the

Cost of Fringe Benefits . . . .. ... .. 4
University of Califermia . . . . . . . e e e e e s 4
California State University and Colleges . . Y U [

-
a

Chapter III: Faculty Salaries and Economic Conditions . . 20°

'Chapter IV:

Chapter V:

_Chapter VI:~

Projected Salaries at the University of California .

and the California State University and Colleges
Required for Parity with the Comparison Group
Projettions . . . . . . e e e h e e e . e e 29

Projected Cost of Fringe Berefits at the University’
of California and the California State University
and Colleges and at Their Respective Comparison

Institutions . . . .. .. e e e e e e e 32

Miscellaneous Items--California Community College
Faculty Salaries; University of California

Medical Faculty Salaries; and Federal Wage and

Price Guidelines . . . . . . . e e e e e e 35

California Community College Faculty Salaries . . . . 35
University of California Medical Faculty Salaries . . 36

’

Federal Wage and Price Guidelines . . . . . o o 4 e e 8

.

Chapter VII: Recommendations . . . . . . . . e 39

Footnotes . .

RN e e e e .. 40

Ny

.



TABLE. OF TABLES

: Page
Chapter II - \

1 - Percentage Increases Requested by the University of
Califormia and the Califormia State University and Colleges
_ and the Amounts Granted by the Governor and the Legislature
ST o . 1965-66 Through 1980-81 . . . « « &« « v o o o o o o o o = 5

E ]

1

2 - Comparison of Rank—By—Rank‘and All-Ranks Averages Among the '
- University of California's Comparisons Four, Excluded Four
and Comparison Eight Institutions 1979-80 . . . ... . . . 5
3 - Ranking of 130 AAUP Category I Ingtitutions by Salaries
Paid to Full-Time Faculty 1978- 79 e e e e e e e e e . . 8

L " 4 - University of California Staffing Pagtems. 1972-73
‘ Through 1980“81 . ‘o oooooo ¢ o & e e e o = o o '. e o 14

5 - Differences Between Actual and Projected Untversity of
- California Staffing Patterns 1978-79 Through 1980-81 . . . 15
6 - .Consumer Price Index Adjustment: November, December 1973,
January 1974 to November, Decembér 1977, Janusry 1978;
and November, December 1978, Janmuary 1979 to November,
December 1979, January 1980 (Three H?nth Averages) . . . .. 18

. ' "7 - Predicted and Actual Salaries at the Comparisnn Institutions
197?-80 e @& o o & o & o B e o a o © & o ® o & @ & o o ¢ @ 19
Chapter III | ‘,

8 - Salary Increases for Faculty Requested by the University
of California and the California State University and
Colleges, Increases Required to Attaim Parity with Com-
parison Institutions, Salary Increases Granted by the o
Governor and the Legislature, and Changes in the United
\ States Consumer Price Index e e e e s e e s 3 |

»

[ 3

9 ~ United States Consumer Price Index, 1969—70 Through 1979-80
. Aanualized Rgtes of Change Based on First Eight Months'
Experience Compared to Actual Rates of Change . . . . . . 22

10 - Relative Economic Positions of Various Employment Groups
(Indexed) 1967-68 Through 1978-80 . . . . « . . 7. o 0 . 24




-

. TABLE OF TABLES (Continued)
Ao, £ X

5 ‘ ' "Chapter"IIj (COQtinueql

\.
[}

11 - Comparison of Average Annual Rates of Increase %in Real
* Salaxies Prices for Individuals in Different Occupa-
tional GrOUPS .« « « T4« o oo 4 s e e s e s e s oo 25

¢ 12 - Percentage Lag Betweep University of California and
' _California State University and Colleges Faculty and
* Occupational Groups Reported by the Council of Economic
-7 " Advisers, Average National Salafies Reported by the
T AAUP, and the Consumer Price Igdex . . . . . . ... . 26

. " ! v -
) Chapter IV o ) ‘
___.B'.CE____ o ) P
13 - Ali—Ranks'Average Salary Required at the University ’
' . ~ of California and the California State Yniversity and
i Colleges to Equal the Comparison Ipstitutiom Projections
! 4 fd%nlgsn-sl - L] . L] [] L] L] [ L[] [ ] [ [ : [] [ . [ ] [] L[] L . zg
, . _ ~
14 - Salary Requirements for the University of California
' : _ and the California. State Uniiversity and Colleges When
' - . Adjusted for Changes in the Consumer Price Index
L. \\ . . 1980“81‘ c'- - o_.lof.o t"’c ¢ o o . “ e e o oy w ® e o @ 30
Chapter V - | .
15. -. Al1-Ranks Average Cost of Fringe Benefits at the
University of California and the California State
University and Colleges, Requirpd to Equal the Com-
parison Institution Projections for 1980-81 . . . . . 33
. & ‘.
‘ 3 ! )
P . Chapter VI
16 - Ranking of University af California Medical Faculty
Salaries in Relation to Comgparison Institutions, _
197&'79 and.1979~80 e o_.e o & o © e wm » s & e o 8 ¢ o 36
17 - University of Californmia Average.Medical Faculty
Salaries Compared to Average Medical Faculty Salaries
at the Comparison Institutions 1978-79 and 1979-80 . . 37
)
/ -




CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

" Annually, id accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1/

the University ef California and the Califormia ‘State University and
Colleges submit to the Commission data on faculty salaries and the
cost of fringe benefits for their respective segments and for a group
of comparison imstitutions. 2/ Om the basis of these data, estimates
are derived of the percentage changes in salaries and the cost of
fringe benefits réquired to attain parity with the comparison groups
in the forthcoming fiscal year. The methodology by which these data
are collected and anmalyzed is designed by the Commission 1in

condultation with the two segments, the Department of Fipance, and .

the Officé of the Legislative Analyst. Commission staff audits the

data and prepares two reports--a prelimipary report in the Fall and a

final report in the Spring--whi:h are transmitted to the Governor,

the Legislatur>, and appropriate officials.

Beginning with the Spring report for the 1979~-80 budget _qéycle,» a
section on salaries and benefits in the California“ Community

Colleges was also included. This sectian was developed as a résult
of a recommendation by the Legislative Analyst in the Analysis of the

Budget Bill, 1979-8Q which stated “that ". ... tle-California

-Postsecondary Education Comis.sion’\( PEC) ‘be directed to igclude
_community college salaries add” benefits in its annual report on

faculty salaries." The 1919~80 report was preliminary and will be
refined in ‘several ways for the current ,effort. Due to data
limitations, however, the discussign of Community College facult§
salaries is not included in this repory, but will be presented to the
Commission in June. The discussion of these limitatioms is contained
in Chapter 6. : :

In addition to the discussions of segmentsl salaries, there is also a
section on general economic conditions and a report on medical
faculty salarics that is required to be submitted annually by the
University of California. ' : .

3 -
¢ \

-

HISTORY OF THE SALARY REPORTS - -

The impetus for the faculty salary report§ came from the Master Plan

Survey Team in 1960, which recommerided that: «
3. Greatly increassed salaries and expanded fri::g“c

benefits, such as health and group life insurance,
' Jeaves, and travel funds to attend professional
weetings, housing, parkjng and moving expénses, be
provided for faculty members in order to make college

i
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and -university teaching attractive as compeced with
business and industry.

8. Because of the continual change in faculty demand and
supply, the coordinating agency annually‘follect
pertinent data from all segments of higher education
in the state and thereby make possible the testing of
the assumptions underlying this report. 3/ -

~ For the ensuing four years, the Legislature comtinually sought

information regarding faculty compemsation, informatiom which came
primarily from the Legislative Anmalyst 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. While undoubtedly helpful to
the process of determining faculty compemsation levels, these
reports were considered to be insufficieant, especially by the
Assembly, which consequently requested the Legislative Analyst to
prepare a specific report on the subject. &/

Early in the 1965 General Session, the Legislative"Analfst presented
his report and recommended that the process.of developing data for
use by the Legislature and the Governor in determining faculty
compensation be formalized. This recompendation was embodied in
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, which specifigally directed the:
Coordinating Council to prepare annual reports im cooperation with
the University of California and the then California State Colleges.

Since that time, the Coordinating Council and, subsequently, the
Commission, have submitted ' reports to the Governor and the
Legislature. The first, a preliminary report, is released in
December as an aid to the Department of Finance in developing the
Governor's Budget; the second, a final report, 3/ is issued in the
Spring for use b§ the legislative fiscal committees during budget

hearings. , .

In each of these reports, faculty salaries and the cost of fringe
benefits in Califorhnia's four-year public segments are compared with
those of other institutions (both within and outside of California)
for the puipose of maintaining a competitive position. 6/ In

general, other indices of faculty economic welfare, such as changes
in ‘the Consumer Price Index (CPI), ‘have not been employed, since the

" original rationale for the salary surveys was the maintenancee of

competitive institutional parity rather ‘than parity vis-a=-vis the
cost of living. It was not intended that salary adjustments would

" necessarily preveant erosion in faculty purchasiog power since

inflation was a minor concern in 1965. The priigasy objective was to
assure that Californmia's public institutions would be able to
attract and retain the most qualified faculty members available and



thereby at least maintain, and hopefully improve,. the quality of

educational programs. There can be little doubt that this is exactly
what occurred throughout the 1960s, since salary increases in most

years were greater than the increasgs in the CPI.

Since the passage of SCR 51, the Coordinating. Council and the
Commission. have issued reports for fourteen budget cycles. "In each
case, comparison institutions have been employed in determining
salary and fringe benefit levels. This report, the fifteenth in the

series, continues that tradition. {
i X
5 - Yy TP.&“ . -
-




" CHAPTER I1I

; SEGMENTAL REQUESTS FOR FACULTY SALARIES AND THE COST OF FRINGE
- "~ BENEFITS

Each year, the central offices of the University and the State
University prepare requests for faculty salaries and the cost of
< fringe benefits for presentatios to their respective governing
n - boards--the Regents and the Trustees. Ihe segmental requests for
: . salaries and the amougts granied by the Governor-and the Legislature
since the 1965-66 fiscal year are shown in Table 1.

4 .
Although the average increase granted to State Upiversity faculty is
approximstely 1l percentage point greater than that approved for
University faculty uver the past fifteen years, this disparity has
been all but eliminated sirce 1968-69. In the easuing eleveu years,
the average increase for University faculty has been 5.0 percent,
, while that for State University faculty has been 5.2 percent, a
difference of omly 0.2 perceat.. In, the past five years, -che
percentage increases have been identical. Also, the eleven-year
period referred to includes three years in which no increases were
approved. *

On November 15 and 16, 1979, the University's Board of Regents
discussed faculty salaries for the 1980-81.fiscal year and approved @
request for a 10.48 perceat increase. The request consisted of two
elements: (1) a 7.98 percent adjustment, using data from only four
of the eight comparison institutions; and (2) a 2.5 perceant increase
"to assist in meeting projected State.inflation for 1980-81 and to
.diminish the effects of erosion in faculty salaries over the past
decade." 7/

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ,

Change In The Comparison Methodology

The 7.98 percent increase, as noted above, was based on using only
four of the eight. comparison institutions. Each of these
ipstitutions is listed below in the order of highest and lowest
salaries paid during 1979-80. Those institutions used by the
University to generate the 7.98 percent figure are indicated by an
asterisk (¥*). )

Stanford University¥®

Harvard University*

State University of New York, Buffalo
Yale University® -




TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE INCREASES REQUESTED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES AND THE
AMOUNTS GRANTED BY THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE
1965-66 THROUGH 1980-81

University of California State

California University and Colieges
Year Requested Granted Requested " “granted
1965-66 10.0% 7.0% , 10.0% 10.7%
1966-67  , 2.5 2.5 6.1 6.6
1967-68 © 6.5 ‘5.0 8.5 5.0
196869 5.5 5.0 .+ 10.5 7.5.
1969-70 -*~ 5.2 5.0 §.2 5.0
" 1970-71 7.2 0.0 7.0 0.0
1971-72 . . 1.2 0.0 | 13.0 0.0
1972-73 13.1 9.0 13.0 8.9
- 1973-74 5.4 5.4 7.5 7.5
1974-75 4.7 4.5 . 5.5 5.5
1975-76 10.8 6.7 10.4 6.7
1976-77 4.6 4.3 7.2 4.3
b 1977-78 6.8 .. 5.0 8.5 5.0
¢ 1978-79 9.3 . 0.0 9.9 0.0
1979-80 - 16.0 14.5 14.4 14.5
1980-81 10.5 9.0% 11.0 9.0l
To:alsz’3
Through 1979-80 103.9% 131.1%
~  Through 1980-81 122.3 151.9
Average3~

Through 1979-80.
Through 1980-81

w b~
19 WO
2
[¢ 30 V)]
O o
F3

1. Amownt included in the Goveraor's Budget for 19ec-41.

1
.

These totals are compounded to indicace tha tocal percentage incresses jraaced since
1964=65. Yo tocals are shown for segmental requésts since thay are a2ffected reatly
by the smouncs gyantad.

3. 4an addizional §5.25 Jercent was spproved by che Legislature avar the Governor's veto
for 1979=30. Since chis smguat is currently under legsl chnlhpn. it has not been
tncluded (n che cocals.

-5
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University of Michigan¥
- Cornell University
. University of Illinois"’
' University of Wiscomsin

Table 2 shows the -rank-by-rank salaries for the comparison four
(Harvard, Stanford, Yale, and Michigan), the excluded four (SUNY,
Buffalo; Corcell; Illinois; and Wisconsin), and the comparison eight
(all of the above institutioms), with indices showing the
differences among the all-ranks averages. In order to produce
- consistency in the figupes, the all-ranks averages have been

-- cowputed by using the actual 1979-80 staffing pattern of the
University of Califormia. This is the same procedure used in the
computation of the parity figures shown in Table 13.

TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF RANK-BY-RANK AND ALL-RANKS
AVERAGES AMONG THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA'S COMPARISONS FOUR,
EXCLUDED FOUR AND COMPARISON EIGHT INSTITUTIONS
. 1979-80

Associate Assistant A1l Ranks
‘ . Professrr Professor Professor _Averages

p———— S —

Comparison Four v
(Harvard, Stanford, :
Yale, and Michigan)
J
Salary P $37,205 - §$23,668 $18,765 $§30,563
Index ' 106.9 100.6 102.1 105.2

Comparison Eight i

Salary ' $34,794 §23,528 $18,372 $29,067
- . Index 100 100 100 100

Excluded Four
(SUNY Buffalo, Cor-
nell, Illinois, and

Wiscoasin)
Salary ' $33,175 §23,388 517,978 §28,027
Index 95.4 99 .4 97.9 : 96.4




}

-

The use of indices in Table 2 clearly shows that the Univérsity
derives a substantial advantage when using only four of the eight
comparison institutions, since those four include the two highest
paying iastitutions and four of the top five. As indicated by the
all-ranks averages, this is an advantage of 5.2 percent over the -
average for the comparison eight.

As noted in the Commission"s preliminary salary report 8/, the
University's rationale for using only four of the highest paying
institutions is contained in the Regents' agenda item of November 15,
1979, which states that the list of eight comparison institutions is
a "broadly representative group of institutions" 9/ that are not
“among the first rank of institutions npationally." 10/ The
“University argues that the traditional comparison methodology "is a
conservative one since it aims to place faculty salaries at only the
mean of this broadly representative group of imstitutioms." 11/
Several tables are included in the Regeats' agenda item which are
int-nded to demonstrate that the University is in a disadvantageous
position relative to other "selected institutions.” Included in the
list are the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, the California
Institute of Technolcgy, and Princeton University, none of which is
now on the University's list of comparison imstitutions. Of course,
none of these institutions was used to compute the 7.98 percent
figure approved by the Regents; they were only used for illustrative
purposes. - '

The claih that the University's eight comparison institutions are a
"broadly representative group of imstitutions” is serious and bears
examination. To determine its accuracy, Commission staff referred
to the AAUP's Annual Report on the Economic Status of the Profession,
1978-79, which is the most recent of the Association's annual reports
on the subject. This report lists salary data for 2,448 colleges and
universities throughout the country, including public .and private
institutions and two- and four-year institutions. This group, which
represcnts virtually every postsecondary imstitution in America, is
divided into the following categories:

-

Category I Institutions which offer the doctorate and
which conferred in the most recent three
vears an annual average of fifteen or more
earned doctorates covering a minimum of
three non-related disciplines.

Category IIA Institutions awardfﬁg degrees above the
baccalaureate, but not included in Category
I.

Category 1IB Institutions awarding only the bacca-~

laureate or equivalent degree.

14
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- CategbrﬁﬁIII ' . Two~year institutions with academic rank.
l.‘ . . " " .
% Category iV Institutions witbout academic ranks (with

the exception cf a few liberal arts
colleges, this category includes mostly
two-year ;nstitutions). -

For the most part, the comparison institutions for the University and
for the State University fall inte Category I, the classification
that ipncludes virtually all of the nation's larger four-year
institutions. That category contains) 204 institutibms for'which the
AAUP reported rank-by-rank salaries. By applying the University of
California's staffing pattern for 1978-79, it is possible to derive a
single all-ranks average for each institution in much the same manner
as is shown ip the tables in Appendices E and F of this report. Tucse
averages can then be ranked from highest payiang ‘to lowest payiog
institution to determine where the cquparison institutions for the
two California segments fit in relation to all of the ipstitutions in
Category I. Table 3 shows this rasking for the. highest paying 146
institutions, a list which includes all of the University's
comparison inmstitutions and 17 of the State University's 20
comparison ingtitutions. The remaining 3 universities in the State
University's comparison group are not included because they are
listed by the AAUP in Category IIA. Table 3 lists oaly 146
institutions, rather than 204, because the 9 University and 19 State
University campuses, and all iastitutioas with less than 300 full-
time faculty members, have been eliminated. '

TABLE 3

RANKING OF 130 AAUP CATEGORY I
INSTITUTIONS BY SALARIES PAID TO FULL-TIME FACULTY

1278-79
Institution and Rank i Average Salary Paid
1. Rutgers University (New Brunswick) §29,529
! 2. Harvard University . 29,215%
3. Stanford University 28,596*
4. University of Pennsylvania 28,118
5. Massachusetts Institute of Technology 27,954
6. SUNY - Buffalo . 27,909%
7. Johns Hopkims University 27,679
8. University of Michigan (Anm Arbor) 27,592*
9. SUNY =~ Stoaybrook 27,547
10. University of Chicago _ : 27,511
-8-
.l.)




11. Yale University 27,508%
12. University of Virginia 27,485
13. SUNY - Albany 27,286%%
1l4. University of Connecticut 27,076
15.( Northwestern University - . 26,830
. 16. Columbia University 26,849
17. Brandeis University 26,760
18. Princeton University ) 26,693
19. University of North Carolina 26,693 .
20. Cornell University . 26,510%
21. University of Southern California 26,508%*
22. Tufts University 26,443
23. Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State‘QE}v. 26,397%*%
24. VUniversity of Pittsburg : 26,384
25. Georgetown University ‘ ' 26,356
26. University of Delaware 26,305
. 27. Fordham University _ 26,052
28. Pennsylvania State University ) 25,988
29. New York University L - 25,985
30. Wayne State University 25,928%*
31. Ohio State University 25,846
32. University of Illinois (Urbama) Y. 25,777%
33. George Washington University 25,666
34. Howard University 25,632
.35. Purdue University 25,50a
36. University of Arizona i X 25,473
37. Duke University - 25,240
38. Boston College : : 25,146
39. Uaiversity of Rochester ' . 25,108
40. Arizona State University ’ 25,046
41. Carnegie Mellon University 25,015
N\ 42. University of South Carolina 24,941
' 43. University of Hawaii _ 24 ,923%*
44. University of Washington - 24,920
45. University of Minnesota ' , 24,873
46. University of Texas (Austin)’ . 24,843
47. Indiana University (Pepnsylvania) 24,791
48. University of Iowa 24,739
49. Washington University (Missouri) 24,709
5¢. Brown University o 24,621
51. Adelphi University - o 24,616
52. University of Akron | . LK 264,602
53. Georgia astitute of Technology ' 24,568
54. Michigan State University . 24,533
. 55. University of Maryland 24,513
56. Case Western Reserve University . 24,506
57. Northern Arizona University 24,558
58. University of Utah 24,457
59. University of Oregon 24,4547

-60. Texas A & M University 24,440




61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
8.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
‘110.

Dartmouth College

Rensselaer Polytechnic Instltute
University of Georgia

University of Wiscomsin (Madison)
North Carolina State University
Marquette University

Vanderbilt University

University of Wisconsin (H;lwaukee)

piversity of Notre Damg!
University of Houston
Georgia State University
Auburn University

Rice University
University of Cipcinnati
Scuthern Methodist University
Oregon State University
University of Rhode Island
Emory University
University of Nevada (Reno)
University of Massachusetts

« University of Iadiana

University of Wyoaming

Miami University (Ohio) °
Bowlirg Green State Utiversity
University of Keatucky
Hofstra University

University of Kaasas

Iowa State University
University, of New Mexice R
Syracuse University

Loyola University (Chicago)
University of Missouri
University of Tennessee
‘Virginia Commonwealth University
Clemson University

University of Florida
Louisiana State University
University of Toledo

North Texas State University
University of Alabama
Washington State University
Lehigh University

Kansas State Umiversity
American University

Utah State University
University of Louisville
University of Colorado

Texas Women's University

New Mexico State University
Uoiversity of Miami (Florida)

L -10-7
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24,435

"24,401
. 26,386

{

264,373%
264,352
24,346
24,325
24,273%%
24,265
24,243
24,199
24,195
26,111
24,012
23,926
23,921

23,920

23,889
23, 886%+
23,871
23,818
23,749
23,725%%
23, 658%*
23,653
23,511
23,508
23, 465%%
23,415
23,395%*
23,376
23,319
23,217
23,179
23,123
23,105
23,073
23,068
23,032
23,022
22,957
22,939
22,884
22,849
22,804
22,801
22,773
22,664
22,627
22,603



111. Southern Illinois University
112. Memphis State University
113. Western Michigan University
114. University of Mississippi
115.. University of Nebraska .
: . 116. University of New Hampshire-

117.. Colorade State University
118. University of West Virginia _
116. Florida State University d
120. Uaniversity of Oklaboaa
121. Tllinois State University
122. Xent State University
123. Oklahoma State University

. 124. Ball State University

' 125. Texas Technical University ?
126. 'University of Arkansas
127. Baylor University
128. Tulane University
129. College of William and Mary
130. Ohio University
131. Mississippi State University
132. University.of Vermoant
133. Catholic University
134. University of Idaho
135. Texas Southern University
136. , Indiana State University
137. t. Louis University
138. Texas Christian University
139. University of North Dakota
140. Middle Teanessee State University
141. Noctheast Lonisiana University
142. Hontana State University _ .
143. - University of Southern Mississippi
144. University of Maine
145. University of Moantana
146. Loma Linda University

~

4

—

. =1l

22,591%*
22,577
22,542%%
22,534
22,511
22,495
225672
22,669
22,348
22,332
22,214%*
22,202
22,132
22,052
22,036
21,929
21,869
21,841 -
21,823
21,779
21,586
21,563
21,491
21,412
21,306 .
21,271%*
21,261

21,033
120,991 °

20,936
20,774
20,637
20,419
19,848
19,398
16,260

v
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Of the 146 imstitutions listed, those in the University's comparisun
group rank 2nd, 3rd, 6th, 8th, llth, 20th, 32nd, and 64th. The
comparison institutions for the ‘State University (the 17 listed out
of 2 total of 20) rank from 13th (SUNY, Albapy) to 136th (Indiana
State University). Accordingly, the Umiversity's contention that
the 1list of eight comparison institutioms is "broadly

. reptesentative"'seens difficult to accept when six of the eight are

in the top twenty universities in the nation in terms of faculty

. compensation and half of them are in the top ten. By contrast, the

list for the State University appears to be a far better qualifier
for the "broadly representative" label. It is also interesting to
note that the three other institutions selected for an "informal"
comparison by the University--Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(MIT); California Institute of Teéchnolegy (Cal Tech);.and Princeton
University~~are also ve highly ranked. MIT is ranked 5th and
Princeton 18th. Cal Tech'was not included in the list because it has
fewer than 300 faculty members, but it would have placed 7th if it
had been. Given the fact that.both MIT and Cal Tech are heavily
technological and emphasize fields such as engineering and physics
where higher salaries are common, their selection for comparison
with an institution as academically diverse as the University of
'Phlifornia seems particularly self-serving.

As noted earlier, the methodology used to determine the paxity
figures for both the University and the State University {Appendix C)
is developed by the Commission im consultation with the two segments,
the Departsient of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.
The current wethodology was approved by the Commission on June 13,
1977, and included the existing list of eight comparison -
institutions for the University, am inclusion with which the
University agreed at that time. It was felt that this list was
appropriate since it included many of ‘the nation's most prestigious
universities and provided a reasonable mix of both public and private
institutions (four of each) as well as a good geographic distribution
(four eastern, three midwestern, and one &estern). - ‘

It is well known that faculty salaries nationally have not kept pace
with the rate of inflation that hasdeset the country for the past
ten years, and-it is certdinly true that these paid to California
faculty are no exception. 3But this fact alone does not justify a
unilateral alteration of the methodology used by the Commission to
determine salary needs. The fact that the parity figures do not
reflect afi increasg sufficient to satisfy the senior segmeonts ia any
.given year.does not indicate that the methodology is faulty. Rather,
it Yeflects the fact that last year California .faculty received the
most generous increase from the Legislature in istory. Had that
14.5 percent increase not been gramted, or if it had been somewhat
less than it was, it is very clear that a higher increase would have
been indicated for 1980-81 than tiat which is now reported as the
&
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need. Last year, uhen the- comparison approach showed that the
Upiversity needed a 12.14 percent increase to maintain parity with
its comparison institutions, no attempt was made to éhapge the list
or select only the highest paying. So long as the primary purpose of
the Comnission's role in salary determinations is fairness to_ both °
the faculty and to the taxpayers of California, such attempts must be
rejected.

i
The University's Staffing Pattern ﬁrojectipn

In-both last §Ear¢s salary reports and in the preliminmary report for
the curreat cycle, Commission staff commented on the University's
efforts to accurately project its professorial staffing pattern into
the budget year. Prior to the 1978-79 budget year, both the
University and the State University used ad actual, current-year
staffing pattern to determine all-ranks averages for themselves and
for their copparison groups. When the reviled methodology was
approved by the Commissiom in 1977, the University changed to a
projected.pattern, the success of which is shown in Table 4. \

20
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1974275
11975-76
1976-77
1977-78

1978~79

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA STAFFING PATTERNS,

(UC)\Projection- )
(CPEC) Projection

Actual

1979-80°

(UC) Projection
(CPEC) Projection

Actual

.1980-81

(UC) Projection
(CPEC) Projection

.

"TABLE &

1972-73 through 1980-81.

Professor ,
2,120.00 .

" 2,210.00

2,295.00
2,392.00
2,492.00

2,501.98

2,835.00

‘N/A
2,593.56

2,706.91 -

2,666.01
2,660.61

2,774.06
2,736.32

Associate

Professor

1,079.00

1,096.00

1,126.00

1,156-00

©1,230.00

1;141.417

971.55
N/A
1,131.38

v

1,086.55
1,133.48
1,096.32

1,037.76
1,133.86

-

Assistant
Professor Total
1,6422.00  &,621.00
1,339.00  &,645.00
1,223.00  4,644.00
1,181.00  4,729.00
1,125.00  4,847.00
965.74  4,609.19
"865.89  4,672.44
N/A N/A
-931.24  4,656.18
937.36"  4,730%€0
862.56  4,662.0
857.11  4,514.04
849.89  4,661.71
797.74  4,667.92

' The differences among the University and CPEC projections and the actual
figures are shown in Table 5.

\
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. Item

11978-79

Actual
uc
CPEC

1979-80
Actual
uc
CPEC

'1980-81
Actual

uc
CPEC '

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ACTUAL AND PROJECTED UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA STAFFING PATTERNS
1978-79 Through 1980-81

Professor

Number 4

2,593.
.00 +9.31%

2,835

2,660.
2,706.
2,666.

2,774.
2,736.

56 N/A

6] N/A
9] +1.74
01 +0.20

06
32

TABLE 5

L4

Associate
__Professor
Number %

1,131.38 N/A
.971.55 ~14.16%

Lo

-

~Assistant
Professor

Number

‘931.24 N/A
865.89 -7.02%

--No Projections Developed--

1,096.32 N/A
1,086.55 -0.89
1,133.48 +3.39

857.11 N/A
937.34 +9.36
862.56 t0.64 |

Total
Number %

4,656.18 N/A
4,672.64 +0.35%

4,614.04 N/A
4,730.80 +2.53
4,662.05 +1.04

--Actual Figures Will Not Be Known Until Spring 1980--

1,037.76
1,133.86

849 .89
797.74

4,661.71
4,667.92

Parity
Figures

+7.829% -
+7.96

+12.68
+12.64
+12.68

. N/A

+5.01
+5.04
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Table S5 shows that the-accuracy of the University's budget-year
staffing projections at each professorial rank has improved slightly
Yince 1978-79. This table also shows that even relatively large
errors in staffing projections such as occurred in those developed
for 1978-79, do not have a marked effect on the parity figures. Even
though the University's projections for that year erred by 14.16

. percent at the Associate Professor level and by 9.31 percent at the

Professor level the percentage increase required for parity with the
comparison institutions would bave differed by only 0.14 perceat, an
amount that should be ceasidered negligible. Since the staffing
pattern used for the University is also used for its comparison
institutions, any errors that do occur apply equally to both. Such
application has, the effact of "washing out" erroneous projections.
So long as the rank-by-rank salary averages are accurately reported,
the staffing pattern assumes a role of secondary importaace.

t .

'CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

On Jacuary 23, ‘1980, the State University Board of Trustees approved
a request to the Governor and the Legislature for an 11.0 perceat
increase in faculty salaries for the 1980-81 fiscal year. The
request was based on the Trustees' estimate of the rate of inflation
for the eighteen-month period beginning January 1, 1980, and
continuing through the coming fiscal year. '

During the past four years, the Trustees have rejected the
methodology used by the Combission to project salary needs for State
University faculty. This rejection has been based on a
dissatisfaction with the list of comparison institutioms and with
the fact that there have been larger increases in the Consumer Price
Index (CPI) than in the salaries of the comparison group. The
procedure adopted by the Trustees as an alternative to the compzrison
approach is based on a two-part formula which predicts the budget-
year changer in the CPI plus a factor which reflects one fourth of the
erosion in faculty salaries since the 1968-69 budget. year. For 1980-
81, this formula produces a request of 16.7 perceat, based on an
assumed 11 perceat rate of inflation plus a 22.8 percent loss of
purchasing power siace 1968-69, one fourth of which is 5.7 perceant.
However, due to the Trustee's reading of the political climate of the
State and the reflectiom of that climate in the Legislature, the
request was reduced to 11.0 percent for the coming fiscal year.

An agenda item presented to the Trustees in November 1979 stated
that:

The California Postsecondary Education Commission,
pursuant to a 1965 legislative mandate (SCR 51), will soon

.. s 23
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report that CSUC faculty salaries need to be adjusted by

only 0.8% to maintaia "parity" with other selected

"comparison imstitutioms."” CPEC's calculations takes

(sic) into account the salary increase effected last July

in the CSUC but mechanically assumes salaries at the

comparison institutions to grow at a 5.7% annual rate over

a two-year period. . '

o
This statement is true since the comparison methodology utilizes a
techoique in which the salary history of the comparison institutions
is evaluated over a five-year period, with a compound rate of change
computed for the entire span of time. In times of econpomic
stability, such a procedure works very well, accurately predicting
the relative salary status of the comparison group. In times of
: ecopomic instability, however, especially when the rate of inflation
SN is increasing rapidly, the salary increases refiected by the
Ty g - methodology tend to be conservative and probably produce increases
' for the University and the State University that are lowe:'fhan the
actual need.

For several years in the wid-1970s, the methodology included a
" computation that reflected changes in the rate of inflation. This
procedure iavolved an analysis of changes in the. CP1 over the same
five-year period in which the average salaries for the comparison
institutions were examined and a cowparison of those changes with
- that for the most recent year. If the inflation rate for the wmost
recent year was greater than the average for the previous five years,
the parity figures were adjusted upward. This procedure was
. »abandoned after 1977 when it appeared that the rate of inflation was
. stabilizing. However, curreat circumstances--i.e., the again
rapidly incressing CPI--provide an argument for its reipstitution.
: The calculations, if this adjustment were to be used, are shown below
e in Table 6. _ ‘
Table 6 <clearly shows that the rate of inflation in 1979 was just
over 5 percent greater than the average annual rate for the previous
five years. Thus, if this sajustment were employed, the 0.8 percent
parity increase for Stats University faculty shown in Table 13 of
this report and referenced by the Trustees agenda item last November,
would be 6.16 perceat. ' .

-17-




TABLE 6
-\
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX ADJUSTMENT: NOVEABER, DECEMBER 1973,
JANUARY 1974 TO NOVEMBER,
DECEMBER 1977, JANUARY 1978;
AND NOVEMBER, DECEMBER 1978,
JANUARY 1979 TO NOVEMBER,

DECEMBER 1979, JANUARY 1980
(THREE MONTH AVERAGES)

e

Time Period ~ Consumer Price Index* Percent Change
:Nov., Dec. 1973, Jan. 1974 to Nov., ﬁec. 1974, Jan. 1975 138.60 to 155.27 12.03%
Nov., Dec. 1974, Jan. 1975 to Nov., Dec. 1975, Jan. 1976 155.27 to 166.20 7.04
iNov., Dec. 1975, Jan. 1976 to Nov., Dec. 1976, Jan. 1977 - 166.20 to 174.47 4.98
'Nov;, Dec. 1976, Jan. 1977 to Novt, Dec. 1977, Jan. 1978 . 174.47 to 186.13 6.68
Nov., Dec. 1977, Jan. 1978 to Nov., Dec. 1978, Jan. 1979 186.13 to 203.20 9.17
'Five-Year Average K ‘ : . 7.979%
;Nov., pec. 1978, Jan. 1979 to Nov., Dec. 1979, Jan. 1980 203.20 to 230.23 13.302%

‘Net Increase in CPI : 5.323%

‘“Source: 1.5, Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (1967 Base = 100)

/.
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The comment that the comparison methodology “*mechanica’ly assumes
salaries at the comparisom institutions to grow at a 5.7% annual rate
over a two-year period" also requires a brief examination, since it
implies that this growth rate does not reflect what is really
_happening within the comparison group. Last year's final report on
salaries included a lengthy table which compared predicted and
actual salaries in the comparisoa group over 3 seven<year period.
That table showed that the average error was approximately + 1
percent for the all-ranks averages, a factor which could change a
-predicted parity figure of 5 perceat at the State University to
anyvhere from & to 6 perceat. Such an error is very small‘and
demonstrates to a reasouable certainty the sbility of the
"nechanical” method to predict comparison iastitution salaries. For
the qurrent year, this predictive mechanism has agaip been extremely
accurate, as shown below.

TABLE7 .

PREDICTED AND ACTUAL SALARIES AT THE
COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS
1979-80 .

Predicted Salaries Actual Percent
1979 Final Report Salaries Difference

Professor §29,427 $29,161 -0.9%
Associate Professor 22,430 22,343 -0.4
Assistant Professor 17,949 18,036 +0.5
Instructor 14,149 14,086 -0.5
All Ranks $25,140 $24,991  ~0.6%

What Table 7 indicates is that the percentage shown to be required
for State University faculty to achieve parity with the comparison
ipstitutions was actually 0.6 percent higher than it should have
been. P

26



CHAPTER III
FACULTY SALARIES AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The public four-year segments, particularly the State University,
have maintained with increasing rvegularity that the use of
comparison institution data does not provide am accurate picture of
the true economic status of the academic profession. Both segments
have argued that additiomal factors, particularly changes in ‘the
Consumer Price Index, should also be considered.

Table 8 shows a composite of segmental requests, reports from the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education and the Postsecondary
Education Commission, amqugts approved by the Governor amd tbe
Legislature, and chapnges in the CPI for the tem-year pericd beginning
with the 1969-70 fiscal yearj It provides a useful perspective on

the changes in the eco status of California faculty members.

(Rhese data are also displayed graphically in Appendix G.)

As indicated ip Footnote 2 of Table §, the 13.5 percent estimated
increase in the CPI is based on the actual figures for the first
eight months of the 1979-80 fiscal year. Table 9 shows how the rate
of change in the CPI for an entire year can be predicted reliably by
using data from the first eight months of that year. As the table
shows, the final apnual rate varies from the predicted rate by only
+ 0.44 percent, a factor which makes possible the prediction that the
1979-80 rate will probably be between 12.3 and 13.2 percent. For the
current vear, however, Commission staff bhas esti:i.ited a rate of
inflation of 13.5 perceat, since the increases in the CPI during the
months of December, January, and February have been dramatically
higher than those of the previous five months of th2 fiscal year. If
the rate of inflation during these three months were annualized, the
CPI would show an annual increase of 15.5 percent. Given this and
recent statements from the President's Council oa Wage and Price
Stability that inflation will probably not abate in the next several
months, the 13.5 perceant figure for the 1979-80 fiscal year seems
reasonable. No figure is offered for the 1980-81 fiscal year since
it is apparent that there are no reliable sources of information for
such predictions.

-20- ~
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* TABLE 8

SALARY INCREASES FOR FACULTY REQUESTED BY THE UNIVERSITY
OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND
COLLEGES, INCREASES REQUIRED TO ATTAIN PARITY WITH
COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS, SALARY INCREASES GRANTED
% BY THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE, AND CHANGES

IN THE UNITED STATES CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

1969-70 Through 1979-80

Percentage
Segmental CCHE/CPEC Increases Changes in
, Requests Reports Granted thg Consumer
Year  UC csuc  uc csuc uc Csuc Price Index
1969-70 5.2% 5.2% 5.2% 5.2% 5.0% 5.0% 5.9%
1970-71 7.2 7.0 7.2 7.0 0.0 ¢ 0.0 5.2
1671-72 1l.2 13.0 11.2  13.0 0.0 0.0 - 3.6
- 1972-73 13.2 13.0 13.1 13.0 9.0 8.9 4.0
1973-74 5.4 7.5 6.4 8.8 5.4 7.5 9.0
1974-75 4.7 5.5 4.5 4.2 4.5 5.5 11.1
1975-76 10.8 10.4 11.0 9.7 6.7 6.7 .7.1
- 1976-77 4.6 7.2 4.6 4.6 4.3 4.3 5.8
1977-78 6.8 ~ 8.5 6.8 5.3 5.0 5.0 6.7 .
1978-79 9.3 9.9 8.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 9.0
1979-80 . 16.0 144 12.6 1001 1658 wst 13.5(estn)¥
TOTALS 3/ 3/ 3y 3 68.79%/ 73 5%%  n17.49%/
Average - S ’ 4.9% 5.2% 7.4%
?. Ther; was an additiohalvT.O% increase approved by the Legislature.

It has not been included in the totals since it is currently
under legal challenge.

2. PBased on actual United States Consumer Price Index figures for the
first eight months of 1979-80.

3. Totals are not shown since each year's request is governed by
prior increases granted; totals, therefore, have virtually no
meaning.

4. Compounded for the eleven year period showii.
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TABLE 9
UNITED STATES CONSUMER PRICE INDEX, 1969-70 THROUGH 1975-80
ANNUALIZED RATES OF CHANGE BASED ON FIRST EIGHT MONTHS'
EXPERIENCE COMPARED TO ACTUAL RATES OF CHANGE

July to Amount by Which Actual

June Rate is Greater or
Annualized Rate Based on Actual Lesser than Annualized

Year July to February Figures Rate Rate

1969-70 5.86% 5.92% +0.06%

1970-71 5.52 5.16 -0.36 -
1971-72 3.78 3.61 -0.17
1972-73 3.39 4.03 +0.64
* 1973-74 -~ 8.15 8.95 +0.80
1974-75 - 11.70 11.05 -0.65
1975-76 ™ 7.62 7.10 -0.52
197677 5.34 5.80 +0. 46
1977-~78 6.60. 6.68 +0.08
1978-79 8.80 9.46 +0.66
1979-80 12.77 N/A A N/A

Average Annual Variance #0.44%

The double-digit inflation experienced by Americans over the past
several years has created a degree of national shock. Virtually
every group has attempted to ameliorate the extremely negative
effects of inflationm by imcreasing its own imcome to a level that
will equal, if not exceed, the upward price spiral. This has taken
the form of intense lobbying at all levels of government by those who
depend on public funds and has certainly caused employee
organizations in both the public and private sectors to work hard for -
advantageous wage, salary, and benefit contracts. Without questionm,
' the segmental governing boards have participated in this process and
have found various ways of presenting salary requests that exceed by
substantial margins the percentage increases that would be required
to keep pace with increases in the comparisom groups. These
requests, as noted earlier, are not based on any comparison
methédology but on a recognition that inflation has eroded the
purchasing power of University and State University faculty by
substantial amounts over the past tem years, a fact clearly indicated
in Table 8. Even with the 14.5 percent range adjustment approved by
the Legislature last session, University faculty have lost 29.6
percent of their purchasing power since 1969 and State University
faculty have lost 25.3 percent. Such losses are serious and make
quite understardable the segments' dissatisfaction with the
.comparison system and their affection for alternative justificatioas

. keyed to thé CPI.




Of course, it is mot just faculty who have lost ground relative to
the cost of living, although there is a strong case for the
proposition that they have lost more than mamy other groups, if oot
most of them. As the Council of Economic Advisers recently noted in
“its annual report, "There is no doubt that real earnings of American
workers declined in 1979." 12/

Table 10 below brings together data from three sources--the annual
report by the American Association of University Professors, 13/ the
February 1980 report from the Coumcil of Economic Advisers, 14/ and .
the Commission's own data on the salary history of faculty at the
Upiversity and the State University. What these data indicate is
that faculty in general, and Califormia faculty in particular, have
experienced major losses in salary relative to the cost of livinmg.

since 1971, losses that are expected to continue according to the
AAUP. -

Table 11 provides additional data on the relative position of faculty

_nationally. Although it utilizes annual price deflators (the
percentages by which average salaries for various groups have
increased or decreased each year from a given base) rather than
indices, as were used in Table 10, it provides still another look at
the relative position of the professoriate. In some ways, it is more
useful since it makes comparisons with various professional groups,
whereas Table 10 compares faculty with nonsupervisory persoanel in
the private sector. ' B

&

Both Tables 10 and 1l clearly show, in different.ways for different
groups, that the faculty not only have lost ground relative to the
cost of living but also have lost ground relative to many other
workers, probably most of them. And in California, University and
State University faculty have lost ground to the national averages
for faculty as well. Even the very substantial range adjustment of
14.5 percent granted for 1979-80 has done little to parrow the gap,
as illustrated by Table 12. :



TABLE 10
( RELATIVE ECONOMIC POSIVIONS OF VARIOUS EMPLOYMENT GROUPS ( INDEXED) _ . )
’ . 1967-68 ~
— | THROUGH 1979-80 .
Wholesale ’
Manufacturing Construction and Retail A1l Faculty uc CSuc Consumer
Year Workers 1/ Workers 1/ Trade Workers 1/ Nationally 2/ Faculty Faculty Price Index
1967-68 100.0 . 100.0 ’100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1968-69 197.0 106.2 105.7 ; 106.6 105.0 . 107.5 106.8
1969-70 - 113.1 117.2 111.0 i 114.5 ' 110.3 112.9 113.1
1970-71 116.5 126.1 116.6 120.4 110.3 - 112.9 - 119.0
1971-72 126.4 | 136.6 122.8 . 125.3 110.3 1i2.9  123.3
1972-73 135.1 142.7 | 129.3 }31.9 120.2 122.9 .Al28.2
éf 1973-74 145.4 152.2 135.7 ‘ 140.1 126.7 132.1 139.7
«\ 1974~75 - lSﬁ(& 160.9 ‘ 144.5 148.7 132.4 139.4 155.2
1975-76 166.6 71,7 | 153.6 " 158.2 141.2 148.7 166.2
1976-77 . 182.8 183.1 1625 162.5 147.3  155.1 175.8
" 1977-78 199.9 ' 190.8 173.1 . 171.3 154.7 162.9 187.5
' 1978-79 217.7 205.4 | 186.6 182.4 154.7 162.9 - 205.3
3/ 177.1  186.5 233.0%/

1979-80 (Est,) 234.9 220.3 200.3 193.3~

T

Averaée Annual —

& -

Increase .

1967-68--1979-80 7.42/, 6.8% 6.0% 5.7% 4.9% 5.3% 7.3%
1967-68--1973-74 6.4% 7.3% 5.2% < 5.8% 4.0%¢ 4.8% 5.7%
197& 75--1979 80 8.8% 6.5% ’ 6.8% \- 5.5% 6.0% 6.04 - 8.5%

\ . .
1. hconom1c Report of the President, January 1980 U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1980, p. 245.
2. Academe, Bulletin of the AAUP, September 1979, page 325. a
_ . 3. Based on 6.0 percent increase for 1979-80. 23
El{fCB L 4. Based on estimated rate of change of 13.5 percent. ‘




TABLE 11

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE ANNUAL RATES OF INCREASE .
IN REAL SALARIES PRICES FOR INDIVIDUALS
IN DIFFERENT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

Average Annual Rate
* of Increase

. 67/-08 967~ 1972-73
Occupational Groups to to to"
1977-78 1972-73 1977-78
Average Academic Salary -0.8% +0:9% -2.4%
Wage or Salary Income of
Male Year-Round Workers
Professional and Techmical +0.1% +1.8% -1.5% )
Managers and Professionals +0.5 +2.2 ° -1.3
Clerical and Kindred +1.3 +2.7 -0.1
Craft and Kindred +0.8 +2.2 -0.6
Basic Amnnual Pay Rates for "
Proéﬁssional and Administrative
Employees of the Federal .
Government ' ’ \
P A
Grade P4 orx GS~1l A - +1.0% +1.9% - %%
Grade P6 or GS-13 +1.1 +2.1 C+0.2
Grade P8 or GS-15 +0.9 T +2.1 -0.3
Average Salaries ia Selected
., Professiopal and Addinistrative
Positions in Private Industry ,
Auditor III - % % +1.7% -1.8%
~ Accountaat IV +0.5 +1.3 : -0.3
Chief Accountant IV Y. +0.7 +2.3 =0.9
Attorney IV +1.7 +£.4 -1.9
Attormey VI +1.8 +5.4 ~-1.6
] Chemist V + * +0.6 -0.5
Chemist VII -0.1 +0.5 -0.6
Enpgineer VI -0.3 +Q.6 -1.1
Engipneer VIII -0.6 + ¥ -1.2
Job Anmalyst IV -0.4 +0.1 -D.9
— Buyer IV +2.1¢ +4.8 -0.6
" Director of Personmel III +0.5 +1.0 0.0
/ ' ~

eFigure is less thsn cne=Centh of ocae percent.

sources: Academic: AANP daca u
, Male Workers: U.S. Suresu of che Cacsus, Secgion P-60

/" Goverament: U.S. Civil Service Cammissicn ’ ‘
Private I[ndustry: BSureau of Labor Statistics, Yational Survay for Professional,
N Technical, and Cletical Pay.
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TABLE 12

PERCENTAGE LAG BETWEEN UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES FACULTY
AND OCCUPATIOMAL GROUPS REPORTED BY THE COUNCIL OF
ECONOMIC ADVISERS, AVERAGE NATIONAL SALARIES REPORTED

"BY THE AAUP, AND THE CONSOMER PRICE INDEX

1967-68 to 1978-79 and to 1979-80

""
Percentage Lag _
. 19%0/- -8
‘ to to
Item 1978-79  1979-8C
Manufacturing Workers
uc - -40.7% -32.6%
csuc -33.6 ~26.0
. Constructicn Workers }
uc .. -32.8 -24.4
CSuc -26.1 -18.1
Wholesale and Retail Trade Workers
- uc -20.0 -13.1
Csuc ~16.6 - 7.4
All Faculty Nationally
uc , s -17.9 - 9.2
CSuc -12.0 - 3.7
Upited States Coasumer Price Index
e -32.7 -31.6
9

CSuC -26.0 -24,

What becomes clear through Table 12 is that the 14.5 percent range
adjustment granted by the Legislatur& prevented further iosses in
real salaries for faculty at the University and the State University.
Where faculty at the University, for example, had lost 32.7 perceat
to the cost of living between 1967-68-and 1978-79, their loss was
reduced by only 1.1 percent--to 31.6 percent as of 1979-80.
Similarly, where State University faculty had lost 26.0 perceat as of

1978-79, their loss was reduced to 24.9 percent as a result of’the

26~

Iy

“an



14.5 percent adjustment. These gains relative tp the cost of living
were small because of the current 13.5 percent rate of inflatioa.
The gains relative to the other groups, however, were much greater,
as the table indicates, a fact caused by the lower percentage
increases they received for the current year.

There is one apparent inconsistency between the data shown in.Tables
10 and 12 and the data presented in the Commission's preliminary
report to the Governor and the Legislature in December 1979. At that
time it was reported that for the 1979-830 academic year, the
University bad a 1.63 percent lead in salaries over its comparison
group while the State University had a 4.68 perceat lead. In Table
12, however, it is indicated that the University and the State
University have iost.Q.Z and 3.7 percent, respectively, in relative
position to all universities nationally as reported by the AAUP. One
possible reason is that both Califorria segments msy have enjoyed an
initial advantage over universities generally in 1967-68, the year
which was used as a starting poiant. Another possibility is that a
different weighting system vas used by the AAUP then by the
California segments: ' A third is that some of the ‘lower paying
colleges and universities around the couatry, those which are mot
members of the segmental comparison groups, have closed the gap by
providing slightly higher annual salary increases than the
comparison institutions. An overall conciusion .is that Califormia
faculty have kept pace with colleges and upiversities generally, and
with their comparison imstitutions in particular, but have lost
ground both to the CPI and to most other occupational groups.

A few general comments about the Consumer Price Index should also be
included at this poimt. As the Council of Economic Advisers has
stated: -

! The appropriateness of using the CPI as a wmeasure of
inflation confronting the average consumer has been called
into question in recent years because of the way this index
treats the purchase of homes and the associated costs .cf
home financing. The CPI is a price index of goods and
services that coosumers buy; it is not a cost-of-living
index. A home is an investment as well as a good purchased
by consumers for current consumption. An increase in home
prices is thus as much a return om savings to the homeowner
in his role as an investor as it is a rise in the cost of
living to the individual in his role as a consumer.

One alterpnative is to use a rent index to represeant the
costs of using the services of a house. This may give a
better measure of changes in the cost of living o the
average coasumer, particularly during periods when the
costs of homes and home finance meve very sharply. When
average hourly earnings are deflated by the CPI with the
rent index substituted for homeownership, real earnings
still show a drop in 1979, but it is more moderate. 15/
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Other writers on the subject have also objected to using the CPI,
especially when it is directly translated into wage and berefit
increases fer various groups. Business Week magazine, for example,
rermed the CPI "a measure that grossly overstates the rise in living
costs." 16/ While this comment may be slightly self-serving, in that
it reflects the view of the business community which has an interest
in holding the line on wages, it certainly deserves examination.
Another author offers a more moderate view:

While comceding it would be impossible to devise a
completely accurate cost-of-living index, Wells Fargo's
economist (Gregory Bullem, Vice-Presidemt and Senior
kconomist) said there already is an index that beats the
TPI.

The lesser known measurement favored by Bullen is called
the Perscaal Consumption Expenditures (PCE) Deflator.
This indicator covers most of tke same goods and services
as the CPI, but it uses actual buying patterns to figure
the index values.

The deflater cilculates housing costc by use, not price.
The idea is to price all housing at the payment it would
receive if rented, Bullen said.

The PCE index increased almost 10 perceht from the end of
1978 through 1979, whereas the Consumer Price Index rose
12.6 percent. Which was closer to the truth? "The answer
is debatable," said Bullem, "but a critical look at the
data suggests that the true inflation rate was close to 1l
percent--well below the CPI estimate."” 17/

Economic conditions have changed so rapidly over the past few years
that it is not surprising that the indices used to measure those
conditions would begin to arouse some coatroversy. Economics,
termed "the dismal science" by Thomas Carlyle ia 1850, has never been

known for its precision. Although the statistical tools it uses have
become far -more refiped and sophisticated in the intervening
century, so too have the complexities of economic life. The result
ic that the "science" of economics may not be much closer to
predicting future conditioms than it was in prior decades.
Accordingly, while one may doubt that the CPI "grossly overstates”
the real ‘increase in the cost of living, it does appear reasonable to
regard it only as a general indicator of inflation, one that gives a
strong clue to eccoomic trends, but ot a precise measure.
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CHAPTER IV

PROJECTED SALARIES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES REQUIRED FOR PARITY WITH
THE COMPARISON GROUP PROJECTIONS

The projected 1980-8l salaries for ‘faculty at the University of
California‘ and the California State University and Colleges are
shown in Table 13. (See Appendices E and F for the computation of
these figures, as well as those for the cost of fringe benefits.)

TABLE 13

ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY REQUIRED AT THE UNIVERSITY
OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
AND COLLEGES TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON
INSTITUTION PROJECTIONS FOR 1980-81

Comparison Projected
Institution Percentage
Salary Levels Increase
Salaries Projected for Reguired:
Institution in 1979-80 1980-81 198BG- &1
University of §29,559 $31,039 5.01%
California :
California State 526,111 §26,331 0.84%
University and
Colleges

As noted earlier, in the mid-1970s, an additiogal factor was included
in the annual parity computations to reflect increases in the
Consumer Price Index over the previcus five-year period. Table 6
showed that the reipstitution of this procedure would produce an
additional need of about 5 perceant for each segment in 1980-81.
Table 14 shows the effect the adjustment for inflation would have on
the parity figures shown in Table 13. )

If this adjustment had been employed for the 1979-80 budget cycle, 1t
would pot have made as sigamificant a difference as it would this
year. At that time, the annual change in the CPI had averaged about
8 perceant for the previous five years, while the adjustment for the
immediately preceding fiscal year was just over 9 percent. The
_change would have added 1.25 percent to the parity adjustments of
12.64 for the University and 10.10 percent for the State University,
resulting in new totals of 13.89 and 11.35 percent, respectively,
both of which would have been close to the 14.5 percent figure that
the Legislature approved. This year, however, because inflation is
accelerating, the CPI adjustment assumes a far greater importance.

=29~
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TABLE 14

SALARY REQUIREMENTS FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
WHEN ADJUSTED FOR CHANGES IN THE
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX
1980-81

Parity Reguirements

Using Only the Adjustment for
Comparison the Consumer Adjusted
Institution Institutions Price Index Requirement
University of 5.01% - 5.32% 10.33%
California
California State 0.84% ) 5.32% 6.16%
University and
College.

There are two major differences between the senior segments in the
methodology used to compute parity with the comparison institutions.
The University, in deriving its figures for the all-ranks average in
its comparison ipstitutions, uses what is known as the "average of
averages" approach. This pethod ipvolves the computation of an
sverage salary, by rank, for each of its comparison institutions.
Each of these average salaries is then added to produce a total,
which is then divided by the nupber of comparisom imstitutiens to
produce an average for the group. The State University, on the other
hand, divides the total nusber of faculty at that rank in all of its
comparison institutions combined. An average salary for each rank is
thereby obtained and used as a mean for all facylty at that raok.
These methods produce a system ipn which each of the University's
eight comparison institutions has equal weight, regardless of size,
while those for the State University are differentially weighted,
with the larger institutioms having a greater effect on the averege

than the smaller institutions.

The Commission has periodically examined this difference 12 approach
and concluded that there is no compelling reason for favoring one
over the other. For this reason, and because the resulting
computations produce only minor differences in the salarv
projectionas, it was decided to allow each segment to Uuse the
procedure it prefers.

4 second difference in the methodology utilized by the segments is
that the staffing pattera for the University is projected into the
1980-81 budget year, while that for the State University is the
actual pattern for the current year. The University's success with
its projections has already been discussed ia Chapter 2.

AY
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It also should be noted that the parity figures for the State
University are based on Fall 1379 data for only eighteen of the
twenty comparison institutions. The two institutions which had not
reported as of this writing were the two campuses of the State
University of New York, the general campus at Albany and the College
of Arts and Sciences at Buffalo.

It is probable that the absence of these twe instituticns has had a
pegative effect on the parity figures for the State University,’
since, as ooted in Table 3, SUNY, Albany, is the highest paying
iastitution in the State University's comparison group, ranking 13th
in the nation in 1978-79. SUNY's College at Buffalo, on the other
hand, is not listed in Table 3 since it is a category 11A
ipstitution, but would have placed 106th awong the Category I group
and 13th among the State University's comparison ipstitutions. .The
State University has noted that these imstitutions were also absent
in 1974 and that their omission had the effect of reducing the pa ity
percentage for that year by 0.9 percent. The current effect of that
onission is, of course, unknown. '

<
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CHAPTER V &

PROJECTED COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THE UNIVERSITY OQF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES AND AT THEIR RESPECTIVE
COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS -

The projected 1980-8l cost of fringe benefits at the University of
California and the Californmia State University and Colleges is shown
in Table 15. )

fringe benefits for faculty romsist of reticemeat, Social Security,
unemploywent insurance, Workmen's Compensation, health iasuraace,
life insurance, and disability insurapce. The largest component of
the benefit package is retiremeant, which agounts to approximately 80
1 percent of ali countable fringe benefits at the University and 70
: percent at the State University. This single factor has a profound
‘ effect o “he usefulness of the data ian Table 15, since the
employer's cost of providing a retiremeat program may bear only an
indirvect relationship to the benefits received by the employee.

There are, of course, many different types of retirement programs in
i operation across the country. Some are funded by public agencies, .
: some through private associatioms, and others through insuraoce
companies. In some cases, the public retirement program is self-
contsiped within the imstitution (e.g., the University of California
Retirement System--UCRS). In other cases, the program includes
public agencies outside of postsecondary education (e.g., the Public
Employees Retirement System--PERS, which includes State University
faculty and nonacademic employees along with most other State
emplovees).

Because the payments to and the benefits from these fringe benefit -
programs vary widely, it is virtually impossible to make a precise
determination of the benefits received by analyzing dollar
contributions. Additiomally, there are the problems of vesting and
portability. Some rgtirement Systems become vested with the
employee after only a%?ear or two, while others require considerably
longer. A faculty pember who works in one system for four years may
not yet have his benefits vested, while a faculty member in another
system 3ay enjoy the vesting beaefit. An emplovee who leaves a
retirement program prior to vesting receives oo benefits in spite of
the fact that paymeants have been made by his or her employer.
Further, some retirement programs permit an employee to carry the
employer's contributions with him when he goes to a new emplover;
others do not. This feature, generally referred to as "portability,”
can be a major benefit, but it is poot reflected in the cost figures
that are currently used to indicate the relative status of University
apd State University faculty vis-a-vis their comparison groups.
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TABLE 15

ALL-RANKS AVERAGE COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THt
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES, REQUIRED
TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON INSTITUTION
PROJECTIONS FOR 1980-81

Comparison Projected
Institution Percentage
Cost of Projected Cost of Increase
Fringe Benefits Fringe Benefits Required:
Institution in 19739-80 in 1980-81 1980-81
University of 57,518 55,306 -29.42%}
California
California State §7,092 54,828 -31.93322
University and
Colleges

1. Adjusted for the effect of a 5.01% range adjustment.

2. Adjusted for the effect of a 0.84% range adjustment.

Apother ingredient in the fringe benefit stew is the fact cthat not
all benefits are included in the current methodelegy. For example,
some institutions may offer, in addition to retirement programs:
Social Security contributions., medical insurance. and the like: such
items as tuition waivers or reductions for dependents; free athletic
tickets; dental insurance; discounted housing; and similar
perquisites. Such financial incentives for faculty may not be
reflected in the comparisons at the present time since it can be very
difficult to assign a monetary value to them, but they could have
much to do with the overall attractivemess of a university te a
prospective (or continuing) f%pultgﬂnember.

Nevertheless, the disparities between the California segmeats and
their comparison institutions bas now become so great in terms of
dollar contributions that it may be time for a more pepetrating
examipation of the entire fringe bemefit question. Much more needs
to be known about the exact composition of fringe benefit packages at
the comparison institutions, and it is for the purpose of obtaining
such information that the recommendation contained in the final
section of this report is offered.

11
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For the present, however, a caveat included 1in the previous two
salary reports should again be stressed: the usefulness of the
fringe benefit data shown in Table 15 is limited and should be used
with the utmest caution. Uantil better dqata become available, the
segmental view that fringe bepefits for faculty should correspond to

those for all other State employees, 1s probably the most reasonable.




CHAPTER VI

MISCELLANEQUS ITEMS--CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALARIES;
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES; AND FEDERAL WAGE
AND PRICE GUIDELINES

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALARIES

In the Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-80, the Legislative Analyst
recommended that the Commission include informatiom on faculty
salaries in the Califormia Community Colleges. In respoanse to that
recomuendation, the Commission published a prelimimary analysis in
last vear's fical report, ome which considered data from the 1977-78
fiscal year. No data were presented for what was thea the current
year (1978-79) since the Cbancellor's Office of the Community
Colleges had abandoned such data collection as part of the cutbacks
resulting from Proposition 13.

Subsequently, Commission staff proposed that submission of Community
College faculty salary data be formalized, and 'the Legislature
appropriated $15,000 to the Chancellor's Office for that purpese. A
letter to the Chancellor was drafted on August 9, 1979, detailing the
specific information desired, and requesting data for 1978-79 by
November 1, 1979, and data for 1979-80 by March 1, 1980, for both
full-time and part-time faculty for both years. (See Appendix I.)

As the Chanceller's Office began to collect these data from the
districts, it quickly became evident that the deadlines could not be
met. In part, this was due to the following factors: the format
required for the data was different from that used in prior Years;
extensive eciting was required; and a number of employee salary
contracts were still ia the process of negotiatien. In addition,
data om part-time facul had never before been collected
systematically, a fact whi created a number of procedural prohlems
common to all new data collection efforts. Presumably, as experience
with the pecessary computer programs is gaipned, many of these "bugs"
will be eliminated and the information will be delivered in a timely
fashion.

At present, complete data are available for the 1978-79 fiscal vear,
but not for 1979-80. Of the seventy Community College districts,
sixteen were reported as not having completed salary negotiations
for the current year. In addition, none of ghe data for part-time
faculty has been submitted by the Chancellor's Office. Accordingly,
it is the Commission's present intention to submit a supplement to
this report dealing exclusively with the Califormia ommunity
Colleges in June of this year. This will still provide Mime for
legislative scrutiny and will not interrupt the process for the
University and the State University, the only two segments for which
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specific salary appropriations are made. In the future, however, 1t
will be necessary to reach agreement with the Chancellor's Office on
specific dates for the submission of data, and a recommendation to

: that effect is included in the final section of this report.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES

Last year, for the first time, data on salaries paid to medical
faculty at the University of Califoreia was included in this series
of annual reports. (Those data were included as Appendix G of the
Commission's final report for 1979-80¢.) They showed that the -
University stood at approximately the middle of a group of eight
comparison imstitutions in three selected fields: Medicine,
Pediatrics, and Surgery. The comparison institutions included:

. Stanford University University of Michigan
State University of New York-- University of Texas, Austin
Upstate Medica%,School
Uuiversity of Chicago University of Wiscoasin
University of Illinois " " Yale University

~

The University's report to the Commission included general
descriptions of the three differeat types of compensation plans
employed by ome or wmore of the comparison imstitutioms, and also
detailed the University's own plan. It also provided a cationale for
the selection of the comparison iastitutions and analyzed the
results of the data collected. No coanclusions or recommendations
vere offered since none was requested in the legislative directive.

This year's report by the University uses the same group of com-

parison institutions and shows that the University has gained some

ground relative to them. Table 16 shows the changes from 1378-79 to
1979-80.

TABLE 16

RANKING OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES
IN RELATION TO COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS,

1978-79 and 1979-80 .
Medicine Pediatrics Surgery
UC Rank 1978-79 1979-80 1978-79 1979-80 1978-79 1979-80

Professor 5th 2nd 3rd 3rd 7th 2nd
Associate 4th 2nd 4th Ird 7th 4th

Professor
Assistant éth 2nd 3rd 2nd 7th 5th ‘

Professecr
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Table 17 compares. the curreﬂt salaries for University medical
faculty at each of the three ranks with the averages for the eight
comparison institutions for 1978-79 and 1979-80.

\

\ TABLE 17

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AVERAGE MEDICAL FACULTY

~

SALARIES COMPARED TO AVERAGE MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES
AT THE COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

«~ . 15/8-79 and 1979-80Q
\ Medicine Pediatrics Surgery

Rank/Institution 1978~-79 1979-80 1978=-79 - 1973-80 1978-79 1979-80
Professor 3

Univeraity ot 559,000 §72,415 $59,000 568,028 $75,000 598,182

California

Coaparison 60,625 66,599 57,379 61,905 80,000 238,703

Iasticutions

UC Lasds/Trails By: A2.7% +8.TY

Associace Professor

Uaaversity of §49,000 556,557
Californis

Coaparison 48,750 S3,%4
lastitutions

UC Leads/Traxls By: «0.5% +S.8%

Assistant Professar

Univgrsity of $40,000 §46,228
.California

Compagy son 40,878 43,%60
Ilnstitucions .

UC Leads/Trarls By: -2.1% +*5.1%

«2.8% +9.9%

547,000 554,401

7,125 49,724

~

-9.3% “9..%

$39,000 345,003

16,250 40,0644

+7.6% “12.+%

¥

«6.3% +10.7%

557,000 570,509
63,628 71,094

-10.4% -3.8%

568,000 §61,054
54,125 681,340

-11.3% +2.82
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variationd between the University's medical schools and the eight
comparison \institutions, the most dramatic of which was the 17
percent gain\ for ‘full professors of surgery at the University.
Several other\ gains relative to the comparisom group were almost as
great.
In viewing wedical compensation ¥lans, it is helpful to remember that
overall renumeration is based only partially on the professorial
salary schedule, which is identical te that received by faculty on
the general campuses of the University. The remainder comes from
fees charged to patieats at the University's hospitals, a portion of
which goes to the physician, with the rest being retaised by the
University for overhead. As the physician earns more money from
patient fees, he receives a lower percentage of those fees until the
University's overhead charges become essential corfiscatory.at
approximately three times base salary. It is because of the fee
income that the salaries show such a variance. Further, there can be
little doubt that such a variance will continue in future years, with
much greater differences between medical faculty at the University
(and its comparison institutions) then with regular faculty.

FEDERAL WAGE AND PRICE GUIDELINES
t

In the Commission's final report on faculty salaries for 1979-80,
there was a brief discussion of President Carter's anti-inflation
program, which consisted of voluntary wage and price guidelines. At
that time, the President's Couacil on Wage and Price Stability had
established a 7 perceat ceiling om wage and salary increases,
beginning with the 1979 federal fiscal year (October 1, 1978). As a
result of those guidelines, legislation was introduced, and
subsequently approved over the Governor's veto, which provided 7
percent increases for each of the 1978-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years,
part of which was to be paid to all State employees in the form of a
retroactive lump sum. The net effect for 1979-80 was a 14.5 percent
increase, a figure which resulted from the compounding of two 7
percent increases. At the present time, the lump sum payment 1is
under legal challenge and has not been distributed.
In the face of continuing inflation, the Council on Wage and Price
Stability has been reviewing the 7 percent ceiling. Although no
formal confirmation has yet been received by the Department of
Finance, President Carter announced in March that the ceiling would
be raised to 9 percent. According to the Department, it seems
probable that there will be a further revision in this figure to
approximately 9.5 percent and possibly slightly higher if inflation
continues to accelerate at the pace of the past four months. When
definitive information is received, it will be made available to the
Commission and appropriate State officials.

: s
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CHAPTER VII
RECOMMENDATIONS

1. It is recommended that the Governor and the Legislature give
e " earnest consideration to including & cost-of-living
adjustment to the parity figures for both the University of
California and the California State University and Colleges,
as discussed in Chapter IV of this report. Inflation has
increased to such an extent that this adjustment, which was
‘used in a previous period of rapid changes in“the CPI', should
again be included in the methodology. _ .

2. It is further recommendéd\tbat the 0.84 percent increases
indicated to be required r parity for Californias State
University and Colleges fgigkfy in 1980-81 be increased by
between 0.5 ard 1.0 percent, %o reflect the fact that the two
campuses of the State University of New York (SUNY) did not
report salary data for the curremt year. The fact that the
Albany campus of SUNY was the highest paying of all the State
University's comparisen imstitutions in 1979-80, with, an
average salary about 15 percent higher than the average for
the remaining institutions, dictates the need for that upward
adjustment. The percentage increase 'required to achieve
parity for State University faculty should therefore be
between 1.34 and 1.84 percent for 1980-81. If the CPI
adjustment suggested in Recommendation 1 above were included,
the pet ipcrease would be between 6.66 and 7.16 percent.

3. It is further reccmmended that the Univé}sity of California
and the California State University and Colleges conduct a
thorough study of frifdge benefit programs, both at their own
institutions and at their respective-comparison institutions.
This study should include a complete analysis of retirement
programs; =edical, dental and’ life insurance programs;
tuition waivers for dependents; housing allowances;
recreational bepefits such as free or reduced rate access to
athletic facilities dand sporting events; and any other
bepefits to which any monetary value can be assigned. Each
segwent should report -its findings and conclusions to the
Postsecondary Education Commission by February 1, 1981.

4. It is further recommended that the Chancellor's Office of the"
‘California Community Colleges furmish salary data on both
full- and part-time faculty to the Postsecondary Education
Commission no later than February 1, 1981, and each year
thereafter. Data to be included should conform to the request
contained-in the letter from Assocciate Director O'Brien to
Chancellor Hayward dated August 9, 1979 (Appendix .
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FOOTNOTES N
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See Appendizx A. : .
See Appendix D for the lists of comparison instftutions.used for
the University of California 'and the Califormia ,State
University and Colleges.

A Master Plan for Higher‘Education in California, 1960-1975,
Californta State Department -of Educatiom, Sacrcmento,
Californis, 1960, p. 12.

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

Prior to 1973-74, only ome report on salaries was issued tor
each budget cycle. . - ' '

The methodology for the faculty salary reports is shown in
Appendix C. Comparison fmstitutioms are shown in Appendix D.

Regents of the University of Califormia Agenda, Itea 509, p. 3,
November 15, 1879. |

A
b
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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session--
Relative to academic salaries and welfare benefits.

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to
House Resolution No. 250, 1964 Firsc Extraordinary Session, hss had
prepared and bas adopted a report of the Legislative Analyst con-
tsining findings and recommendations as to salaries and the general
econoaic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty wembers 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 recoumends that the Legislature and the
Governor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina-
ting Gouncil for Higher Educatiom, plus such supplementary informa-
tion as the University of California and the Califormia State
Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive
apd ¢ sistently reported information as outlined specifically in
the report adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Commictee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the coumittee would include
essential data on the size and compositionm of the faculty, the estab-
lishment of cowprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating faculty
salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired friage bemefits,
the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty). special
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of .sup-
plementary inqpme. all of which affect the welfare of the‘facdities
and imovolve cost implications to the state now, therefore, be it .

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly
thereof concurring, That the Coordinating Council for Bigher Educa-
tion in cooperation with the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges shall submit annually to the Govermor and the
Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare
benefits report containing the basic information recommended in the
report of the Joint Legislative Budget Commirtee as filed with the
President of the Semate and the Speaker of the Assembly, under date
of March 22, 1965. ‘
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House Resolution No. 250

Relative to the economic welfare of the faculties of tie
California Public Institutions of Higher Education

L t—
~—

WHEREAS, The Master Plam for Public Higher Education stroi&ly
recommended that every effort be made to ensure that the imstitutions
of higher education in California maintain or improve their position
in the intense competitiom for the highest quality of faculty members;
and

WHEREAS, The Coordinscing Council for Higher Education in ics
annual report to the Governor and the Legislature regarding level of
support for the California State Colleges and the Uziversity of Cali-
fornia recoumended that funds should be provided to permit at least
sn additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the Cali-
fornia State Colleges and the Umiversity of California; a«nd

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the Califormia State Colleges im their
apnual report to the Legislature declared that the California State
Colleges are falling far behind in the face of this competition add
that by 1964~65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent.
behind those of coumparsble institutious; and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enroliments in institutions of higher
education in Califormia during the unext decade will cause a demand
for qualified faculty members which canmot possibly be met unless
such institutions heve a recruitment climate which will compare
favorably with other colleges, universities, business institutiouns,
ipdustry, and other levels of government; and

WHEREAS, Califormia has achieved am enviable momentum in business
and industrial development, & momentum now threatened by lagging
faculty salaries so tha- failure to maintain adequate salary scales
for faculty members in Califormia institutions of higher education
would be false economy; and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College
and University campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting
gome of 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-
tional processes and result in Slower economic growth, followed by
lower tax revenues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the Jiffi-
cult and pressing problems faced by the California imstitutions of
higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty
members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and
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WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has
been reflected in California's phenomenal economic growth and has
shown California taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors,
but unless the superiority ia faculty qualicy is maintained, the
contributions by the Califormia {astitutions 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 THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, That the
Assembly Committee on Rules is directed to request the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee to study the subject of salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe bemefits, of faculty
members of the Califormia institutions of higher educatiom, and
ways and means of improving such salaries and benefits in order
that such Califormia institutions of higher education may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest qualicy
of education, and to request such committee to repert its findings
and recommendations tc the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.

i
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A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
ON FACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENEFITS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

(Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session)

L

Prepared by the
Offics of the Legislative Analyst
Siate of California

January 4, 1965
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this staff report is to recommend &
method for reporting to the Legislature on salaries,
fringe benefits and other special economic benefits for
faculties of the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges. This report has been prepered
by the Joimt Legisistive Budget Committee in re-
sponse to House Resolution 230 (1964 First Extraor-
dinary Session, Appendix 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-
ersl economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of
faculty members of the California institutions of
higher edueation, and ways and means of improving
such salaries apd: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 findings and recommenda-
tiops to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.”’

Staff of the Joint Legisiative Budget Committee
initiated its study by seeking information which would
reflect the magnitude of California’s long-range and
immediate problems regardjng the need to recruit and
retain an sdequate number of high quality faculty.
While reviewing past reperts presented to the Legis-
lature gs justification for salary increase recommen-
dations by the Coordipating Council for Higher Edu-
cgtion, the University of California and the California
State Colleges, it became apparent that the first step
in trying to improve faculty salaries and other beme-
fits is to furnish the Legisisture with comprehensive

and consistent data which identify the pature and -

level of competitive benefits. The costs associsted with
recommandations, rated according to priority, should
be included in proposals by the segments in order to
aid the Legislature in determining how much to ap-
propriate and the benefits which an appropriation
will buy. y
There has existed in the past a diference between
what the institntions bave recommended as the need
for salary and benefit increases and what has finally
been appropriated by the Legislature. There are two
priocipal reasons for this difference which at times
may be closely related: (1) The Legislature may dis-
agree with what is proposed as to need, or (2) there
may not be enough funds to meet the need because of
higher priorities in other areas of the budget.
These peeds are very complex and, for example,
include such factors as:
1. Disagreement with conclusions drawn from data
submitted in justification of recommendations;
2. Lack of confidence in the quantity, quality, cr
type of data;

L Appendices delatid,
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3. The failure of advocates to make points which
are concise and clearly understandable ;

4. The submission of conflicting data by legislative
staff or the Department of Finance.

& After careful consideration, it was determiued that

& speecial report should be made to the Budget Com-
mittee contaiping recommendations as to the kind of
data the Legislature should be furnished for the pur-
pose of considering salary and other benefit increases.

On August 3, 1964 a letter (Appendix 2) was sent
from the Legislative Analyst to the Coordinsting
Council for Higher Education, the University of Cali-
formia, the California State Colleges, the Department
of Finance and various faculty organizations inform-
ing them that the Joint Legislative Budget Comuittee
was planning to bold & public hesring in connection
with HR 250 and ssking for replies to & series of
questions designed to gather background information
about salary and fringe benefits dsta (Appendix 3,
Copies of Replies Recgived). The primary purpose of
the hearing was to provide the University of Califor-
nia, the California State Colleges and interested
groups the opportanity to indicate the basis on which
salary and fringe benefits should be reported to the
Legislature, including the kind of data to be com-
piled and who should compile and publish it (Appen-
dix 4, Copies of Prepared Testimoay Filed with the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee at the October
15, 1964 Hesring). The contents of most of the pre-
pared statements discussed problems and in same
instances recommendations relating to faculity salaries
and other benefits rather than the primary purpose
of the hesring, but the testimony did serve to identify
aress of concern. The hearing also established legis-
lative interest in the subjects of faculty workload and
sources of supplementary income.

The review of past faculty salary reports, the re.
plies to the Legislative Apalyst’s letter of Aungust 5,
1964, the oral and prepared statements received at'the
October 13, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee and other sources bave revealed
significant findings and permitted the development of
recommendations coneetning the type of information
and method of presentation that shouid be included
in future faculty salary reports prepared for the
Legislature.

BACKGROUND

Current procedures for review of faculty salary
and other benefit increase proposals, starting with the
presentation of recommendations by state colleges and
University of California administrative officials to
their respective governing boards, appear generally
to be adequate, with minor reservatons. The State
College Trustees and the Regents of the University
of California generally formulate their own proposals
in December and forward them to the State Depart-

55



ment of Finance for budget consideration. Coneur-
rently the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
also makes a report with recommendations which is
made available to the State Department of Finance.
The Governor and the Departmeat of Finance con-
sider these salary increase proposals in reiation to the
availability of funds and their own analysis of faculty
salary needs and devide how much of an inerease, if
any, to include in the Governor’s Budget. The Legis-
lative Analyst in the dnalysis of the Budget Bl pro-
vides analysis and recommendations as co the Gover-
nor’s budget proposal.

When appropriate legislative commuttees hear the
budget request for facuity salary increases they may
be confropted with several recommerdations from
various sources, Their first respopsibility is to con-
sider the Governor’s recommendations in the Budget
Bill. However, the University and the California
State Colleges generally request the opportunity to
present their owan recolnmendations, which frequently
differ from the Goverzor’s proposal. Also, the Co-
ordinating Couneil for Highsr Education presents its
recommendations. Various faculty orgsnizstions may
desire to make independent proposals. The Legislature
bas been cooperative in providing all interested parties
the opportunity to present their views, but these
presentations have been marked by extreme varistions
in recommendations and in the data which support
the requests.

WHO SHOULD PREPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPCRYS

There appears to be some difference of opinion
copcerning the purpose of faculty salary reports and
recommendations prepared by the Coordins ing Coun-
cil for Higher Eduestion. The University of Catifornia
and the Californis State Colleges contend that they
should make direct recommendations to the Governor
and the Legislature and that Coordinating Couneil
recommendations should be regarded as independent
comments. Coaversely, the Department of Finsnce
and the Coordinating Coanecil for Higher Education
belisve that salery reports and recomunendations of
the Coordinating Couneil should be the primary re-
portsnbmimdtothoncpa.mntoti‘immomdthn
Governor to copsidsr in preparing budget recommen-
dations, The Department of Finance states that such
sreporeshouldberegudedusimﬂarinmmtotho
anpual salary report relating to civil ssrvice salaries
prepared by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature. It is our opinion that the
Legislarure should give specide and primary consi
erstion to the recommendations in the Governor 'y’
Bndcetmdwthemwmnltyuliwreponof
the Coordinating Couneil for Higher Education. How-
ever, any separate recommendations of the University
of California and the California State Colleges should
also be connidered.

WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS SHOULD
CONTALN

We do not believe that reporting required of the
University, the California State Colleges, and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education should
limit the right of these agencies to s phasize specific
points in supporting their own recommendations.
However, the Legislature should take steps fo estab-
lish a consistent basis upon which it will receive com-
prehensive information about faculty salaries, other
benefits, and related subjects from year to year. After
careful consideration of the statistical and other -
grounds presented in support of salary and other
benefit incresse proposals in the past, we recommend
that bssic data be incloded in faculty salary reporis
to the Legislature in a consistent form in the follow-
ing sreas:

A. Faculty Data

B. Salary Data

C. Fringe Benedts

D. Total Compensation

E. Special Privileges and Benetits

F. Supplementary Income

Since iti:neemforataﬂofthamﬁmmd
legislative branches of government to analyze recom-
mendations prior to the commencement of & legislative
saagion, all reports and recommendations should be
completed by December 1 of each year.

A, Faculty Data

1. Findings

a. Informative dsta sbout the size, composition,
retention, and recruitment of Californis
State College faculty bss been presentad to
the Legisisture from time to time, but usa-
ally it has been so selective that it lacks
objectivity and bas been ioconsistent from
TEST 0 Year.

b. Superior facuity performance has nat been
Jemonstratad as a reason to justify past re
quests for superior salaries.

2. Recommendations

The following data should be compiled and pre-
sented annually on s comsistsnt basis. Defimi-
tions of what ccnstitutes facuity are left to the
diseretion of the University and the state col-
leges but should be clearly defined in any report.
Additional dats may be inecluded in any given
year to emphasize special problems, but such
data should supplement not replace the bssic
information recommended below. Graphs should
be used when practical, accompsanied by sup-
porting tables in an appendix. Recommended
faculty data inciudes:
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a. The number of faculty, by rank and the in-
cresse over the previous five years to reflact

b. Current fsculty comiposition expressed in
meaningftl terms, including but nct limited
to the percentage of the faculty who have
PhD's.

¢. Student-faculty ratics as 8 ineans of exproes-
ing performsnce.

d Dats relating to sll new full-time faculty for
the currext scademic yesr including the num-
ber bired, souaree of employment, their rank
and highest degree bald. Existing vacancies
should also be mpoted. Pertinert historical
trends in these data should be analyred. We
Go not beligve that sabjective and incomplete
data estimating reasons for turming down
offers, such as has been presented in the past.
serves snY useful prrpose.

e. Feculty turnover rates comparing the num-
ber of separations to total faculty according
to the following suggasted categories; death
oF retirement, to research or graduate work,
intra-institutional trapsfers. other college or
University teaching, business and govern-
ment, other.

. Comments

The first three recommendstions sbove gre de-
signed to reflect faculty size, composition, rate
of growth. and workload. The inclusion of con-
gistent data from year to year will facilitate
trend analvsis as it relates to the institutions
involved and, whep posaible, to comparable in-
stitutions. The purpose of incinding 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 siso be beneficial to include some basie
statistics about the svailable supply of faculty
to see what proportion of the market, new PhD’s
for example, California institutions hire every
wear

8. Salory Data
1. Findings

a The Universitr for several vears has ex-
changed salary dats to provide & consistant
comparison witk a special group of five *‘em-
jpent’’ universities. as well as with a group
of nine public universities. Converselr, the
California State Colleges have not vet estab-
lished a list of comparable 'gxstitntions which
is scceptable to them.

b. Both the University of California and the
Coordinsting Council for Higher Education
maintaip that sslary comparisons to appro-
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priate institutions is the best single method
of determining salary needs.

¢. The University of California places less sig-
nificance on salarr comparisops with nom-
academic emplorment than the Coordinating
.Coupeil on Bigher Education and the Cali-

fornia State Colleges.

d. Salary increases bave Qeen proposed on the
basis of differentials between total compensa-
tion (salaries plus fringe benefits) in com-
parsble institutions.

e. Both the University and the California State
Colleges lnvgtendodtorehtothesi:eof
proposed salary increases to how much of an
inerease would be necessary to return to a
specific competitive position which existed in
1957-58 and which was unuiually advan-
tageous.

§ Selary compsrisops bave frequently been
made to various levels of teaching including
elementary, high school, and junior college
salaries.

g. Metbods of salary comparisons with other
institutions hate varied f{rom year to vear in
reports prepared by the state colleges.

o Recommendations

2. We recommend that proposed fachity salary
increases distinguish between: (I) increases
pecessary to maintain the curreat competi-
tive position and (2) iper-ases W improve
the current competitive position,

(1) Proposed incresses to maintair the exisgt-
ing competitive position should be equiv-
alent to a projecticn of the average
salary relationship between the Tauiver-
sity, or state colleges, and comparable
.ipstitations during the current fiscal
vear to the next fisca] vear. We recom-
mend that this projection be based on 2
projectior of actual salary inereases by

_ rsnk in comparable institutions during
the past five years, permitting statistical
adjustments for unusnal circumstances.
Thus the proposed increase f0 maintain
the existing competitive position wduld,
in effect. be equal to the average of an-
nual salary increases in comparable
institutions during the past five years. A
record of the accuracy of projecuions
should be maintained in an appendix.

{2) Recommendatiops to improve the cur-
rent competitive positions should be re.
Jated to the additiona) advantages to be
derived.

b. It is alto recommended that the California
State College Trustees select a list of com-



parable institutions within the ngxt year and
that agreements be negotiated to exchange
salary data in a form which will facilitate
comparisons. A list of the critema used to
select comparable institutions, plus charac-
teristics of the institutions selected. should
be included in next year's report.

o. Specific proposals for salary increases should
be sccompanied by compavisons of curreat
salary amounts and historic wends to com-
parsble institntions. The following general
principles are considered to be important :
(1) Salary data should be separated from

fringe benefit and-special benefit data
for purposes of reporting salsry com-
parisons.

(9 A consistent form shouid be used from

yeartoyurtopmentsalmdat& A
suggested form might be to illustrate &
five-vear historic trend in averzge Jal-
aries by using a line graph for each
rank. An slternative mifght be 3 table
which simply shows where California
ranked among comparsble institutions
during the past five years.

The current salary pogition might best
be illustrated by showing a list of aver-
age salaries of *he Californis institutions
sod the other comparsble institutions
from the highest to the lowest average,
by rack, for the last sctual and current
years. This will show the relative posi-
tion of the California institution for the
last actgal and cnrrent Yyears, as well as
the range of aterages. Frequency distri-
butions of facuity by rack or professor
shonid be incorporated in -an sppendix
and any significant limitaticns in the
use of averages between those particulsr
institations in a given year should be
noted. For example, ap unusual propor-
tion of faculty in the high ranis or the
low ranks would affect the comparsbility
of the arithmetic meana.

(3) Special dats to illustrste s partisuiar
problem in any given year would. be
appropriats as longfas it sapplements,
rather than replaces, Dasic salary data.

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

C. Fringe Benefits
1. Findiogs

a. The definition of fringe beneflts generally
includes benefits available to all faculty {hat
have a dollar cost to the smployer. Benefits

and services in ind are considered to De
Iringe benefits o s if a cash payment option
% available. Retirement and health insur-
rice, by definition. are the only two pro-
gralus considered as iringe benedts by the
University of California and the California
State Colleges.

b. Comparisons of fringe benefits, when com-
parisops hsve been made at all, have gener-
ally been limited to the dollar contribution
by the employer and have ot included any
apalysis of the quality of the benecfits to the

employee.

Recommendations

a It is recommended that fringe benefit com-
parisons of type of benefit be included in
facuity salary reports, but compared seps-
rately from salaries. Such comparisons should
include an analvsis of the quality of the
benefits as well as the dollar cost to the
empioyer.

b. Proposals to increase specific fringe benefits
should be made separataly from salaries, in-
cluding ssparate cost estimates.

. Comments

Separste proposals for incresses in salaries apd
fringe benefits should be made to minimize mis-
upderstanding about competitive positions For
esample, informstion submitted to the 1963
Legisisture by the University of Califurnis, in
support of a proposed salary increase for 1963~
64, compared total compensation dats (salaries
plus fringe bepefits) rather than salsries alone.
This report stated in part: *‘In comparing sal-
aries, fringe bemefits must be taken into ae-
count. Salary comparisons between the Univer-

sity and other institutions based on salary olone

look far more favorable than comparisons of
salaries plus benefits.’’ The least favorsble com-
parison was with fringe benefits, not salacies,
thus the report recommended a salary increase
largely on the basis of 4 Siffersmce in fringe
bensfits. Although it is felt that comparisons of
total compensation are appropriate inclusions in
a faculty 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. Tetal Compensation
1. Findings

a. Total compensation data cousists of average
salaries plus a dollar amount representing
the employer’s cost of fringe benefits.

b. The Coordinating Council for Higher Edu.
cation, the University of Californis and the
California State Colleges have in the past all
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used total compensation data prepared and
published by the Amerioin Association of
University Professors in their respective
faculty salary reports.
Recommendations
We recommend that total compensation data, as
reported by the American Assoeiation of Tmi-
versity Professors, be included in faculty salary
reports as & supplement to separate salary and
fringe benefit information.

g Spodal?rivuoqnondk:}ﬁn
1. Findings C

13

There are other faculty privileges and economic
bepafits whick sre not ciassified ss fringe bene-
fits because they msy Dot be available to all
faculty or 8t the dafinition of a fringe benefit
in soma other respect. Examples st the Univer-
sity of California include up to one-half the
cost of moving expenses, vacations for 11-month
appointees, the waiving of nonresident tuition
for facuity children, sabbatical leaves with paF,
and other special and sick leaves with or with-
out pay. )
Recommendations
It is recommended that & list of special privi-
leges and benefits be defined and summaries of
related policies be included in a special section
in futare faculty salary reports so that the
islatore will be sware of what these priwi-
Jeges and benefits inelude. '

Comments

The expansion or establishment of some of these
special priviléges and benefits could improve
recruiting success more than the expenditure of
comparable amounts in salsries. For example,
moving expenses are not currently offered by
the state colleges but some allowance might
make the diference of whetber a young candi-
date from the East could accept an appoint-
ment. If this tvpe of benefit is proposad, it must
include adequste comtrols.

F. Supplementary Income

1

Findings

a. The multiple loyalties created by permitting
faculty to supplement their salaries by earn-
ing extra income from various sources within
and outside his college or University is rec-
ogmized as a problem common to institutions
of higher educstion ¢hroughout the Thnited
States.

b. There spparently gre proportionately more
private consulting opportunities in Califor-
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nia than i other areas of the nagion. For
13 ple, 51 percent of the federal research
d:jmeme contracts were concentrated in Cali-
fornia during 1963-64.

¢. The University of California has general pol-
icies designed to insure that outside activities
do not interfere with University responsibili-
ties. If outside activities interfere with Uni-
versity responsibilities, the faculty member
generally must take & leave of absence with-
out pay until such outside sctivities are com-
pleted. These and other related University
policies were praised in 2 1956 Carnegie-
financed study titled Unéversity Facully
Compensation Policies and Procitces.

d. The Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation submitted excerpts from natiopwide
studies relating to the magnitude of outside
activities. We have no way of determining
how the dats may relate to California, but if
the figures are ressonsble. then it sppears
that probably a large percentage:of faculty
have at lesst one source of extra income.
Sources of inecome were reported are fcilows:

Pevoent of fecully
esensny additions!
Sewrce MOSME frem seuUrce
T acturing S19%
General writing 8
Sammer end extension teaching -t
Government consuiting 1S
Texthook writing 16
Private consulting 2
Public service and foundatica e~osulting - 9
Otber professional activities. - 13

Sowrce : Tmsvergity Foévity Compensanen Polcer and Practices
m the T, 8.. Associaticn of AMAricAn Universities, Tniversity
of [liinois Press, Urbana. 1458,

e. The United State Office of Education has
just completed a nationwide sample survey
of outside earnings of college facuity for
1961-62. Although daty has not been pub-
lished vet, special permission has been re-
ceived to report the following results which
are quoted from a letter sent to the Legis-
lative Analyst on December 8. 1964 from the
staff of the California State College Trustees:

OUTSIDE EARNINGS OF TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9=10 MONTHS)
The T. S. Office of Education has just completed a
oationwide sarver of outside earnings by a sampling
of ull college faculty nationwide for 1961-62. The re-

sults are as follows:
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Acersye
Derccat earnings
© All with outmde earniugs ¢ W $2.200
Sumaer teaching a—— 1.300
Qther summer empoyment.. 1,900
Yther reachly —ecemo-mnromma- N | 00
ovalties . ———— % 1.200
Speecches _. a—— D 200
Consultant fees e e 1 1.400
Retirestent «indiriduais who have retired who
tegch elxewhere after rewring) ——eeee—-— 1 3.400
Reeearch T 1,500
(ther professionsl esrningy. o cnmeamen-- L\ 1.3
Non-professions] quruings > 1.700

The high.st average esrnings by teaching field and
the percentage with outside earnings are:

Aoverege

Percent earsiagl

Law (which we do not bave) e n $35.300

Engineering 83 3.200

. Business and Commerce s 2,00
Physical Sceaces ~“ o8

Agwicuiture 71 500

Paycholoxy 85 2700

In light of the Joint Committee discussion you might
be interested in the following:

Averege

Percent esrwing?

Sowial Scieaces ——— $1L900
Fine Arts m—— i 1.800
Philosophf -eee . T4 1.500
Religion end Theology--- S 1.200

Fecommendaticos
a. We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Higher Education, the Uaiversity 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
including information as to when extra ac-
tvities are usually performad (such as vaca-
-jons. ete.). Such activities would include.
but not be limited toNecturing, gegeral writ-
ipe, summer and exteglion teaching, govern-
ment consulting. textbook writing, private
consulting, public service and foundation
consulting. and other professional activities.
1¢ such a study suggests that the magnitude
of these activities is such that the perform-
ance of normal University and state college
responsibilities are perhaps being adversely
affected. then consideration should be given

to the vossibility of maintaining wore com-
plete and meaningful records. Such records
would aid administrative officials and acs-
Jemic senates when reviewing recommenda-
rions for promotions and salary increases
and provide summary data for reporting to
<he Legtslature on these significant faculty
welfare items. Next vear's faculty salary re-
port of tire Coordinating Counecil for Higher
Education should incorporate the results of
this study.

b. We slso recommend that existing state col-
lege policies and enforcement practices re-
garding estra employment be reviewed and
updated.

¢. Finally, it is recommended that facuity sal-
arv reports keep the Legislature informed
about policies and practices relating to extra
employment.

Comments

In our opinion. it would seem that any extra
smplorment would afect the quality of per.
formance of Universitt responsibilities since
faculty survevs indicate that the average fae-
ulty workweek is 54 hours. The time speat on
setivities for extra compensation (except dur-
ing the summer) would be on top of what the
facaltr has defined as their average workweek.
Because, in some instances, it is difficult to de-

. termine whether a given income-producing ac-

tivity, such as writing a boek. is considered a
normal Tniversity responsibility or an extra
activity, distinetions between pormal and extra
activities need to be more clearly defined.

Much of the outside compensation received
by faculty comes in the form of grants made
dirsetls to the foeulty member rather than
through the University or colleges. There is no
regular reporting of these grants or the per-
sonal compensation which they provide to fae-
ultr, and the colleges and University do not
consider the reporung of such income to be
feasible. It mav be desirable to encourage the
Congress to direet that grester number of
grants made by Cnited States agencies for re-
gearch be made directlr to academie institu-
tions.

v
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APPERDIX C

: .. Methodology Employed by the California Postsecondary
\ Education Commission for Preparation of the Annual
Reports on University of California and California
State University and Colleges Faculty Salaries and
Cost of Fringe Benefits
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b vuEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

California Postsecondary
Education Commission

June 13, 1977

Resolution 17-77

Concerning the Methodology Employed for the
California Postsecondary Education Commission's
Annual Reports on
Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits

The University of Califormia and the California Stare
University and Colleges have expressed reservations with

~ the methodology used for the California Postsecondary

Education Commission's receant reports om faculcy sala-
ries and fringe benefits, particularly with respect to
the computations for frinmge benefits, and

Commission staff convened a technical advisory comnittee
consisting of representatives ‘of the segments, the De-
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative
Analyst to advise on possible revisions of the existing
methodology, and . :
. }

The committee met on {ive occaéioas to thoroughly review
and discuss the methodology for the reports om faculery
sslarias and fringe benefits, not only with respect to
the compatations for fringe berfefits, but also regarding
all other aspects of the methodology, and

Based on the advice of the committee, 2 revised meth-
odology has'been developed by Commission staff; now
therefore, be it

That the Califormia Postsecondary Education Commission
adopt the acttached document entitled, Revised Methodology
for the Preparation of the Annual Report om Universicy of
California and California State University and Colleges
Faculty Salaries and Fringe Bemefits, 1978-79, which by
reference becomes a part of this resolutionm, and be it

further

That copies of this resclution be transmitted to 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.



California Postsecondary
Education Commission

June 713, 1977

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

INTRODUCTION

The methodology to be employed for the 1678~79 report comtains a
aumber of substantive modifications from that adopted by the Commis-
sion in September, 1974 and used for the annual reports for 1975-76,
1976-77, and 1977-78.

In developing this new sethodology, both the University of Califormia
and the California State University and Colleges *‘conferred with 2
aumber of groups and individuals, including representatives of fac-
ulty organizations. Subsequently, each segment submitted proposals
for changes in the existing methodology. These proposals were thea
considered by a technical advisory committee established by the
Commission consisting not only of Commission staff and segmental
representatives, but also of representatives of the Department of
Fipance aad the Office of the Legislative Analyst.

In the past year, one aspect of the annual report on faculty salaries
and fringe benefits was heavily criticized; namely, the treatment of
the comparison of fringe benefits. This criticism centered om two
major points. The first related 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 1imited to the employer cost of benefits (ex-
pressed as a percentage of payroll). Since there is, at best, only
an indirect relationship between the value of friage bemefits to the
employee and the cost of those bemefits to the employer, the use of
fringe benefit comparisons with other institutions can often be seri-
ously misleading.

Although the basic difficulties with fringe benefit comparisoms were
noted in the report for the 1977-78 fiscal year, it is proposed that
a much more definitive disclaimer be included in the text for the
1978-79 report. Clearly, a benefit package of given cost may be very
different from another benefit package of the same cost when the two
are defired and administered differently. By way of illusfration,

if the employer adds to a pemnsion fund to improve its actuirial in-
tegrity, it increases the cost of the benefit package but does not
result in any new or additifomal benefits.

The Commission will continue to show the results of the comparison
survey regarding the cost of fringe benefits but will display 1t



kd

separately from the salary data and will include a sufficiently de-
tailed explanation of the issues so as to aveid misunderstanding or
ingppropriate use of the figures.

The second major change is the eliminatiomn of the “Cost of Living
Adjustment for Salaries.” For the past three years, an adjustment
has been made in the projected salaries of the comparison institu-
rfons to account for changes in the rate of inflatiomn. This adjust-
ment has been widely misunderstood. It is net an escalator clause
of the kind frequently found im collective bargaining agreements; it
is an index only of changes in the rate of inflation and not a mea-
sure of inflation itself.

The other changes‘are'esseﬁtially rachnical in nature. To date, all
ranks average salary and fringe benefit projections have been made

on the basis of prior year (for the preliminary report) and current
vear (for the final report) segmental staffing patterns. Since these
elements of cowpensation are impledernted in the budget year, it is
desirable to establish a staffing pattern for that year. This will
be omne by the University of Califormia ifor che 1978-79 report and

+  the California State University and Colleges beginning in 1979-80.

The final change will afteéz only the computation of fringe benefits
for the California State Umiversity and Colleges. That system pre-
viously based its fringe benmefit projections on the assumption that
no salary increase would be franted. Because an increase in salary
automatically increases appldicable fringe benefits, a degree of dis-
tortion occurs. The University of Californis uses a system whereby
a salary increase is cowputed first, the automatic increases in
fringe benefits resulting from that increase accounted for, and the
fringe benefits calculated after this accounting. The Commission
believes the latter approach to be more reasonable and has there-
fore adopted it for both segments.

METHODOLOGY

The procedures to be employed for the 1978-79 budget year and in
subsequent years are as follows:

A. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS

Two reports will be prepared each year. The first report, based on
preliminary data, will be gubmitted to the Department of Finance in
November. The final reporg, based on the most Current data, will be
submitted to the Legislative Budget Committee in April. 1In 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
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staff by mid-October for the preliminary report and by late February
for the final report.

B. PRINCIPLE OF PARITY

The repefh will indicate what adjustments would be needed for the
forthcoming year for salarles and costs of fringe benefits for Uni-
versity of California and California State University and Colleges'
faculzy to achieve and maintain rank-by-rank parity with suck sala-
ries and costs of fringe benefits provided faculty in apprepriace
comparison institutions. A geparate 1ist of compariscn institutioms
will be used by each of the California segments of higher education.
The report will separate calculations and displays of data related
to percentage increases required for parity in salaries from those
related to fringe benefit costs.

C. COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS!
Comparison instituticrns for the University of Califormia will he:

Cornell Unmiversity

Harvard University

Stanford University

State University of New York at Buffalo
University of Illinois

University of Michigen at Ann Arbor '
gniversity of Wisconmsin at Madison

Yale University

Comparison imstitutioms for the California State Unlversity and Col-
leges will be:

Ea~«
State University of New York at Albaay
State University of New York College at Buffalo
Syracuse University
Virginia Polytechnic Iastitute and State University
West

University of Southernm California
University of Hawaiil

Uoiversicy of Nevada

University of Oregom

Portlsnd State University

1. If any iustitutiom is omitted for anv reason, a replacement will
be selected based upon the established criteria by Commission
staff 1o mutual congultation with the segments, the Department of
Finapce, and the Legislative Analyst. The Attachment indicates
the criteria for selection of the compariszonm ims:itutdons.
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Qther

University of Colorade
Illinois State University
Northerm  Illinois University

y Southern Illinois University
Indiana State University
Iowa State University
Wayne State University
Western Michigan University
Bowling Green State University
Miami University (Ohio)
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee

D. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED

The faculties to be included in the comparisons are those with full-
time appointments at the ranks of professor, assoclate professor,
assistant professor, and instructor, employed om nine and eleven
month (prorated) appointments, (both regular and irregular ranks as

_appropriate), with the exception of faculties in the health sciences,

summer sessions, extension programs and laboratory schools, provided
that these faculties are covered by salary scales or schedules other
than that of the regular faculty. At the rank of imstructor, full-
time equivalent faculty are used because of the prependerance of
part-time appointments at this rank.

The faculty members to be included are those assigned to instruction
(regardless of the assignments for research or other university pur-~
poses), department chairmen (if not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave.

E. COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

For each academi~ rank within the Califormnia State Uni-—rersity and
Colleges' comparison groups, the total actual sal dollars 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 a whole. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in a
gimilar manner.

For the University of California's comparison groups, the average
salary by rank is obtained for each comparison institution. The
single average salary (for each ramk) for the comparison group is
then calculated by adding the average salaries af the eight compari-
son institutions and dividing by eight, thereby giving equal weight
to each institution regardless of the number of faculty. The same
procedure should be used to cowpute the cost of fringe benefits.

C-5 E; ;



F. FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT GROWTH

For the preliminary report, a five-year compound rate of change in
salaries and fringe benefits at each rank at the comparison ingti-
tutions will be computed on the basis of actual salary and fringe
benefit data of the preceding year and of the prior five years..

In obtaining compound rates of change at the comparison institutioms,
each segment will compute the average salary and fringe benefit costs
by rank for their respective comparisecn institution groups as spec-
ified in Section E above. Each will them calculate the amnual com-
pound growth rate changes in average salaries and fringe benefit
costs for each rank (over the five-year period) at their respective
comparision institutions. These rates of change will then be used

to preject average salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that
rank forward for two years to the budget year.

The - same procedure will be used in producing the final report, ex-
cept that the base year for the comparison institutioms will be
moved forward one year, permitting the use of a one-year projection
rather than the two-year projection necessary in the preliminary
report. The California segments will use actual current salary and
fringe benefit data as reported by the comparison institucions
rather than budgeted figures.

G. ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS

Average all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costs projected
for the budget vear will be calculated for each segment, using the
average salaries and fringe bemefits by rank projected for the budget
year for the comparison groups and the staffing pattern in the appro-
priate California segment. The California State University and Col-
legzes will use the current year staffing pattern while the University
of California will use a staffing pattern projected for the budget
vear. These all-ranks average salary and fringe benefit amounts for
the budget year constitute the salaries and fringe benefits to be
provided to the corresponding California segment for that segment to
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 percengage increase required by the segment to
achieve parity. For the 1978-79 report, the Califcrnia State Univer-
sity and Colleges will modify the percentage difference (to 1/10th of
a percentage point) to account for merit increases, promotions, and
faculty turnover. This adjustment will not be necessary for the
University of Califormia since the projection of the staffing pattern
into the budget year will account for these adjustments automatically.
In subsequent years, the Califormia State University and Colleges
will use the same procedure as the University of Califormia.

c-6
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H. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The Commission will prepare supplementary tables containing five
years of trend data, with the data for the most recent year supplied
by the segments.

1. Number of full-time faculty by rank;

’

2. Number and percent of new and continuing full-time faculty with
the doctorate by rank;

3. Numﬁer and percent of full-time faculty with tenure or security
of appointment by rtank;

4. Separatiomns of full-time faculty with tenure or security of
appointment by wank;

5. pDestination of faculty who resign, by rank (indicating the name
of the institution for those faculty remaining in higher educa-
tion);

6. Sources of recruitment by rank;

7. Faculty promotional patterns.




ATTACHMENT

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

The following criteria will be used to select comparison institutions
for the Univergity of California:

1. Each institution should be an eminent major univarsity offering
a broad spectrum of undergraduate, graduate (Masters and Ph.D.),
and prufessional instruction, and with a faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching.

ro
.

Each institution should be one with which the University is in
gignificant and continuing competition in the recruitment and
retentjon of faculty.

3. Each institution should be ome from which it is possible to col-
lect salary data on a timely, voluntary and regular basis. (Not
all institutions are willing to provide their salary data, es-
pecially in the detail required for comparison purposes.) '

4. The comparison group should be composed us both public and pri-
vate institutioms.

\

§
In ‘selecting these imstitutioms, stability over time in the c0mparﬂ-
son institutions group is important to emable the development of
faculty salary market perspective, time serious analysis, and the
contacts necessary for gathering required data.

The following criteria will be used for selection of comparison insti-
tutions for the California State University and Colleges. The insti-
tutions selected according to these criteria are those which have
approximately the same functiomns with regard to undergraduate and
graduate iastructiom, and with which the Califionia State University
and Colleges compete for faculty.

1. General Comparability of Institutions

. The expectations of faculty at the comparison irstituticns
‘should be relatively similar to those prevalling at the
california State University and Colleges. Consequently,
the comparisom ifstitutions should be large institutioms
that offer both undergraduate and graduate iastruction.
Excluded from consideration under this criterion were:

a. Institutions with less than 300 faculty members;

<

+
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b. The 20 institutions that awarded the greatest num-
ber of doctoral degrees during the ten-year peried,
1959-60 through 1968-69. (These 20 institutions
awarded nearly half of all doctoral degrees awarded
in the U.S. during this period);

c. Community Colleges and colleges without graduate
programs;

L}

d. Iastitutions staffed with religious faculty.
2. Comparability of States' Ability to Support Higher Education

The basis of fipancial support available to the comparison
institutions should be relatively similar to that of Cali-
fornia. Excluded from comsideration were:

. a. Institutions in states where the per capita income

in 1970 was more than ten percent below the U.S.
J 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;
. ¢ .
b. Institutions in New York City and Washington, D.C.,

because of the high cost of living and the much
higher than average incomes infthese cities.

.

3. -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.

: /
4. Similarity of Fuictioms

The comparison group should include institutions that are
among the largest institutions with graduate programs but
which do nmot grant, or grant very few, doctoral degrees.
(Nine CSUC campuses are among the 20 largest such imstitu-
tions in the country.)

5. Fringe Benefits

The comparison institutioms shotld provide fringe benefits,
including a retirement program, that vests in the faculty
member within five years. This criterion was applied by
generally excluding from consideration institutions with
nonvesting retirement programs.

1. Category IIA in the AAUP report. 75
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University of California Comparison Institutions

The comparison group of iastitutionms developéd for the

California State University and Colleges should not in-
clude institutions used by the University of Califormia
in determining its faculty compensatiom.

Acceptance as Comparison Institutien

The comparison institutions preferably should be insti-
tutions that have been ac:epted previously for the pur-
pose of comparing faculty salaries in the California
State University and Colleges.

Senior or Tenured Faculty

The comparison group of institutions should have a
faculty mix ratioc in their upper two ranks that is
similar to the ratio of faculty in the upper two ranks
of the California State University and Colleges.



APPENDIX D

University of California and California State
University and Colleges Comparison Institutions

1966-€7 - 1980-81
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
ANDY COLLEGES COMPARISON INS,.TUTIONS, 1966-67 - 1979-80

196667
University of California:

Columbia University
Harvard University
Princeton University
University of Michigan
Yale University

Galifornia State Colleges:

Bowling Green State University

;} Brooklyn College

. . Carleton College

Colorado State University -» \\\\
Occidental College

Pomona College

Purdue University

Rutgers State University

Southern Illinois University
/ Wesleyan University

1967-68

) \
University of California:

Columbia University
Cornell University
Harvard University
Princeton University
University of Iilinois
University of Michigan
University of Wisconsin
Yale University

California State Colleges:

Bowling Green State University

Brandeis University

Brooklyn College

Iowa State University

Occidental College

Pomona College -

3 Purdue University
~ Rutgers State University \
. Southern Illinois University'
{ University of Oregon




1968-69
University of California:

Cornell University
Harvard University
Stanford University
State University of New York (Buffalo)
University of Illinois
University of Michigan
- University of Wisconsin
Yale University

California State Colleges:

Bowling Green State University
Brandeis Universirty

Brooklyn College .
Brown University

Iowa State University
Michigan State University
Northwesterm University
Pennsylvania State University
Purdue University

Rutgers State University
Southern Illinois University
State University of New York (Albany)
University of Colorado

University of Kentucky

University of Massachusetts (Amherst)
University of Oregon

Wayne State University

University of Minnesota

1969-70

University of California:
(No Change)

California State Colleges:

(No Change)
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1970-71
University of Califormia:

Brown University

© Columbia University
Cornell University
Harvard University
Princeton University
Michigan State Umiversity
Northwestern University
Chio State Universitcy
Purdue University
University of .Chicago
University of Indiana ,
University of Illinois
University of Iowa
Universicy of Michigan
University of Miunesota
University of Pennsylvania
University of Wisconsin
Yale University
Stanford University

California State Colleges:

The Major Public University in Each State (50 Institutions)

University of Alabama
University of Alaska
University of Arizona
University of Arkansas
University of California
University of Colorado
Uaiversity of Connecticut
University of Delaware
University of Florida
University of Georgia
University of Hawaii
University of Idaho
University of Illineois
Indiana University
University of Iowa
University of Kansas
University of Kentucky
Louisiana State University
University of Maine
University of Maryland
University of Massachusetts
University of Michigan
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University of Minnesota

University of Mississippi

University of Missoyri

University of Montana

University of Nebraska

University of Nevada

University of New Hampshire
University of New Mexico

Rutgers State University (ilew Jersey)
State University of New York (Buffalo)
University of North Carolina
University of North Dakota

Ohio State University

University of Oklahoma

University of Oregon

Pennsylvania State 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

Univetsity of Wisconsin

University of Wyoming ¢

Other Public Institutions Which Meet the Definition of a
University (20 Institutions)
Aubumm University
Arizona State University
Colorado State University
Florida State University
Purdue University
Iowa Staie University
Kansas State University
Michigan State University
Wayne State Unlversity
Mississippi State lrilversity -
New Mexico State University
North Dakota State Universicy
Univerz. y of Cincinnati '
Oklahoma State University s
Oregon State University 7”
Texas A & M University
¥exas Technological College
University of Houston
Utah State University
Washington State University
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Private Institutions Which Meet the Definition of a
University (32 Institutions)

Stanford University
University of Southern Califormia
Yale University
George Washington University
Illinois Institute of Technology
Northwestern University
University of Chicago
Tulane University
Johns Hopkins University
Boston University
Brandeis University
Clark University
Harvard University
. Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Tuf ts University
Washington University (St. Louis)
Princeton University
Colrmbia University
.umbia Teachers College
Cornell University
New York University
Syracuse University
University of Rochester
Duke University
Case Western Reserve
Lehigh University
Temple University
University of Pennsylvania
University of Pittsburgh
Brown University
Vanderbilt University
Rice University

1971-72
University of Califormia:
{(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)




1972-73
University of California:

(Same- List as Used in 1268-69)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)

1973-74
University oi Califormia:
fNo Change)
California State University and Colleges:

Bowling Green State University
Illinois State University
Indiana State University
- Iowa State University
Miami University (Ohio)
Northern Illinois University
Porfland State University
Southern l1llinois University :
State University of New York (Albany
: State University of New York (Buffalo College of Arts and Sciences)
;I Syracuse University
: University of Colorado -
University of Hawaii
University of Nevada
University of Oregon
University of Southern California
University of Wisconsin (Yilwaukee)
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Waynd State University
Westefq\ﬁichigan University

Ty

1974-75 ¥
University of California:
(No Change)

California State University and Colleges:

Qo

(No Change)
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1975—76
University of California:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)

1976-77
University of Califecrnia:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)

1977-78
University of\palifornia:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)

1978-73
University of California:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)

1979-80 ..

University of California:

(No Change)

*

California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)
D-7
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1980-81

University of California:
{(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)



APPENDIX E
University of California Salaries and Cost of Fringe Benefits
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- TABLE 1
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Projected 1980-81 Salaries for Comparison Group

Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Salaries
(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution)

-~ /
Comparison Group‘Average Compound Rate Comparisor Group
Acadenic Rank ) Salaries of .Increase Projected Salaries
1974-75 1979-80 . 1980-81
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
' Professof . $25,863 $34,794 6.11% . $36,921
Assoclate Professor 17,876 23,528 5.65 24,857
Assistant Professor . 14,032 18,372 5.54 19, 38y

= ]
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TABLE 2
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Percentage Increase in UC 1979-80 A1l Ranks Average Salary
Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1980-81,

Based on Five-Year Compound Rate of Inciease in Comparison Group Salaries

(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution)

Percentage Increase

uc Comparison Group Required in UC
Academic_Rank Average Salarieu Projected Salaries 1979-80 Salaries
1979-80 1980-81
(1) (2) (3) (a)
Professor $34,947 $36,921 5.65%
Associate Professor 23,535 24,857 5.62
Assistant Professor 19, 329 19,389 0.31
All Ranks Average 529, 5591 $31,0391 5.01%

1. Based on projected UC 1980-81 staffing including estimated separatlons and new appointments
but excluding the effects of projected merit increases and promotions: Professor, 2,774.06;
Assoclate Professor, 1,037.76; Assistant Prcfessor, 849.89. Total staff: 4,661.71.
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TABLE 4
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Percentage Change in UC 1979-80 A1l Ranks Average Cost of Fringe
Cenefits Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1980-81,
Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs

(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution)

Percentage Change Required

UC Average Cost Comparison Group Average Cost in UC 1979-80 Average
fcademic Rank of Fringe Benefits! of Fringe Benefit Projections Cost of Fringe Benefits
1979-80 1980-81
(1) (2) (3) (4)

_Professor $8,721 $64562 -24.76%
Assocliate Professor 6,175 4,625 ” -25.10
Assistant Professor 5,231 3,881 -25.81
All Ranks Average $7,5182 $5,6422 -24.,95%

Less Adjustment for
the Effect of a 5.01%

Range Adjustment - 336 - &.47
Adjusted Parity -
Requirement §5,306 ~29,42%

1. Based on $877.20 plus 22.67% of average sa.axy.
2. Based on projected UC 1980-81 staffing including estimated separations and new appointments but

excluding the effects of projected merit increases and promotions: Professor, 2,774.06;
Associate Professor, I,037.76; Assistant Professor, 849.89. Total staff: 4,661.71.

A




TABLE 3
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Projected 1980-81 Cost of Fringe Benefits for Comparison Group

Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs
(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution)

Comparison Group Average Compound Rate Comparison Group Projected
Academic Rank Cost of Fringe Benefits of Increase Cost of Fringe Benefits
~1974-75 - 1979-80 1980-81}
(1) (2) _(3) (4) (5)
Professor $4,491 $6,160 6.52% $6,562
Associate Professor 3,024 4,309 7.34 4,625
Assistant Professor 2,&'52 3,595 7.95 3,881
//\




APPENDIX F

California Stadte University and Colleges
Salaries and Cost of Fringe Benefits, 1980-81




TABLE 1
CALIFGRNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
Projecited 1980-81 Salaries for Comparison Group

Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Salafies
(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in all Comparison Inst tytions)

Comparison Group Average Compound Rate Comparison Group
Academic Rank of Average Salaries _of_Increase Projected Salaries
1974-75 1979-80 1980-81
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Professor . $21,816 $29,161 5,08% $30,904
Associate Professor 16,796 o 22,343 5.87 23,655
Assistant Profedsor 13,814 18,036 5.48 19,024
Instructor - 10,723 14,086 5.61 14,87%¢
) Pl P
-~ g//
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TARLE 2
CAL IFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

Percentage Increase in CSUC 1979-80 A1l Ranks Average Salary
Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1980-81,
Based on Five-Year Compound Rate of Jncrease in Comparison Group Salaries
(Weighted by Total Facuity by Rank in all Comparison Institutions)

csuc Compariscn Group Percentage Increase Required

Academic Rank Average Salaries Projected Salaries in CSUC 1979-80 Salaries
~
1979..80 1980-81
(1) (2) (3) (4)
y , 2
Professor $30,258 $30,904 + 2.13%
Assovclate Proiessor 23,447 23,655 "+ 0.89
Assistant Proiessor 19,110 19,024 - 0.45
Instructer : 16,666 14,876 »(9.90
"Ali Ranks Average $26,1111 $26,4611 + 1. 342
Less Turnover and
Promotions - 130 - 0.50
Adjusted Total $26,331 + 0.84%

1. Based on CSUC 1979-80 staffing: Professor, 5,753; Assoclate Professor, 3,202; Assistant
Professor, 1,940; Instructor, 185. Staff Total: 11,08Q,

1Y) | .



TABLE 3

}

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

Projected 1980-81 Cost of Fringe Benefits for Comparison Group .
Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs
(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank EP all Comparison Institutions)
Comparison Group Average " Compound Rate Compariscn Group Projeéted
Academic Rank Cosi of Fringe Benefits of increase Cost of Fringe Benefits

1974-75 1979-80 ) 1980-81

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Professor $3,046 $5,035 10.57% T $5,567
‘Assoclate Professor | 2,495 4,082 10.35 4,504
Assistant $rofessor 2,079 3.285 9.58 3,600
1,617 2,626 10.18 2,893

Instructor

—

9.




TABLE 4
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

Percentage Change in CSUC 1979-80 All Ranks Average Cost of Fringe
Benefits Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1980-81
Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs
(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in all Comparison Institutions)

Percentage Change Required
CSUC Average Cost. Comparison Group Average Cost in CSUC 1979-80 Average

Academic_Rank of Fringe Benefits! of Fringe Benefit Projections Cost of Fringe Benefits
1979-80 1980-81
(1) (2) (3) (4)
]
-~ Professor $7,857 5,567 -29.15%
Associate Professor 6,723 4,504 -33.01
Assistant Professor 5,646 3,600 -36.24
Instructor 4,854 2,893 T -40.40
All Ranks Average $7,0922 4,8712 -31.32%

Less 0.5% Turnover &
Promotions, Automatic
Salary/Benefit Adjustment,
and an Adjustment for the

Effect of a 0.84% Range -
Increase - &3 - 0.61
Adjusted Par!ty Requirements §4,828 -31.93%

1. Based on $2,094 plus 19.13 percent of average salary at each rank.

2. Based on CSUC 1979-80 staffing: Frofessor, 5,753 Assoclate Professor, 3,202; Assistant Profess ., 1,940;
Instructo®; 185. Total Faculty: 11,080.

' ‘
:
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APPENDIX G

Relative Increases in ‘miversity of California and
California State University and Colleges Faculty
Salaries, Comparison Institutions Faculty Salaries,
arnd the Consumer Price Index, 1972-73 Through
1980-81 with Projections to 1982-83
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Report on Medical School Clinical Compensation Plans
and Clinical Faculty Salaries

Universitv of California and Coméaﬁﬁson Institutions




UNIVERSITY O\CALIFORNIA 'SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION  #¢;

o 2 Q\
N
ProIe %
. B
BERKELEY * DAVIS * IRVINE ¢ LOS ANGELES - RIVERSIDE SAN DIECO °* SAN FRANCISCO { ’#no SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CRUZ

Office Of the Vice PreSident"" BERKELEY, CALIFORNLA 94720
Academic and Staff Personnel Relations

February 19, 1980

Mr. Patrick M. Callan, Director

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street .

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Callan:

I am pleased to supply three tables pursuant to our responsibility to
provide the Commission with data op Medical School .Clinical Compensation.
There were no exceptions granted by the Rresident to the uniform compensation
limitations contained in The Regents approved Medical School Clinical

. Compensation Plan. If you have any questions concerning these tables, I
suggest you contact Assistant Vice President Blakely at (415) 642-2626.

Sincerely,

lf

/
Archie Kieingartner
Vice President

Attachments

-

cc: “Assistant Vice President Blakely




Surgery

- (o] o~
: Tzgerher 18, 1579
Department . . ? 5
. ' PL I
Effactive Date: - 1979-80
FS32233%e ~5slzTans
O © Frofeszorn Trafeszor Erofegzor
. \ ..--——-—-—l—— T —————————
-~ -— [ - -~
E $113,170 $89,600 $59,300
U: ' 3‘35152 »?OnSC; 6§_,CS!J-
] - -

) 87,943 N - 6L ,0L5
B 84,0300 71,857 66,555
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F 8C,133 6L, 4006 56,400
- Z . 18,300 ' 2,58k 51,540
Averaga 823,753 71,021 ) $61,531
Sta:da:é .
Teviation 11,415 8,837 6,462
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Medicine

Department

December 18, 1979

5 Date

_ . fsscoicte et g
* iz rrolzc - Benfazz: s :?7;5““"
: e .88 300 5.‘--_.135.,3‘;
- ~) - - . -
T $75,300 $3%,70 £h5,503
e T2,LkL 56,557 15,223
T 71,800 . 56 L
AR 90,410 . 53,210
D 70,2k3 1,305 f e
10,2 ‘ 51,203 ‘ k3,38
~ Q : - ’
B 6€,270 56,250 —_— 52,500
\ -~
A €5,592 56,073 kL 057

63,519
61,630,
58,369

M

T Average
Staniard
Teviation

-,

| $53,790

3,133



Pediatrics

December 18, 1979

H-3

Department pate
Effective Dete: 1979-80
Key .  Professce ;E}: .53-2325;:;?
B $71,000 ss&;sas -$53,050
:«f 70,850 59,150 !u.‘,o.s,oQ
e L §5,023 RN 45,005
D 66,358 .+ 50,590 39,u27
A 60,624 49,479 36,001
E 53,940 51,380 . 41,850
e} s'r,_hog kL, k71 36,929
¢ : ss,?ao \ bk, 700 .37:165
g 53,080 'h3,13c[ " 3k,950
Avarage 352,565 $50 9;2 |
Stasiari 4 ) o
Deviation /ﬁﬁésa 5,418 5,6L2 )
\ N
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August 9, 1979

Gerald Hayward .
Director of Legislative and

Public Affairs :
California Community Colleges /
1238 S Street ‘ '
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Jeryy: ° ‘?/ . N

As you know, the Legislature took several actions during the cur-
rent session concerning the reporting of salary data. The first of
these emanated from the Legislative Andlyst's report and requires the
Commission to include the Commumity Colleges in our annual repdrts‘on
University of California and California State University and Colleges
faculty-salaries. The segond action appropriated $15,000 to. the
Chancellor's Office for the purpose of collecting salary data for the
1978-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years. The latter action, however, did
not specify the type of information to be collected.

It is my understanding that you discussed this subject with Bil1
Storey and agreed that we should develop 'a detailed list of the infor-
mation we will require for our report. After that, I presume you will
contact us if there are any questions ar ambiguities.

. Our questions fall into three categories: (1) full-time faculty,
(2) part-time faculty, and (3) administrators. For each of these, we
will need tha following: \ ~ :

Full-time faculty N

1. A Iisﬁin?,of all safary classifications (e.g., BA + 30,
MA, etc.) for-tach Community College district.

2. The actual salary at each step of each classification.
3. The number of.faculty at each step of each classification.
4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the
number of faculty receiving them, the total-salary of every

faculty member receiving a bonus, and the reason for/granting
the bonus.

=5 103



_;' UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION Feo &
. nm-mm-m\mzcmmcm-mmmzomnm-mmm SANTA CREZ
Offi ce OF the Vi ce PY‘eSTdent—-- BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA PeT20
Academic and Steff Personnel Relations
¢
\ ‘ February 19, 1980 -
Mr. Patrick M. Callan, Director N
California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street '
Sacramento, California 95814 .
Dear Mr. Callan: ' ' \
I am bleased to supply three tables pursuant to our re;ponsibility to ?

provide the Commission with data on Medical School Clinical Compensation..
There were no exceptions granted by ‘the President to the uniform compensation
1imitations contained in The Regents approved ‘Med cal School Clinical
Compensation Plan. If you have any questions concerning thede tables, I
suggest you contact Assistant Vice President Blakely at-(415) 642-2626.

Sincerely, P

!—-
(e e P U :
Archie Kleingartner -
Vice President

v

Attachments
_cc: Assistant Vice President §lakely

' . ) ' ’ Bt 10‘ ' o
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zdizizne " ﬁece:he; 15, 1879
Ses2rtTent : - a
' Eflzative Dute::..1272-8) ‘
F $7%,300 $51,782 ' 43,500
: vz - 72,415 | 56,557 _L&,e28
| F . 71,800 - 58,L1C 53,210
o 70,248 . 51,3205 43,362
B €6,870 . 56,250 k2,500
" A 65,592 56,073 Mk, 067
C 63,319 49,013 Lo,k12

G 58,36¢ 51,543 k218
‘ Average $37,2k5 $53,79C $hk, 217
ﬁ) Stendard . )
Deviation 5,379 3,138 3,836
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* ‘Padigteiac . . Decezber ;%.,1919

Dabarioeat . . Dute
ZoTestive Data: 1%7%9-%0
Assdcinte éssis*e“t
Fen Profegsor s Prcfassor Frolesser
B $71,000  $si,e88 $53,000
F 10,850 59,150 T 0%
; uc 68,028 . sk, ko1 L bs 005
D dsss 50,590 39,27
| A 60,624 ' . k9,L79 36,001
E 59,940 , 51,380 . 41,850
’ G ST,h09 44,471 , 36,929
c 55,930 bk, 700 37,165
. E 53,080 ' 43,130 . 34,950
Average 62,585 . $50,2k3 840,595
‘ Standara . .
| Deviation 6,638 5,418 5,642




Decexver 18, 1979

H-9

Dagaripent Dele
sifzafive Pate: 1575-950
r380212% ~S8istant
e Frolessor Frofes:o Profegsor
. ~
E $113,170 £89,600 $69,300
uc 93,152 70,509 ‘63,05‘1{
¢ 95,419 76,343 68,959
c 91,990 69,357 59,856
D Co 87,942 -0~ 6L ,0L5
B 84,000 71,867 66,555
A 80,256 eL,554 © 54,066
F . 80,133 64,00 56,400
g 76,800 GL:LL_-_Q 51155@_
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" August 9, 1979

Gerald Havward

Director of Legislative and
Public Affairs

California Community Colleges

1238 S Street

Sacramento, California 95314

Dear Jderry:

As you know, the Legislature took several actions during the cur-
rent session concerning the reporting of salary data. The first of
+these emanated from the Legislative Analyst's report and requires the
Commission to include the Community Colleges in our annual reports on
University of California and California State University and Colleges
faculty salaries. The second action appropriated $15,000 to the
Chancellor's Office for the purpose of collecting salary data for the
1978-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years. The latter action, however, did
not specify the type of information to .be collected.

It is my understanding tt.at you discussed this subject with Biil
Storey and agreed that we should develop a detailed list of the infor-
mation we will require for our report. After that, I presume you will
contact us if there are any questions ar ambiguities.

Our questions fall into three categories: (1) full-time faculty,
(2) part-time faculty. and (3) administrators. . For each of these, we
will need the quIowing:

Full-time faculty

1. A listing of all salary classifications (e.g., BA + 3Q,
MA, etc.) for each Community College district. W

2. The actual salary at each step of ea.~ classification.

3. The number of faculty at each step of each classification.

4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the
number of faculty receiving them, the total salary of every

faculty member receiving a bonus, and the reason for granting
the bonus.

105
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Gerald Haywavrd
August 2, 1979
Page 2

5. The percentage increase ™n salary granted (i.e., the
range adjustment) for tne fisca' vear covered by the
report. ' '

6. The total number of fgli-time faculty in each district.

7. The mean salary received by those full-time faculty.

8. The total do!lar amount paid to full-time faculty as a
group.

Part-time faculty

1. The total number of part-time faculty employed by each
district on both a headcount and full-time-equivalent
(FTE) basis.

2. The mean salary paid to each headcount faculty member in
gach district.

3. The mear salary paid to each FTE faculty member in each
district.

4. The total dollar amount paid.to all part-time faculty in
each district.

5. A summary of the compensation plan fdy part-time faculty
members in each district.

Administrators

1. A list of all administrative positions (titles) in each
district.

2. The salary schedule for each position.

3. The number of headcount and FTE emplayees occupying each
administrative position.

4. The actual salary paid to each employee in each administrative
position. ’

5. The percentage increase in salary granted {i.e., the range
adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the report.

16
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Gerald Hayward
August 9, 1979
Page 3

A few words of explanation may be in order. The data requested
for fuli-time faculty is very similar to that which has been collected
by the Chancellor's Office for a number of years but which was not
.collected for 1978-79 due.to Proposition 13 reductions. The only major
difference relates to the detail on bonuses which was not clearly pre-
sented in prior reports.

We are asking for data on part-time faculty because of objections
raised by Community College representatives. At the time our prelimi-
nary report on Community College salaries was presentad, many Commu-
nity College representatives, including those from the Chancello:'
Office, complained that the data were misleading because part- twme
facuTty were not included. To avoid that difficulty in the ¢ ture; it
is imperative that data on these faculity be included in next year's
report to the Legislature.

We are also asking for data on administrators because of the con-
cerns expressed by both the Legislature (on the subject of academic
administration generally) and various Community College faculty organi-
zations. [ am not sure we will publish any of the data on administrators
but we do want to be able to respond to questions should they arise.

The final item concerns the dates for receipt of the data. As you
know, we publish two salary reports each year. Since the University
and the State University report to us each year by November 1, we think
it would be appropriate to set November 1 as a reporting date (for the
1978-79 data) for the Chancellor's 0ffice as well. For the 1979-80
data, we would 1ike to have a report by March 1 so that we may include
it in our final report to the Legislature. In future years, the March 1
date should become permanent.

If you have any questions concerning any of these mattars, please
let me know.

| Kenneth B. 0'Brien, Jr.
Associate Director

K30B:mc
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORIJA
OFFICE OF THE VICZ FRESIDENT--
ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS

February 1980

TABLE III
Average UC Faculty Fringe Benefits
(Exployer Contributions)

Retirepent/FICA

Unexployment Insurance

T T e,

Workmen's Compensation

Bealth Insurance — Arnuitants

Heelth Insurance . $813.00
Life Insurance 16.20 -
Non-Industrial Disability Insurance 48,00
TOTAL $877.20 plus
&
o
112
&

20.55%
0.28%
_1.21";-'

0.63%

of

of

of

of

salery

salary

salsry

salary
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORMIA
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT~-
‘ ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS ‘
g February 1980
/
. TASLE IV
Average Comparison Institution Salaries

: ' ' Associate Assistant

Institution Professor Professor Professor
. S T8 T R
* A - $37.528 (2) $25,7155 (1) $20,028 (1)
B " 30,588 (8) 22,209 (7) 18,669 (4)
c 36,154 (L) 85,411 (2) 16,0893 (8)
D 36,54k (3) 22,17k (8) 17,080 (7}
E 32,980 (6) 23,547 (3) 18,668 (5)
F 33,391 (5) 22,982 (5) 17,974 (6)
G 32,570 (7T) 22,951 (6) 19,176 (3)
-3 38,595 (1) 23,196 (k) 19,325 _(-2)

Average $3k .79k s $23,528 $18,372/

4-
A $25,984 (L) $17,944 (L) $13,912 (5)
3 32,816 (8) 16,655 (5) 14,153 {3)
c 28,455 (1) 19,869 (1) # 14,995 (1)
D . 27,8k2 (2) 16,854 (T) 12,481 {8)
"B 25,466 (6) 18,350 (3) 14,987 (2)
F 25,607 (5) 17,765 (5) 13,708 (T)
G 23,813 (T) 17,037 (6) 1k,025 (L)
i 26,920 (3) 18,530 (2) 13,998 (5)
Average $28,863 $17,876 $14,032

JOT=: Confidential data received from comparison institutions fnclude 9- and ll-=onth

full-time salaries for all schools and colleges except health sciences.

J-2
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

TABLE B-l

FULL<TIME FACULTY BY RANK 1079-80 (actual)®

Y . R

Rank o 'F.T.E. Percent
Professor 2,706.91 -STﬁ.
Associate Professor 1:086.55 23% -
- Assistant Professor 937.3k 20%
;nstructor —_ N
(Total) L,730.80 100%

%rull-time faculty by rank, by budgeted F.T.E. General campus,
9~ and ll-months besis_eppointments. Excludes the health
sciences: Schools Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry,
Pharmacy, Public deslth, and Veterinary Medicine.

Source: Projected Staffing for 1979-80

-

114
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TABLE 8-2

HUMBER® AKD,PERCENT OR HEW AND CONTINUING FULL-TIME
FACULTY® WITH DOCTORATE AS OF QLY 1, 1973

Without Doctorate Total

%-{onths with Doctorate ¥ .
£ 5 M
w&—f&" . © 33 ge.6 5 11.4 & 100.00
Continuing 2,447  88.2 328 11.8 2,773 100.00
(Total) (2.485) (88.2) (331) (11.8) (2.817) (100.00)
Assoct ti Professe ,
MeIESER  moms 4 Bl
fontinuin ~ 1,0 . ; 4 1. 100.
Gy (1.086) (88.4) Ge2) . QS)  Xiiz2) (100.00)
Assistant Prafessors %
New *2.8 , 8 7.5 107 100.00
Continuing 869  81.4 199 8.6 1,062 100.00
(Total ) (968) (82.4) {207) (17.5) (1,178) (100.00)
instructors ) ‘ - T
- - 0.0" -1
Continuing 1 100.00 - 0.0 1 188;3?,
(Total) (1) (100.00) (~) (6.0) (1) (100.00)
A1l Ranks 4,581 377.0 680 13.0 5,221 100,00
Lecturers §37 43 709 56.9 1,246 100.00

dcompiled on a headcount basis. These aggregates are, therefore, higher than those in
Table B8-1 which are computed on an F.T.E. basts.

Sncludes regular rank titles and Lecturers and Senior Lecturers with and without Security
of tmployment. For purposes of this repore, full-time {s defined as S0% or more time for
two or more quarters during the fiscal year. Excludes the health sciences: Schools of

pentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharsacy, Public Heaith, and Veterinary Medicine.

: ‘/‘ . source: B8fo-bdibliographical Servicas (Records on U.C. Faculty)

yP--Acadenic & Staff Personnel Relations
- 10479 JGY

o | 115 o
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- TABLE 8-2 (continued)

a
. | NUNBER' AND PERCENT OF NEW AND CONTINUVING FULL-TIME
, FACULTYD WITH DOCTORATE AS OF JuLyY 1, 1979
? 11-Manths With Doctorate Without Deoctorate . Total
: - S Xz N % R =
Professors ' .
& " New § - 100.0 - 0.0 S 100.00
Continuing ' 483 25.8 21 4.2 504 100.00
‘ (Total) : (4g8) (95.8) - (21) (8.2} (509) (100.00)
Assocfate Professars )
; : New - 3 100.0 . - 8.0 3 100.00
i rContinuing 119 98.3 r4 1.7 121  100.00
(Total) (122) (98.4) (2) {1.6) {124) (160.00)
: . Assistant Frofessors ) .
\ < ~Naw 1S 100.0 - - 0.0 15 100.00
: - Lontinuing 115 95.8 ] 4.2 120 100.00
(Total) S (30 (%.3) (5). @y (135) (mu.opl
‘ fastructors ~ ‘
] - - 0.0 - Q.0 - 100.00
Continuing ' . 0.0 - 0.0 ~ - 1C0.00
(Total) (-} (0.0) (-) (0.0) (-) (100.00)
AN \ .
i / ALl Ranks T 780 Ng6.4 w 3.6 768 100,00
Lecturers 41 73.2 19 26.3 86 100.00
'Cmapﬂed on a headcount basis. Thase aggregates are, therefore, higher than those in
Table 8- 1 which are computed on an F.T.E. bastis.
Prnctudes regular rank titles and Lecturers and Senor Lecturars with and without Security
of Cmployment. Fqr purposes of this report, full-time 15 defined as S0% or more time for
two or more quarters durfng the fiscal year. Cxcludes the health sciences: Schaols of
Dentistry, Medicine, Hursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health, anc Veterinary Medicine.
Source: Blo-bibliographical Services (Records on U.C. Faculty)
yP--Academic & Stzf€ Personnel Relations
10/79 JGY .
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TABLE 8.3
NUNGER® AND PERCENT OF FULL-TIME FACULTY" WITH
. - TENURE_OR SECURITY OF EMPLOYMENT 1979-80
Total Number Faculty with Tznure or )
_of Faculty Secqiéyy of Emplqggfgg
) g-Months
Professor 2,999 2,817 959
Asscciate Professor 1,335 1,228 22.0
Assistant Professor 1,399 ' - -
Instructor 63 - -
(A11 Ranks) (5,796) (4,045) (69.8)
Lecturer 1,246 126 1ot
: 11-Months )
Professor 516 509 /.6 . e e Ci
Associate Professor 128 128 6.9
Assistant Professor 141 - -
Instructor - - - !
(AT1 Ranks) (785) 633)  (80.6)
Lecturer 56 5 8.9

'Conpi d on a headcount basis. Thcsi.agqroqates are, therefore, higher than
those In Table B-1 which are computed on an F.T.E. basis.

blnc!udes regular and irregular (Acting, Visiting, In-Residence, Adjunct) rank

titles and Lecturers and Senfor Lecturers with and without Security of

Employwent. For purposas of this report, full-time s defined as 50% or

more time for two or more quarters durtng the ffstal year. Excludes the

health sciences: Scheols of Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy,
\\\\\\ Public Health, and Veterinmary Medicine.

Source: 8io-bibliographical Services (Recards on U.C. Faculty)

T~ VP-=Academic & Staf’ Personnel Relations
10/79 JGY

.




& ' TABLE 8.4
SEPARATIONS OF FULL-TIME FACULTY 1970.7¢?

Associate Rssistant

Reasons ‘or . Professor Professor Frofessor Instrugtor

Separation JaM0s. Ji-Mos. J-das. li-h0S. J-Mos. 11-905. 3-Mos. 1l-Mos.

Death & Retirement 50 12 5 2 2 - - -

Faculty Position fn

Another Institution

(u.S. & Forefgn) 11 . 2 - 18 & - -
* Return to Graduate

Stl.ldy - - - - - - - -

Change in Status - - 1 - 2 - - -

Expiration of

Appointaent - - - - 18 1 - -

Jther Employment . 9 1 8 - 19 3 - -

Ynknown 1 —_ - - 11 1 N -“

TCTAL n 13 21 2 T ) - -

A:ncludes regular rank titlas only. For purposes of this report, full.time 1s defined as
50% or mare -ime for ¢wo or more quarters during the fiscal year. Excludes the health
sciences: Schools of Jentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Cptometry. Pharmacy. Public HRealth,
and Yeterinary Medicine.

Source: Academic Personnel Log Books

vP--Academic § Staff Personnel Relations
10779 JGY




TABLE B8-5
QRIGINS OF RECRUITMENT OF TENURED AMD HONTENURED persoNnEL?
- 1879-80 .
Agsgciate ARssistant
Professor Professor Professor Instructor
Institutions 9-fos. Il-Mos. §-Fos. 1l-Mos. J-Fos. [1-Mos. Y-Mos. 1l-Yas.
tntv. fArizona 1 - - - - - - -
Brown University . - - - 1 - - -
Caltr. Ens{;. Tech. - - 1 - 3 - - -
CSUC -~ Northridje 1 - - - - - - -
CSUC - Sacramento 1 - . - - - - -
CSUC - San Jose - - - 1 - - - -
CSUC - Stantslaus - - - - 1 - ¢ . -
Carnegfe-Nallon - - - - 1 - - -
Case Wastern Reserve 1 - - - - . - -
CUNY - Srooklyn - - - - 1 - . -
© Clark University - - - - 1 - - -
Coluymbia University - - - - - 1 R R
Univ./Connecticut - - - - 1 - - - .
Sornel’ Univ‘rs‘lty - - - . 1 - - .
Juke University - - - - - 1 . _
Emory Univarsity - - - - 1 - - -
Flarida State Univ. - - - - 1 - - -
Farvard University - - 2 - 4 2 . -
Univ./I11inofs 1 - - - 1 . . .
Indiana University 1 - - - . . . R
lows State 'Iniy, 1 - - _ - N . .
Jultiard Schoal 1 . . . . . ) )
Univ. /Kentucky - - - - ) . ) )
Lincoln University - - - - - 1 . )
Univ./Maryland - 1 - - -
niv, /Massachusetts 2 - - - - - :
9ss. Inst. Tech. 1 - , - - 1 - . .
Jniv./Michiqgan 1 1 - - 1 ! - -
‘infv, /Mentana 1 - . - - - - -
Univ./MNew Hampshire - - - - 1 . - .
‘ew Mexicoa State Univ, . - . . 1 . - .
dsertin College - - - - 1 - - .



TARLE 8-5 {continued)

ORIGINS OF RECRUITMENT OF TENURED AKD NOMTERURED PERSOMNEL®

1973-80
. Rsgociate Assistant

Professor Profegsor Professor Instructor

Tngsitutiong 3708, 11-110s. -Gs, 11-70s, 3-16S. il-'03. J-H0S. Li- 0S.
Univ./Oregon . - - - 1 - - -
Linty, /Pennsylvania 1 - - - - . . - -
Untv./Plttsburgh - . 1 - . - . -
. Princeton Yniv. - - 2 - - - - -
Purdue Unfversity - - 1 - Z - - -
Univ./Rhode [sland - - - - 1 - - .
Rice Univarsity - - - - 2 - - -
St. John's College - - - - 1 - - -
Stanford University 1 - - - i - - -
SUNY - 3uffale 2 - - - 2 -~ - -
"niv./Sc. California - - - - e - - -
Univ.fTexaﬁ - - - - 2 - - -
Union lollege - - - - 1 - - -
Univ. /Utah - - - - 2 - - -
Yassar Callege 1 - - - - - - -
Undv./Virginia 1 - - - - - . - -

virginia Polytech

« Instityte - - - - 3 - - -
wasfington State Y. 2 - - - 1 - - -
Univiy/Washington 1 - 1 - 2 . - -
Western Kentucky U. - . . . 1 . - .
dniv. /Hisconsin 2 - - - 1 R R -
Nilliams College - - - - ~—d - - .
Yale University 1 - " - 2 1 _)' - -
. - Yeshiva University _ - _ _— = 1 . - .
tubtotal 25 2 8 1 50 7 - -
in P 14 2 § 2 28 3 - -
¢ - Reyularization _- - - = 8 - - -
) Subtatal 14 2 6 2 15 2 - )

J-9
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TABLE 8-5 {continued)

QUIGINS OF RECRUITHENT OF TENURED AND NONTENURED personvEL?

1979-80
Assocfate Assistant

p sor Professor frofessor Instructor
Teber Zourcos B-Mos . if-ﬁos. J-7gs. ll-"as. 3-d0s. 1l-Mos. J-"os. Lli-Nos.
Foreign Institutions 3 - 2 - 2 - - -
Graduate Study - - - - § - - -
Othar Employment 2 1 1 - 13 1 - -
Governaent - —_ - - _ —_— —_— —
Subtotal 3 1 3 - 2l § - -
TOTAL S 1 17 3 w8 1§ - -

dractudes full-time reqular rank titles only. Gives origins 9f new faculty shown in Table 8-2.

Excludes the health sciences: Schools of Dentistry, Medictine,
Public Nealth, and VYeterinary Medicine.

Sources: Academic Personnei Log Books

yp--Academic & Staff Personnel Relations
1079 JGY

12;
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“ursing, Optometry, Pharmacy,



DESTINATION OF FULL-TIME FACULTY WHO VOLUNTARILY RESIG?

TABLE £-6

12

J-11

f'\

=t

1978-79
Associate Assistant
Professor W Pre fassor
Institutions -Mos. ll-Mos. -Mos. ll-Mos, -Mos. ll-Mos.
Sabsen College - - i - - -
Boston College - - - - 1 -
Calif. Inst. Tech. 1 - - - - -
Case Western Res. - - - - 1 -
Columbia University - - 1 - - -
Karvard Unfversity - - - - 1 -
Univ. /I 1inois - - - - 1 -
Johns Hopkins Univ, - - 1 - - -
Mass. Inst. Tech. 1 - - - 2 -
Untv. /New Mexico 1 - - - - -
Univ./No. Carolina - - 1 - - -
Horthwestern Untv, - - - - 2 -
Oregon State Univ. - - - - 1 -
Pennsylvania State U. - - - - 1 -
Prfrfctton Universtity 2 - - - - -
Purdue University 1 - - - - 1
Rice University 1 - - - - .
Seton Hall University N - - - -
Stanford University - - 1 - ' -
SUMY - Albany - - 1 . . R
SURY - Stony Brook 2 - - - . .
Univ./So. Califarnia - - 2 - 2 B
Univ./Texas 1 - - - . .
Tulane University - - - - 1 .
Utah State University - - - - . 1
Iniv./Virginta - - . . 1 .
Washington State Unlv. - - . . . !
Univ. /Wisconsin - -
— _ —- — - Y
Subtotal 1 . 3 . 15 1

klnstructgr
WaMQs . -MosS .




£ TASLE B-& {continued)

DESTINATION OF FULL*TI!;%?;A%{;LTY WHO VOLUNTARILY RESiGN®

Associate Assistant

Professor Professar " Professor Instructor
Otrars 9-Mos. ll-NMas. 3-Mos. 11-Mos. 9-Mas. 1ll-ti0s, 9-0s. 1l-Mos.
Foreign Institutions - - 1 - 3 - - -
Governoent - - - - 1 1 - -
Change in Status - - 1 - 2 - - -
Personatl 3 - 3 - 6 - - -
Other Employmant 6 1 5 - 12 2 - -
Graduate Study - - - - - - - -
Unknown 1 - = = 10 1 - -
Subtotal 10 1 10 - 38 & - -
TOTAL el 1 18 49

|
il

I
l

Heo
iF
I

-

1ncludes full-time regular rank titles only. Gives destimations {other than DJeath and
Qetirement and Expiration of Appointment) of faculty separating as shown im Table 13-4,
Cxcludes the health sciences: Schools of Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry,
Pharmacy, Public Health, and Veterinary Medicine.

Source: Academic Personnel Log B3o0ks

YP--Academic & Staff Personnel Relations
0779 0¥

J-12




TABLE 8-7

FACULTY PROMOTIOMAL PATTERMS: 1977-78 and 1978-78°

Promoted From Promoted From
Asst. Professor to Assoc. Professor Assoc. Professor te Professor
G-tos. 11-Has. Tetal 9-Mos. 11-Mos. Total
977-78: 146 18 164 133 18 151
1978-.79: 128 18 142 126 19 145

31ncludes resular rank titles only. For purposes of this report, full-tima is
defined as § ¢ or more time for two or more quarters during the fiscal year.
Excludes the health sciences: Schools of Dentistry, Medicine, Hursing, Optomatry,
Pharmacy, Publfc Health, and Veterinary Medicine.

Source: Academic Personnel Log Books

VP-- Academic and Staff Per 1 i
10/79 JGr sonnel Relations

12
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Office of The Chancellor
The California State University and Colleges

Fall 1979 Salaries and.Benefits
of CSUC Full-time Faculty

v Headcount Average Salary

AR

. . &
Professor 5,753 $ 30, 258
Associate Professor 3,202 ’ 23, 447
Asgistant Professor 1,940 _ 19, 110
Instructor ‘ 185 . 16, 696

- 11,080 $ 26, 111
* Bagsed on $2,094 plus 19.14% of galary.
12(1' 3/80

Average Benefit

$ 7, 857 g
6, 723 |
5, 646
4, 854

$ 7, 092 ¥

127
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Office of The Chancellor
The California State University and Colleges

Professor

Associate
Professor

Assigtant
Professor

Instructor

Professor

Associate
Professor

* Asgistant
Proggssor

}nstructor

CSUC Comparison Institution Data

Fall }979 Data *

Expenditures
Number Salaries Fringe Benefits Salary
5,389 $157,151,273 $27,135,768 . 929,161
4,533 101,260,079 18,503,356 , 22,343
4,826 79, 827,701 14,561,258 18,036
1,304 18, 368,181 3, 424,686 143 086
Fall 1974 Data *
i Expenditures
Number Salaries Fringe Benefits Salary
4,539 $ 99,020,778 313u326,501 ' $21,31§
3,981 66,863,070 9,930,618 16, 96
4,426 61,141,414 9,199,835 13,814
1,342 14,390,283 2,169,640 10,723

* Based on 18 institutions reporting Fall 79 data

12+

Avarage

Frlnge Benefits

$ 5,035
4,082

3,285

2,626

Average

Fringe Benefits

3,046
2,495

2,079

1,617



The California State University and Colleges

>
-~
-
-

Composition of Faculty Fringe Benefits
in CSUC and Comparison Institutions

(18 Institutions reporting)

Fall 1979

csuc _ ' Comparison Imstitutions

. ) Average s of _ Average $ of
Cost Salary Cost ' Salary
1. Retirement § 4,998 19.14% $ 2,398 9.60
2. Social Security ' 1,172 - 4.49 9313 - 3.65
3. Medical Insurance 832 - 3.19 581 | 2.32
§. Life Insurance - ~ 198 0.79
5. Disability Insurance - - 120 0.48
6. Unemployment Insurance 65 0.25 | 69 0.28
7. Workmen's Compensation 25 0.10 72 0.29
8. Other Benefits - - ;o 62 | | 0.25
- $ 7,092 _ 57.2% $ 4,413 _ 17.7%

Caveat: . .The validity of the above calculations -- as indicators of the relative value
of- benefits in the CSUC and the comparison institutions -- is highly questionable.
The question arises from the fundamentally different assumptions underlying both
the cost and benefits of retirement programs, which constitute the major element
of fringe benefits. .

. 13:



. Office of The Chancellor

“The California State University and Colleges

Profegsor

Agsociate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

3/80

CSUC Full-time Faculty
with Tenure, with Doctorate

Fall 1979
Headcount No. w/Doctorate . No. w/Tenure
# ) § %
5,753 8,774 83,0% 5,593 97.2%
03,202 2,241 70.0 2,696 8¢.2
1,940 884 5.6 349 }18.0 -
185 6 003 - =

11,080 7,905 71. 3% 8,638 78.0

13
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