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The California Postsecondary Education Commission
was created by the Legislature and the Governmor in

1974 as the successor to the California Coordi~
nating Council for Higher Education in- order to ..
coordinate and plan for education in California .~.%

beyond high school. As a state agency, the Com-
mission is responsible for assuring that the
State's resources for postsecondary education are

utilized effectively and efficiently; for promot-
ing diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to-

the needs of students and society; and for
advising the Legislature and the Govermor on
statewide educational policy and funding.

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three eath
appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly, the
Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The
other six represent the major educational systems
"of the State.

The 'Comission holds regular public meetings

throughout the year at which it takes. action on -

staff studies and adopts positions on legislative
proposals affecting postsecondary education. Fur-
ther information about the Commission, its
meetings, its staff, and its other publications
may be obtained from the Commission offices at
1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 98514;
telephone (916) 445-7933.
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INTRODUCTION

Annually, "in accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 of
the 1965 General Legislative Session (reproduced in Appendix A),
the University of California and the California State University
submit to the Commission data om faculty salaries and the cost of
fringe benefits for their respective segments and for a group of
comparison institutions listed in Appendix B. On the basis of
these data, Commission staff develops estimates of the percentage
changes in salaries and the cost of fringe benefits required to
attain parity with the comparison groups in the forthcoming fiscal
year. The methodology by which the segments collect these data and ,
the Commission .staff analyzes them, (Appendix C) has been designed
by the Commission in comsultation with the two segments, the Depart-
ment of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst. From
the data, Commission staff prepares two reports--a pre iminary
report in the Fall as an aid to the Department of Finance in prepar-
ing the Govermor's Budget, and a final report in the Spring for use
by the legislative fiscal committees during budget hearings. Both
reports are transmitted to the Govermor, the Legislature, and
appropriate officials. . >

In addition, since 1979, the Commission has included in its Spring
report data on faculty salaries in the California Community Col-
leges. It developed this information as a result of a recommenda-
tion by the Legislative Analyst in his Analysis of the Budget Bill,
1979-80, which directed the Commission to "include community college

" salaries and benefits in its apnual report on faculty salaries.”

This final report for 1982-83 contains ten chapters. Included are
discussions of: (1) faculty salaries in relation tg Econpmic

trends; (2) comparisons between faculty salaries and those of other
professional groups; (3) competition by business and industry for
talented individuals in selected fields; (4) projectgd salaries at
the University and State University for parity wit comparison

institutions; (5) projected costs of fringe benefits; (6 \collective
bargaining; (7) medical faculty salaries; (8) salaries of se
administrative officers; (9) salaries of Community College facul
and (10) the Commission's findings and conclusious for the 1982-83
fiscal year.

HISTORY OF THE SALARY REPORTS

The impetus for the faculty salary réports came from the Master
Plan Survey Team in 1960, which recommeaded that:




3. Greatly increased salaries and expanded fringe bene-
fits, such as health and group life insurance, leaves,
and travel funds to attend professional meetings,
housing, parking and moving expenses, be provided for
faculty members in order to make college and univer-
sity teaching attractive as compared with business
and industry. °

8. Because qf%the continual change in faculty demand and
supply, . the coordinating agency annually collect
pertinent data from all segments of higher education
in the state and thereby make possible the testing of

. the assumptions upnderlying this report (Liaison
Committee, 1960, p. 12). /

/

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continually sought

information regarding faculty compensation information which came

primarily from the Legislative Analyst in his Analysis of the

Budget Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher Education

in its annual reports to the Governor and the Legislature on the

level of support for public higher education. While undoubtedly
helpful to the process of determining faculty compensation levels,
these reports were considered to be insufficient, especially by the

Assembly, which consequently requested the Legislatlve Analyst to

prepare a specific report on the subject (House Resolution No. 250

1964 First Extraordinary Session; reproduced in Appendix D).

Early in the 1965 General Session, the Legislative Analyst 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 recommendation was embodied in
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 (Appendix A), which specifically
directed the Coordinating Council to prepare annual reports in
cooperation with the University of California and the California
State Colleges.

Since that time, the Coordinating Council and more recently the
Commission have submitted reports to the Governmor and the Legisla-
ture. Prior to the 1973-74 budgetary cycle, only one report was
submitted. Since that time, the Commission has compiled two--a
preliminary report which is normally transmitted in December, and a
final report in May. The first is intended principally to assist
the Department of Finance in developing the Governcr's budget,
while the second is used by the legislative fiscal committees
during budget hearings. Each of them compares faculty salaries and
the cost of fringe benefits in California's four-year public seg-

8
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ments with those of other institutions (both within and outside of -
California) for the purpose of maintaining a competitive position.

EXPANDING SCOPE OF THE REPORTS )

v
» ~ -

Over the years, the Commission's faculty salary reports have become

more comprehensive. Where they originally provided only comparison _
institution data,’ they have been expanded t6 include summaries of .
economic conditions; comparisons with other professional workers;

discussions of supplemental income and business and industrial

competition for talent; and analyses of Community College faculty

salaries, medical faculty salaries, administrators' salaries, and

collective bargaining. Additionally, in November of 1981, the

Commission also issued a special report on fringe benefit compari-

sons (Approaches to Studying Faculty Fringe Benefits in California

Higher Education: An Apalysis of the Feasibility of Alternative

Measurements) at the request of the Legislature. .

The greatest ekpansion of the salary reports has been in the econom~ .
‘ ic area, and the chapter on "Faculty Salaries and Economic Condi- . .
- tions" has been a principal feature since the 1978-79 budgetary

cycle. The original reason for including a summary.on the economy

stemmed from the decision by the State University Board of Trustees
) to abandon the comparison approach in the development of its salary
requests. Annual changes in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) were
running at double-digit levels at that time, and faculty salaries
across the nation were clearly .not keeping pace with inflationary
increases. (In each of the past five years, fof example, the
American Association of ‘University Professors [AAUP] has noted in
its annual report on the economic status of the profession that
faculty have lost purchasing.power in comparison to the cost of
living.) In the State University comparison institutioms, average
increases in faculty salaries were consistently lower than CPI o
increases, and the Trustees undoubtedly felt that they could serve
their faculties better by basing their salary requests on CPI
changes rather than comparison imstitution data. Without doubt,
this view prevailed among faculty organizations as well, and the
combination of viewpoints led the State University to abandon the
comparison approach. - ER R : e

In 1981-82, the University of California also abandoned the compari-
son institution approach to salary requests, and for the same
reason as the State University. The comparison data for that year
indicated a need for only a 2.7 percent increase at the same time
that the CPI was predicted to rise by about 9 percent nationally
and over 10 percent in California. Understandably, University
leaders felt that the faculty would do better with a request based

on losses in real income. , '
vy
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Throughout this period of changing segmental justifications for
faculty salary increases, the Commission--as well as the Governor
and the Legislature--has maintained that comparison data are still
valuable and should continue €6 be provided. If economic conditions
change to the point where salary increases in comparison iastitu-
tions exceed the rate of inflation, it is probable that segmental
justifications will ‘again change in favor of direct university
comparisons.. Given the dramatic reductions in the CPI that have
been seen in recent months (see Chapter Ome), and the increasing
concern with industrial competition for the available taleat, this
possibility may be closer to realization .than many previously
thought. Should it occur, the Commission will continue to provide
the balance between comparison institution data and economic data
that has characterized recent reports. In this way, the Commission
believes that the Governor, the Legislature, and other interested
parties’ will receive the information they need to make informed
di:isions regarding faculty salaries. ‘




CHAPTER ONE
FACULTY SALARIES AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

In recent faculty salary reports, the Commission has included a
chapter on geperal economic conditions both in California and
across the country. Principally, this amalysis has dealt with
inflation rates since both faculty and ,administrators have argued
for salary increases' above those indicated to be necessary by a

- strict reliance on comparison institution data. In the past several
years, as well as in the early 1970s, annual changes in the Consumer
Price Index (CPI) reached double-digit levels, and the segments
frequently noted the fact that their faculties were losing purchas-
ing power compared both to price changes in the larger economy and
to salary increases obtained by other professionals.

In the current year--and probably in the coming fiscal year--the
national and state economic climate has become even more uncertain
as well as more complicated. No longer is it possible to deal only
with changes in the cost of living, for inflation is no longer the
principal economic difficulty facing .the country. Throughout the '
late 1970s, inflation constituted an anneyance in what was otherwise
a prosperous economy: unemployment was relatively low; business
investmént was adequate; both the federal and California governments
appeared to have sufficient resources to meet most needs; the Gross
National Product was expanding at a greater rate than the increases
in the CPI; interest rates, while high, had not yet had the effect
of seriously damaging economic growth. Now, virtually all indica~
“tors, with the notable exception of interest rates, have reversed
themselves, -and the nation finds itself in a deepeping recession.

To provide an indication of past economic trends, Table 1 and
Figure 1 show the history of five major ecomomic indicators over
the past five years. As can be seen, most indicators were rising,
_especially the prime rate, which went from 6.8 percent in 1976 to

its 1981 average of 18.9 percent. The Consumer Price ‘IndexX went

“from 5.8 percent in 1976 to 10.4 percent in 1981, hitting a high of
' 13.4 percemt in 1980. Both of these factors tended to rise in
tandem as the Federal Reserve Board forced interest rates higher in -
an attempt to curb inflation. In recent months, both have declined.
Of the other indicators, both the Gross National Product (GNP) and
Industrial Production were sluggish while unemployment was more or
less stable during the .period, the latter beginning at a rate of
7.7 percent in"1976 and ending at 7.6 percent as a 1981 average:

Table 2 and Figure 2 show the natiomal experience ovef“tﬁe course-
of the 1981 calendar year, with most of the major swings coming in




. ’ 7 k TABLE 1. ) P -
| COMPARISON OF FIVE ECONOMIC INDICATORS | ' : .
: 1976 TO 1981
7 ' Annual Gross ' SR
Increases in National . Industrial
2 the Consumer Produtt Unemploy~  Production
Year Price Index (Billions) Prime Rate ment Rate . (Indexed)
1976 5.8% $1,718.0 . 6.84% 7.7% 127.6
1977 6.5 ~1,918.0 6.83 7.0 135.9
1978 7.7 2,156.1 9.06 6.0 142.2
1979 11.4 - 2,413.9 « 12,67 5.8 147.2
1980 13.4 - 2,626.1 15.27 7.1 145.3
1981 » 10.4 +2,922.2 18.87 '7<.6 149.5
Ag N .
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TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF FIVE ECONOMIC INDICATORS
DECEMBER 1980 TO DECEMBER -1981

INDEX VALUES

_ DECEMBER 1960 TO DECEMBER 1981

Y

e

-_7-‘. 13 ‘

Annualized Gross

Increases in National Industrial

the Consumer Product Unemploy-  Production
Month Price Index (Billions) Prime Rate ment Rate (Indexed)

- ~
Dec.'80 12.0% $2,730.6% 19.63% 7.4% 150.4
Jan.'81 8.4 - 20.75 7.4 151.4
Feb. 12.0 - 19.50 7.3 151.8
March 7.2 2,853.0% - 18.25 7.3 152.1
April 4.8 - 17.75 7.3 151.9
May 8.4 - 19.25 | 7.6 152.7
June . 8.4 2,885.8% 20.25 7.3 152.9
July - 14.4 - 20.25 1.0 153.9
August 9.6 -- 20.50 7.2 153.6
Sept. 14.4 2,965.0% 20.00 7.5 151.6
Oct. 4.8 - *18.75 8.0 149.2
Nov. 6.0 - 17.00 8.4 146.4
Dec. 4.8 2,984.9% 15.75 8.9 143.3
*Quarterly Figures ' k
FIGURE 2 ~ '/f
COMPARISON OF FIVE ECONOMIC INDICATORS
DECEMBER 1980 TO DECEMBER 1981
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the final six months of the year as Figure 3 shows. From July to

December, unemployment rose from 7.0 to 8.9 percent, while the -

prime rate fell from 20.3 to:15.8 percent. The CPI leveled off in

December to an annual rate of increase of only 4.8 percent, down

from 5.2 percent for the final three months of the year. Both the T
GNP and Industrial Production continued their poor performance,

with virtually every area of production showing a decline; automo-

biles, primary metals, lumber, and chemicals were especially hard

hit (Council of Economic Advisers, 1982, pp. 2, 18).

Because government revenues and expenditures are usually a reflec-
tion of the national economy, it should come as no surprise that
both the federal and California governments have experienced diffi-
culties in recent months. The federal budget deficit for 1981-82
is expected to be over $100 billion, and while that is deemed to be.
tolerable by some, the State of California does not have the luxugy
of being able to_spend more than its revenues provide--leading to
. " an atmosphere of crisis management in Sacramento.

FIGURE 3

COMPARISON OF FIVE ECONQMIC INDICATORS
JUNE TO DECEMBER 1981
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At the start of the 1981-82 fiscal year, California State govermment:
anticipated revenues of $22.1 billion and expenditures of $21.6
billion. Within only a few months, however, it became clear that
revenues would be lower than expected and expenditures higher, both
caused by the current recession. Accordingly, Governor Brown
called the Legislature back into special session to deal with the
crisis, and measures were subsequently taken to increase revenues
and decrease expenditures in the amount of about $900 milliom. : In
-early March of 1982, héwever, the Legislative Amalyst indicated

> that even these major changes in the State budget would not be
enough and predicted that about $200 million more would have to be
found to balance the budget by June 30. The Analyst's best case
estimate was a $100 million shortfall; his worst case was $350
million.

All of these unpleasant figures derive from the performance of the
economy. When the economy is in recession, tax revenues decline at
the same time that demands for public funds increase. When a
greater number of people are out of work, there are obviously fewer
people to pay taxes, and it is also true that these same individuals
place greater demands on such government entitlement programs as
unemploymént insurance and welfare. When prosperity is the rule,
the opposite occurs; government revenues increase and demands
. decrease. The relatively high rates of inflation experienced since
' 1977 had the effect of dramatically increasing both federal and
state revenues as taxpayers were forced into successively higher
income tax brackets. In California, the rapid escalation of real
estate values had the additional effect of providing local govern=
ments and districts with substantial additional revenues. But with
the advent of Proposition 13 in 1978 and the subsequent indexing of
N State income taxes to the California Consumer Price Index, major
increases in government revenues came to an end. Still, so long as
the econoity was growing, the effects were not immediately notice-
able, but when the recession hit, California govermments at all
levels found themselves without sufficient resources to support a
programming standard that had been taken for granted for decades.
The result was a major revenue shortfall and the need for the
aforementioned special legislative session.

’

At the federal level, the administration and the Congress adopted a
budget and tax program which may have exacerbated the problem, at
least in the short run. In adopting the largest tax cut in American
history, massive spending deficits were created. Under the theory
of "supply-side ‘economics,” such tax reductionms place more money
. into circulation throughout the economy, thereby producing further
investment, .an expanded economy, and more jobs. When the economy
begins that expan51on and more people find employment, tax revenues
are supposed to increase sufficiently to offset the tax reductions
and produce a general prosperity. In addition, as the supply of

o




goods and services increases to meet demand the theery holds that -
inflation should be reduced to less than f1ve percent annually,
ideally to zero. Further, as federal government revenues are
‘increased to satisfy demands on public programs, the federal deficit
should also be reduced, thereby causing less strain on money markets
and a proportionate reductlon in interest rates.

While many ‘economists believe that the "supply-side" theory is
: ~ sound, some of them caution that there will be severe short-term
. dlslocatlons, which may be what the nation is experiencing now. .
‘Although the federal tax cut is in place, it is a.three-year pro-
gram, and only 20 percent of it has been 1mplemented to date. No
economy, espeC1ally one as complex as.America's, can react quickly:
to changes in federal budgetary or monetary policy. The creation
of new businesses, investments in new plants and equlpment the
training and hiring of new personnel, all take time, and it will be
several years before the beneficial effects of the new economic
policy will be seen. In the meantime, the recession and the tax
cut have caused very large federal deficits which have required the
federal govermment to borrow billions of dollars. So long as those
deficits exist, the Federal Reserve Board will keep interest rates
high, lest a new round of inflation eliminate any gains in the
Gross National Product that may occur. So long as interest rates
remain high, few businesses will borrow money to invest in new : e
job-creating ventures, and so long as business refuses to do that, . o
unemployment will remain high, federal and state revenues will |
remain low, and demands on government entitlement programs will not .
diminish. It is a very vicious cycle, one that poses an enormous
dilemma for both the President and Congress, and one which has many
spin-off effects for California. ! .

In spite of this somewhat gloomy scenario, not all economic news is |
bad. If the figures for the past three months can be taken as a |
trend, the rate of inflation will be sharply reduced from the past ‘
four years. Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6, and Figures 4, 5, 6, and 7 show |
the inflation indices for the United States and Callfornla over the ‘
past 10 years, w1th%est1mates for the current fiscal year. The

rate of inflation in the early months of 1981-82 continued its
rap1d upward climb, but in recent months, it has leveled off, and |
is not expected to increase dramatically in the remainder of the _ |
fiscal year. In the 1982-83 year, it would not be surprising to

find an annual rate of change in both the CPI and the PCE of about

5 percent, and possibly less. Some of this, of course, is dependent

on foreign trade conditions, particularly oil 1mports, but at the

present time it appears that domestic inflation is under better v
control than it has been for many years.

unpredictable. The most optimistic of those reviewed for this
report is also the least recent, and does not reflect the events of

]
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The economic forecasts for 1982 are as diverse as the economy is .
\
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TABLE 3

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX AND THE IMPLICIT
PRICE DEFLATOR FOR PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES

2 1972 TO 1981
! : Implicit Price Deflator
United States for Personal
Year Consumer Price Index Consumption Expenditures
1972 3.3% 3.5%
1973 6.2 5.5
1974 11.0 10.9
1975 9.1 8.0
1976 5.8 5.1
1977 6.5 5.7
© 1978 7.7 6.7
1979 11.4 8.3
. 1980 13.4. 10.2
. 1981 J 10.4 8.3
. .
FIGURE 4

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX AND THE IMPLICIT
PRICE DEFLATOR FOR PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES ’
1972 TO 1981
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ANNUAL PERCENT INCREASE

TABLE 4 =~

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX AND THE IMPLICIT
PRICE DEFLATOR FOR PERSONAL CONSUMPTION' EXPENDITURES -
1972-73 TO 1981-82

Implicit Price Deflator

United States for Personal

Year Consumer Price Index Consbmptibn Expenditures g
1972-73 4.0% 3.8%
1973-74 9.0 8.3
1974-75 11.1 10.5
1975-76 7.1 6.1
1976-77 5.8 5.2
1977-78 6.7 6.0
1978-79 9.4 7.8
1979-80 13.3 10.8
1980-81 11.5 9.4
1981-82 (est.) ) 8.6 7.3
= o
FIGURE 5
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CALENDAR YEAR CHANGES IN THE CALIFORNIA CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (

TABLE 5

1972 TO 1981

Los Angeles-

cen)

Long Beach- San Francisco-
California Anaheim Oakland San Diego
Year CPI CPI CPI CPI
1972 3.4% 3.2% 3.5% 3.8%
1973 5.8 5.6 5.8 6.5
1974 10.2 10.3 9.8 11.1
1975 10.4 10.6 10.2 9.2 -
1976 6.3 6.6 5.6 6.2
1977 7.1 6.9 7.6 6.6
1978 8.1 7.4 9.4 10.0
1979 10.8 10.8 - 8.5 16.5
1980 15.5 15.7 15.2 15.2
1981 10.8 9.8 12.8 13.5 !
FIGURE 6

CALENDAR YEAR CHANGES IN THE CALIFORNIA CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (CPI)

ANNUAL PERCENT INCREASE

1972 TO 1981

18
California CPIL . |
18 -——L0s-Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim CPIL St '
----- San Francisco-Oakland CPI s
------ San Diego CPI A
. N\ s
14 - Ao
! l‘l \\‘
12 L \

1972

T

1973

T
1974

T
1975

r
1976

r
1877

T
1978

T
1979

1980 " 1981

CALENDAR YEARS

L =13-

nd

19




TABLE 6 | [

FISCAL YEAR CHANGE IN THE CALIFORNIA CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (CPI) - .
1972-73 TO 1981-82 |

Los Angeles-
Long Beach-  San Francisco-

California Anaheim - Oakland San Diego

Year CPI CPI : CPI CPI
1972-73 3.9% 4.0% 4.2% 4.7%
1973-74 7.5 8.0 7.3 8.5
1974-75 11.6 11.5 11.2 11.5
1975-76 8.1 8.2 7.9 7.4
1976-77 6.3 6.9 5.7 5.9

. 1977-78 7.2 6.4 8.5 7.2
1978-79 8.9 8.7 9.3 14.1
1979-80 14.6 15.1 12.8 ¢ 17.4
1980-81 11.6 11.3 11.7 12.8
1981-82 (est.) 10.6 9.8 12.2 11.8

FIGURE 7 ’ -

FISCAL YEAR CHANGE IN THE CALIFORNIA CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (CPI)
' 1972-73 TO 1981-82
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the fourth quarter of 1981, especially the dramatic downturn in
inflation. Published by the Bank of America in September 1981,. it
predicts productivity growth (after inflation) of almost 3.0 percent
nationally and over 3.0 percent in California. Unemployment is
predicted to decline. to 7.4 percent nationally and 6.8 percent in
California; inflation is pegged at 8.2 and 9.0 percent, respective-
ly; the housing market is expected to improve by as much as 20 to
30 percent in both sales and new construction.

In December 1981, the UCLA Graduate School of Management published
its quarterly economic forecast, which contained far more pessimis-
tic predictions, except for inflation. In its Executive Summary,
the UCLA economists stated: "The outlook for 1982 is determined by .
the recession now under way. The' immediate outlook is grim.
Moreover, the pain of disinflation will not be eased before 1984,
because the economic recovery which follows the current recession
is likely to be relatively slow" (1981, p. 1). At the conference
where the forecast was presented, most speakers felt that the
recession would continue into the summer of 1982 with recovery to
follow in the last half of the year, but none was able to point 'to
definitive data which would prompt that recovery, and all hedged on
their optimistic predictions. Larry Kimball, director of the
forecast team, went so far as to state that the data lean toWards
the "More Pessimistic Alternative Forecast" than to the more san-
guine "Base Forecast." Table 7 compares these "Base” and "Pessimjs-
tic" forecasts for eight economic indicators and shows clearly the
tradeoffs that are involved. A higher GNP produces a lower unem-
ployment rate, a lower prime interest rate, higher industrial
production, more housing starts, and a lower federal budget deficit.
At the same time, inflation remains high, although not as high as
in recent years. Conversely, lower productivity, high unemploy--
ment, and larger defieits keep 1nf1at10n at much lower levels:
Clearly, the base forecast is far more desirable, but there is
great doubt as to its plausibility. Investments in new plants and
equipment, essential for any recovery, will probably not be made
until interest rates drop to around 12 to 13 percent, and this most
likely will not occur unless the federal government reduces its
budgetary deficits.

Another forecaster with pessimistic predictions is the Research
Tnstitute of America (RIA), a Washington-based organization which
publishes a weekly newsletter on current economic trends. In its
March 5, 1982, letter, RIA notes that all economic news.is bad:

, .

The composite index of leading economic indicators fell
for the 9th time, with no bottom in sight and the reces-
" sion several months to rum .

. we don't expect any early recovery, have pretty
much written off this yea%®.

21
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Y
TABLE 7

COMPARISON OF BASE AND MOST PESSIMISTIC ALTERNATIVE FORECASTS
ON EIGHT ECONOMIC INDICATORS AS PREDICTED BY THE .
. UCLA- GRADUATE SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT ;
1980 TO 1984

Item ' 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

|
GROSS NATIONAL i
PRODUCT (BILLIONS) : | \
Base Forecast $2,626.1 $2,916.5 $3,070.9 4§3,411.9 §$3,734.5
Pessimistic Forecast 2,626.1 3,916.5 3,074.2 3,350.4 %;?58.6
)

REAL GNP (1972 DOLLARS) .
Base Forecast §1,480.7 $1,506.1 §$1,480.3 §1,542.3 §1,600.1
, Pessimistic Forecast 1,480.7 1,506:1 1,476.9 - 1,509.0 1,529.4

'PRIME INTEREST RATE , :
.. Base Forecast 15.27% 18.68% 13.28% 14.27%  13.16%
. Pessimistic Forecast 15.3 18.7 14.1 18.4 18.2

- INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION
(INDEXED--1967=100)

Base Forecast 147.0 ¥50.8 145.1 155. 163.8 *

43 2
Pessimistic Forecast: 147.0 " 156.8 “144.9 ... 150.2 -152.8

HOUSING STARTS 7
(MILLIONS OF UNITS)
Base Forecast 1.303
Pessimistic Forecast 1.303

"

092 1.315 . 1.776  1.781
092 1.329  1.436  1.290.

4

N

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

Base Forecast 7.1 7.6 8.9 8.4 7.9
Pessimistic Forecast 7.1 7.6 9.0 7. 9.1 9.5

 FEDERAL BUDGET DEFICIT )
(BILLIONS) , LT
Base Forecast 6.2 61.1  115.1 107.5 108.5
Pessimistic Forecast 61.2 61.1 116.2°- 141.6 193.6
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX ) : .
‘Base Forecast 13.5% - 10.4% 5.9% 4% 5.8% )
Pessimistic Forecast 13.5 10.4 8.0 7 4.7

6.
6.
2

-

“§oﬁrce: UCLA Graduate School of Management, 1981, pp. 2, 4.




Housing starts will stay down, up [only] 100,000 .
That kind of increase leaves the industry stuck in deep
depression .

The jobless rate will hit 9% soon, average out at 8.5%.
But once you factor in those workers no longer looking
for jobs, the '"real" unemployment rate is already close
to an unhappy 12% . . . . ¢ 9

Business investment in plant and equipment will not boom,
despite the new tax incentives. ’

The predictions of other forecasters, as well as two already men-

tioned in this report, were presented by the Legislative Analyst in
his Analysis of the Budget -Bill, 1982-83 for both the nation and

California. These are shown in Tables 8 and 9. v

Nationally, the most optimistic prediction comes from First Inter-
state Bank, but its forecast is so, different from all ,the others
that it is tempting to disregard 'it. ‘As an example, where the
average of .all the other forecasters for the growth in before-tax
profits is =7.9 percent, First Interstate predicts an increase of
11.2 percent. This bank also has the highest prediction for an
increase in "real' Gross National Product (the growth in the GNP
adjusted for inflation), the lowest prediction for the unemployment
rate, and the highest predictions for new car sales and housing
starts. In its Califormia forecast, this .bank also appears to, be
more optimistic than any other group of economists.

What may be more interesting are the predictions of the Department
of Finance in comparison to all other forecasters (excluding First
Interstate Bank). These comparisons are shown in Tables 10 and 1l.

<
With the exception of the inflation rate, the Department of Fi-
nance's California predictions are not markedly different from
those of other forecasters, but it is clear that economists are not
in agreement as to what the economy, national or State, will do in
1982, and that makes the 1982-83 State budget a largely unknown
quantity. That budget is based on a number of political as well as
economic assumptions, the most important of which are that: (1)
the State's economy will improve in the latter half of 1982; (2)
the voters will approve a bond initiative for prisoms in the June
election and disapprove .measures relating to income tax indexing
and inheritance taxes; (3) the Legislature will approve various tax
acceleration and revenue measures as well as several spending
reductions; and (4) the federal government will not make further
reductions in entitlement programs such as Medi~Cal. If any of
these assumptions proves to be unwarranted, California's state




budget will be out of balance, and several of them seem very tenta- |
tive at best.

* For faculty, and all other State employees as well, the prospects |

for substantial cost-of-living adjustments are accordingly bleak.
It is not at all unlikely that the Governor and the Legislature

o~

TABLE 8 ,
1982 NATIONAL ECONOMIC OUTLOOK OF SELECTED FORECASTERS
Percent Change in:

Unem- New Car Housing
, Before ploy- Sales (mil- Starts
Real GNP  Consumer Tax ment Tions of (mi1lions
Forecaster GNP  Prices Prices Profits _Rate units) of units)
Department V | )
of Finance -0.4% +8.6% +8.5% +1.9%9 8.4% 8.5 ©1.24
First Inter- . . )
state Bank | +2.5 +7.9 . +8.2 +11.2 7.1 9.7 1.55
Security Pa- '
cific Bank -0.3 +7.9 +7.8 - 3.5 + 9.2 8.9. 1.3
Wells Fargo . |
Bank +0.1 +7.8 +8.3 N/A 8.2 & 9.2 1.20
Bank of . ' .
America -0.9 +7.7 +8.2 -15.6 8.7 8.9 - 1.20
Crocker Bank =0.5  +1.5  +7.6 N/A 8.6 8.9 1.32
ucLa -1.7 +#7.1 +5.9 -15.9 8.9 8.3 1.32
4
Chase Econ- .
ometrics N/A +8.2 +8.4 - 7.0 9.0 9.4 _ 1.26 3
Data o
Resources’ -0.6 +7.7 +8.3 -7.1 8.6 9.1 1.28 .
24 \
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will be facing a deficit budget in 1982-83, just as they have in °
. the current year. The experience in the current year and the grim

* prospects for the budget year may well have the effect of severely
reducing salary appropriations. Accordingly, it is not likely that
faculty will receive range adjustments that will meet even the
reduced increases in the inflation rate, much less make up for |
ground lost in prior years. That is not a happy situation, but '
until the economy turps into a recovery -and expansion phase, little
else can reasonably be expected. '

LT

. TABLE 9 | S
1982 CALIFORNIA ECONOMIC OUTLOOK FOR SELECTED FORECASTERS |
Percent Change in: .

Crocker Bank +9.0  +7.8 +1.1 +0.2 8.4 138

New Resi-
,. Wage and Unem- dential
. Real Salary ploy- Building
Personal Consumer Personal Employ- ment Permits
Forecaster Income  _Prices Income _ ment  Rate (600s)
Department ’
of Finance +10.3% +11.3% -0.9% +1.1% 8.1% 125
‘First Inter- . :
state Bank +11.0 +8.3  '+2.5 ] +2.7 6.9 164
Security Pa- ‘ |
cific Bank + 9.9 + 8.4 +1.4 -+1.0 8.6 125
; Wells Fargo ' ”
‘ Bank +11.0 + 8.0 +2.8 +1.0 8.4 °  1lo
Bank of : |
America C+9.0 +7.5  +l.4 +1.0 8.0 135 3

- UCLA +7.8  +5.7 2.0 -0.5° 8.8 133 o




e

, TABLE 10
1982 NATIONAL ECONOMIC OUTLOOK OF DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

AND OTHER FORECASTERS . v
Percent Change in: '

‘Unem~ New Car Housing

Before ploy- _ Sales . Starts
Real GNP  Consumer Tax ment (millions (millions
Forecaster GNP  Prices Prices Profits Rate -of units) of uﬁﬁts)
Depaftment . B ‘ o ,
of Finance -0.4% +8.6% +8.5% +1.9% 8.4% 8.5 : 1.24 f‘
Other o o . . | \, ,
Forecasters* -0.7 " +7.7 . +1.8 -9.8 8.7 9.0 1.27

*Includes Security Pacific Bank, Wells Fargo Bank, Bank of America,

Crocker Bank, UCLA, Chase Econometrlcs, and Data Resources
/

TABLE 11

1982 CALIFORNIA ECONOMIC OUTLOOK OF DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE
i AND OTHER FORECASTERS

~Percent ChangAgjn. /
’ - New Resi-
Wage and Unem- dential
Real Salary ploy- Building
Personal Consumer Personal Employ- ment Permits

Forecaster Income Prices Income ., ment - Rate (000s)
Agartment \ .

qf Finance +10.3% +11.3% -0.9% ++1.1% 8.1% 125

thér - |

Forecasters™ + 9.3 + 7.5 +1.7 - +0.5 - 8.5 - 128

*Includes Security Pacific Bank, Wells Fargo Bank Bank of America,
Crocker Bank and UCLA.




. CHAPTER TWO |
COMPARISONS WITH OTHER PROFESSJONAL GROUPS .

+-” This chapter compares dollar and percentage increases in co_mpens?‘-'

> tion for California faculty to. those_ of other professional groups
’ : and each of these. to increases in both the Consumer Price Index
€CPI) and the Implicit Price Deflator for Personal Consumption

Expenditut&f (PCE). : : S

FEDERAL AND STATE EMPLOYEES

AY

Tables 12 and 13 on pp. 22~23 compare percentage and numerical
increases in the CPI and the PCE to across-the-board (cost-of-
living) salary increases fbr federal employees, California State
employees, and University and State University faculty since
' 1961-62. Figure 8 on page 24 displays these comparisons graphically
) for the full period between 1961-62 and 1981-82. Figure 9 on the
' ' same page shows the first ten years of this period, and Figure 10.
on page 25 shows the years since 1971-72.

1
: These tables and figures show that the decade of the 1960s was a
' favorable one for public employees in general and for California |
State employees in particular, since their across-the-board salary
increases were about 50 percent higher than the annual change in ‘
- the inflation rate. Faculty also fared well, with the .University |
keeping pace with inflation and the State University exceeding it |
by almost as much as federal and State workers. In the-1970s and -
the first two years of the 1980s, however, no group of employees
matched ,the average annual increase in the CPI, and only State '
Civil Service workers exceeded the increase in the PCE, and that
was only a marginal advantage--7.6 percent for civil servants,
compared te 7.5 percent for PCE. In the first two years of the |
1980s--assuming the accuracy of the 1981-82 predictions--all groups
showed a lag compared to the increases in the cost of living. In
those two years, the CPI should rise a total of 21.1 percent and ‘
the PCE 17.4 percent. Federal Civil Service salaries rose 14.3
percent while those of State employees increased 16.3 percent. 1
|
|
|
|
|
|

* o

L)

 OTHER PROFESSIONAL WORKERS | R

e [

) ; Tables 14 and 15 on page’ 26 compare actual salaries and indexed
) *  salary values from 1961-62 through 1980-81 for associate professors

|
|
- o
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TABLE 12
/ PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (CPI),
THE IMPLICIT PRICE DEFLATOR FOR PERSONAL CONSUMPTION
EXPENDITURES (PCE), AND SALARIES FOR FEDERAL AND STATE
EMPLOYEES AND UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY
N 1962-63 TO 1981-82
. Federal State University California

.. Civil Civil of State
Year CPI  PCE Service .Service California University
1962-63 1.2% 1.6% 0.0% 6.6% 0.0% - 6.0%
1963-64 1.3 1.6 - 5.6 6.1 5.0 5.0
1964-65 1.5 1.4 8.7 0.8 0.0 0.0
196566 2.3 2.3 0,0 4.4 7.0 10.0
1966-67 2.9 2.8 6.6 4.5 2.5 6.7
1967-68 3.6 3.2 4.6 5.1 5.0 5.0 -
1968-69 4.6 4.2 4.9 5.7 5.0 7.5
1969-70 5.9 4.9 9.1 5.6 5.0 5.0
1970-71 5.2 4.4 6.0 5.2 0.0 .0.0
1971-72 3.6, 4.1 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1972-73 4.0 3.8 5.4 9.0 9.0 8.4
1973-74 9.0 8.3 5.2 11.7 5.4 7.5
1974-75 11.1 10.5 4.7 5.3 - 5.5 "~ 5.3
1975-76 7.1 6.1 5.4 6.7 7.2 7.2
1976-77 5.8 5.2 5.0 6.6 4.3 4.3
1977-78 6.7 6.0 1.0 . 1.5 5.0 5.0
1978-79 9.4 7.8 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
1979-80 13.3 10.8 7.0 14.5 14.5 14.5 J
1980-81 11.5 9.4 9.1 9.8 9.8 9.8 :
1981-82 (8.6) (7.3) 4.8 6.9 6.0 6.0
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EMPLOYEES AND UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND

TABLE 13

INDEXED INCREASES IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (CPI),
THE IMPLICIT PRICE DEFLATOR FOR RERSONAL CONSUMPTION- - ‘
EXPENDITURES (PCE), AND SALARIES FOR FEDERAL AND STATE "w

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY
1962-63 TO 1981-82 -

Federal - State  University California
’ .o Civil Civil of State
Year . CP1 PCE . Service Service California University
1961-62 . 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1962-63 101.2 101.6 100.0 106.6 100.0 106.0
1963-64 102.5 103.2 .- 105.6 113.1 105.0 - 111.3 ¢
1964-65 104.1 104.7 . 114.8 114.0 105.0 111.3
1965-66  106.4 107.1 114.8 119.0 112.4 122.4 o
1966-67  109.5 110.1 122.4 124.4 115.2 130.6
1967-68 113.5 113.6 - 128.0 130.7 120.9 137.2
1968-69 118.7 118.4 134.3 138.2 127.0 147.5
1969-70 - 125.7 124.2 146.5 145.9 -133.3 154.8
1970-71- 132.2 129.6 155.3 153.5 133.3- 154.8
1971-72 137.0 134.9 164.6 .. 153.5 - 133.3 154.8
1972-73 142.5 140.1 173.5 167.3 145.3 167.8
1973-74 155.3 151.7 182.5 186.9 153.2 180.4
1974-75 172.5 167.6 191.1 196.8 161.6 190.0
1975-76 184.8 177.9 201.4 210.0 173.2 203.7
1976-77 195.5 187.1 211.5 223.8 180.7 212.4
1977-78 208.6 198.3 226.3 240.6 189.7 223.0
1978-79 228.2 213.8 238.7 240.6 189.7 223.0
1379-80 258.6 236.9 255.4 275'.5 217.2 255.4
1980-81 288.3 259.2 278.7 302.4 238.4 280.3
1981-82 313.1 278.1 292.0 320.5 252.7 297.1 )
Average Annual Increases:
1961-62-- g -
1981-82 5.8% 5.3%  5.5% 6.0%. 4.7% 5.6%
1961-62=~ . : ' ’ -
1971-72 3.2% 3.0% 5.1% 4.4% 2.9% 4.5%
1971-72~- '
1981-82 8.6% 6.5% 7.6% - 6.6% 6.7%

7.5%
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FIGURE 8

INDEXED INCREASES IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX, THE IMPLICIT PRICE DEFLATOR
~ FOR PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDYTURES, AND SALARIES FOR FEDERAL AND STATE ) )
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FIGURE 1Q

INDEXED INCREASES IN THE CONSUMEﬁ PRICE INDEX, THE IMPLICIT PRICE DEFLATOR

¢

INDEX VALUES

240

: FOR PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES, AND SALARIES FOR FEDERAL AND STATE
EMPLOYEESS AND UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY

1971-72 TO 1981-82

—— & - Consumer Price Index _ N
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Sources: Consumer Price Index: U.S. Department of Labor, 1980,

p. 326; and 1981, p. 23.

Implicit Price Deflator: Byrnes and others, 1979, p. 23;
Cypert and Clucas, 1981, p. 7.

Federal Civil Service: Reports of the U.S. Office of
Personnel Management.
State Civil Service: Reports of the California State
Department of Finance.

University of California and California State University:
Annual reports on faculty salaries of the Codrdinating
Council for Higher Education and the California Postsec-
ondary Education Commission. -
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TABLE 14

SALARIES OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
| ASSQCTATE PROFESSORS AND OF SEVEN OTHER PROFESSIONAL GROUPS
1961-62 TO 1980-8T

¢suc ol v

v

Associate Associate Acccount- Job Dirs. of
Year® Profs.  Profs. ants _ Auditors Attorneys Analysts Personnel Chemists- Engineers
1961-62 $.9,668 § 8,974 § 7,416 § 7,266 $l1,844 5 7,530 $11,664 $10,956 Sll,ﬂéal .

1962-63 10,441 9,425 7,668 7,572 12,300 7,716 12,060 11,334 11,534

1963-64 10,482 9,644 . 7,508 7,856 12,316 7,998 12,528 11,688 11,970

1964=65 10,994 10,032 8,124 8,094 13,644 8,280 12,936 12,026 12,324

1965-66 11,804 10,836 8,328 8,322 14,052 8,592 13,212 12,594 12,786

1966-67 12,072 11,460 8,879 8,902 14,419 8,388 13,857 13,225 13,474 .
1967-68 12,643 12,033~ 9,367 9,342 15,283 9,611 14,610 14,007 14,1S58.
.1968-69 13,365 12,732 10,029 10,007 19,163 9,338 15,332 14,720 15,000
1969-70 14,053 13,437 10,686 10,715 20,306 10,377 16,5626 15,642 15,850
1970-71 14,150 13,526 11,383 11,435 22,178 11,207 17,872 16,482 16,737
1971-72 14,107 13,301 11,879 11,%03 23, 643 11,677 18,277 17,126 17,394
1972-73 16,439 14,567 12,472° 12,464 24,693 12,036 19,869 17,726 18,322
1973-74 16,431 15,965 13,285 13,183 25,956 12,705 21,447 18,993 19,292
1974=75 17,365 16,844 16 458 13,961 28,159 13,746 22,486 20,952 20,935
1975-76 18,385 18,166 15, V428, 14,743 29,82 164,825 26,283 °© 22,264 22,416
1976-77 19,490 18,101 16,565 15,806 30,97 15,294 -26,472 23,944 23,846
1977-78 20,133 20,223 18,115 17,364 33,587 16,197 29,223 26,013 25,987
1978-79 20,620 20,361 19,468 18,398 37,807 17,720 31,133 28,154 28,231
1979-80 23,535 23,447 21,299 20,014 40,364 19,140 34,824 30,737 30,814
1980-81 25,466 25,785 23,545 22,108 44,853 20,548 39,042 33,732 34,039

TABLE 15

|

|

INDEXED SALARIES OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE |
UNIVERSITY ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS AND OF SEVEN OTHER PROFESSIONAL GROUPS '
|

|

1961-62 TO 1980-81 : .
uc Csuc
Associate Associate Acccount- Job Dirs. of
. Year* Profs. Profs. ants _ Auditors Attorneys Analysts Personnel Chemists Engineers .

1961-62 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

1962-63 108.0  105.0 103.4 104.2 103.9 102.3 103.4 103.5 ° 10S.2

1963-64 108.4 1058.2 106.6 108.1 108.2 106.2 107.4 106.7 108.2

1964-65 113.7 11.8 109.6 111.4 115.2 110.0 110.9 109.8 111.4

1965-66 122.1 120.8 112.3 114.5 118.5 114.1 113.3 115.0 115.6 |

1966-67 124.9 127.7 119.7 122.5 121.7 118.0 118.8 . 120.7 121.8

1967-68 130.8 134.1 126.3 128.6 129.0 127.6 125.3 127.9 128.0

1968-69 138.2 141.9 135.2 137.7 161.8 130.7 131.5 134.4 135.6 .

1969-70 145.4 149.7 144.1 161.5 171.4 137.8 142.5 142.8 143.3 .
3 |
0 :
5 |

»

1970-71 146.4 150.7 153.5 157.4 187. 148.8 153.2 150.4. 1s51l.5
1971-72  145.9 148.2 160.2 163.8 198. 155.1 156.7 156.3 157.2
1972-73 . 170.0 162.3 168.2 171.5 208. 159.8 170.3 161.8 165.6
1973-74 170.0 ~ 177.9 179.1 18l.4 219.2 168.7 -183.9 173.4 174.4

- 1974-75  179.6 187.7 195.0 192.1 237.8 182.6 192.8 191.2 189.2 .
1975-76  192.2 202.5 208.0 202.9 251.8 196.9 208.2 203.2 202.6 i .
1976-77 201.6 212.9 223.1 217.5 261.5 203.1 227.0 218.6 215.5 -
1977-78 208.2 225.4 244.3 237.1 283.2 215.1 ,250.5 237.4 234.8
1978-79  213.3 226.9 262.5 253.2 319.2 235.3 266.9 256.9 255.2
1979-80 243.4 261.3 287.2 - 275.5 345.0 254.2 298.6 = 280.6 278.5
1980-81 263.4 287.3 317.5 304.3 378 7 " 2729 334.7 307.9 307.7 .

> Percentage Increases:

o

1961462~ >

1980-31 163.4%  187.3%  217.5%  204.3% 278.7%  172.9% 234.7%  207.9% 207.7% .
1961-62-- - ‘

1970-71  46.4% 50.7% 53.5% 57.4%  87.3% 48.8%  53.2% 50.4%  51.5% .
1970+71== o S | »

1580-81 79.9% 90.6% 106.8% 93.3% 102.2% 83.4% 118;51 104.7% 103.1%

* Nine-wonth salaries for associate profes-ors sre for the fiscal yesr noted. Twelve-month salaries
for all other professfonal groups are determined on March 1 of the appropriate fiscal year noced.

Sources: Associate Professors: Annual reports-on faculty salaries, Califomia Posc~
secondary Education Commission. (

Other Professional Groups: U.é ﬁépa::men: of Labowr, 1980, pp. 296-295 1981, ep- 11-12, 73-74.
Q : - =26~




in the University of California and the California State University
with those of seven other professional groups surveyed by the
L Bureau of Labor Statistics as part of its National Survey of Profes-
sional, Administrative, Technical and Clerical Pay..,

These tables use the rank of associate professor instead of an
all-ranks average since recent increases in the number of faculty
at the professor rank tend to distort the latter average when
comparing faculty salaries with such groups as those displayed in °
Tables 14 and 15, for which a middle rank has also been used. This
single-rank average does not eliminate distortion completely, since
the number of faculty at any given step of the rank can affect the
average for the entire rank, but it is still preferable to an
all-ranks average. The fact that some distortion continues to
exist is indicated in Figure 11 below and Table 16 on page 28,
which show that the average salary for State University associate
professors actually exceeds the average for University of California
associate-professors in 1980-81. This is the first time the State
University average has ever exceeded the University's at any rank,

FIGURE 11

MEAN NINE-MONTH SALARIES OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS AND OF SEVEN
. PROFESSIONAL GROUPS SURVEYED BY THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

o 1961-62 TO 1980-81

——-‘Univefsicy of California Associate Professors
—— California State University Associate Professors
30,000 ~—- Department of Labor Survey Group

ANNUAL SALARY

"

samollllll.lllll.lllll'lll
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1002-43  1084-06  (008-87 (905-08 1970=71  1872-73 (874=76  (076-77  I876~78 180091 -

FISCAL YEARS




TABLE 16

5 SALARIES OR EARNINGS OF SELECTED FEDERAL WORKERS,
OTHER PROFESSIONAL GROUPS, AND UNIVERSITY AND STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY

1980-81 ) .
& L]
’ Tedaral Category I Univarsicy of Califoraia State
Anoual Civil Privace Public Califoruia Univecsicy
Salaries Service Industry Universities Faculty . Faculty
$70,000
$66,958
365,000 Az )
§60,000
456,328
335,000 (faginear VIII)
$56,015
(Ch. acce. 13 4] »
330,000 349,015
(65-15) 8,85 : :
. (Cremisz VII) ~*
3‘5.000 - W
: (Attommaey IV)
(¢:.3 poit i III) ¢
T. of Pers.
$40,000 842,622
O . 338,330
335,582 336,663 (Professar) : .
333,000 (GS~13) (Chenist V)
: $33,270 : .
’ . $312,8%0 $32,564 *
$30,000 $30,583 (Professor) (ALL Renks) Trgese)
. (Buyer 1IV)
(Job Analysc IV) . :
$25,000 §25,3689 825,748 $25,730 —————— $257466 — e $28,785
(Gs~11) (Accouncane 1Y) (ALl Ranks) . (isso. Ptetum) (dsso. Professor)
$24,401 824,460 -
(Aunditor 1II) (Asso. Profassor) $21,214 $20,965 °
320,000 (Assc. Prot-mr)-—(uu. Professor)~
) 319,810 $18, 388
(Assc. Professor) - (In.-:;ucc or)
815,450
313,000 (Insezuccor)
$10,000

Sources: Federal Civil Service Employee Salaries and Private Industry
Salaries or Earnings: U.S. Department of Labor, 1981 PP. 74~75.

Category I Public Universities:.American Association of Univer- ‘
_ sity Professors, 1981, P- 5. : . «

University of California and California State University Faeulty
Salaries: California Postsecondaty Education Commission, 1981 S
Appendices E and F.

=28~
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and it applies only to associate professors, as the University
.continues to hold a lead at the préfessor and assistant professor
ranks. The reason for the State University lead at the associate
rank is that far more State University associate professors occupy .
the top step than do University of California associate professors,
a point which is discussed more fully in Chapter Three.

Tables 14 and 15, as well as Figure 11, show that every group
except job analysts has received greater incCreases since 1961-62
than associate professors at either of the. senior segments. In
1961-62, the average compensation for the seven occupations was
$9,677, compared to $9,668 for University and $8,974 for State
University associate professors. In 1980-8l, the averages were
$31,124 for the seven occupations, compared to §25,466 and $25,785
for University and State University associate professors, respec=
tively. The gradually increasing salary advantage of the surveyed
occupations over the professoriate is shown in Figure 12 below.

During this 20-year period, the University went from approximate
parity to an 18.2 percent deficit while the State University went
from a 7.3 percent deficit to a 17.2 percent deficit. Between

FIGURE 12

PERCENTAGE SALARY INCREASES FOR UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS AND SEVEN

\ OTHER PROFESSIONAL GROUPS
1961-62 TO \370-71, 1970-71 TO 1980-81, AND 1961-62 TO 1980-81 -

300

75 1961-62 to 1980-81
1970-71 te 1980-81
1961-62 to 1970-71

8

583808

8

PERCENTAGE INCREASES
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1961-62 and 1971-72, the seven comparison occupations increased by °
an average of 64.9 percent compared to 45.9 percent for the. Univer-
sity and 48.2 percent for the State University. Since then, the
comparison groups increased by 95.0 percent compared to 80.5 percent
at the University and 93.9 percent at the-State University. Certain
professions within the, group fared especially well, attorneys and
personnel directors in particular. The former showed a 278.7
percent salary increase since 1961-62 and the latter a 234.7 percent
increase. Attorneys had an 18.4 percent lead over the University
and a 24.2 percent lead over the State University in 1961-62. By
1980-81, those leads had increased to 43.2 percent and 42.5 percent,
respectively. The numerical differences were $2,176 and $2,870 in
1961-62 and $19,387 and $19,068 in 1980-81, respectively. Within a
percentage point or two, these conclusions apply equally well to
full professors and to assistant professors, as Table 17 on the
next page demonstrates. Thus, while it is generally recognized
that California faculty salaries kept pace with or exceeded the
cost of living in the 1960s and fell behind in the 1970s, other
professional groups did better in both decades.

These findings are consistent with those reported by the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP) as shown in Tables 16
and 17. Table 16 shows 1980-81 salaries for federal employees at
three grades (GS-11, 13, and 15), salaries for professional, groups
surveyed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, average all-ranks
faculty salaries from the AAUP survey, and faculty salaries at the
University of California and the Califormia State University.
Table 17 shows losses in real income for the same groups singe
1969-70. '

The faculty salaries listed in Table 16 are based on nine months of
employment while those for the other occupations are for eleven.
Adjusting the faculty averages for comparability by an increase of
22.2 percent (the difference between nine months and eleven) raises
the AAUP all-ranks average to $31,442, the University of California
all-ranks average to $39,916, and the State University all-ranks
average te $35,453. Even with this adjustment, however, faculty
salaries are raised only to the occupational levels of Buyer IV,
Chemist V, Engineer VI, and Director of Personnel III, still well
below the middle and higher ranges of many other professionals,
attorneys in particular. In many academic disciplines, this poses
major recruiting problems, but in such fields as business, engineer-
ing, and computer science, it has created particular diificulties,
a problem to be addressed in Chapter Three. ’




.  TABLE 17 \

PERCENTAGE CHANGES IN REAL SALARIES FOR SELECTED FEDERAL WORKERS,
. . - OTHER PROFESSIONAL GROUPS, AND FACULTY
1959—70 TO0 1979-80

Percentgge Change in Real Salaries

T e ——————

!

: ’ ¢ 1969~70 1669-70: 1974-75
Occupational Groups to to to
- 1979-80 1974-75 1979-80
Federal Civil Service v i o e e
GS-15 -13.3% -5.1% - 8,7%
GS-13 -14.8 - 5.2 -10.2
GS-11 -15.9 - 5.2 -11.2
Selected Professional and Administrative
Positions in Private Industry
Auditor III -6.7% -2.6% - 6.2%
Accountant IV - 0.3 + 0.7 -1.0
Chief Accountant IV +5.2 + 1.1 + 4.1
Attorney IV 0.0 +1.1 - 3.2
Attorney VI -10.8 - 9.4 .- 1.5
Chemist V - 3.8 - 31 - 0.7
Chemist VII -.2.8 - 0.4 - 2.4
Engineer VI - 4.5 - 2.3 -2.3
Engineer VIII - 4.1 - 2.1 - 2.1
Job Analyst IV - 1.9 + 3.2 - 4.9
. Buyer IV -2.8 - 0.4 - 2.4
Director of Personnel III - 0.2 - 1.0 + 0.8
All Faculty in AAUP Category I,
Public Universities
Professor -19.3% - 8.9% -11.4% .
Associate Professor -19.6 - 9.4 ~11.3
Assistant Professor -21l.1 - 9.8 -12.3
Instructors -19.9 - 8.7 -12.3
University of California )
Professor -18.0% -11.0% ¢ -7.9%
- Associate Professor -18.1 - 9.4 - 9.6
Assistant Professor -17.4 [ =9.0 -~ 9.3
California State University .
Professor -18.0% - 8.6 -10.2%
Associate Professor - -15.2 - 8.6 -7.1
Assistant Professor -15.9 - 8.5 - 8.1
- 9.6 - 6.0

Instructor _ © =15.0

Sources: Federal and Private Industry: U.S. Department of Labor,

' Bureau of Labor Statistics, National Surveys of Profes-
sional, Administrative, Technical, and Clerical g_z, June
1970, March 1975, and March 1980.

Categary I Public Universities: Annual reports of the
- American Association of University Professors.

: : Univer51cy of California and California State University:
* ‘ Annual reports of the Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation and the Californla Postsecondary Education Commission.
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s CHAPTER THREE

SEGMENTAL RESPONSES TO
COMPETITION FROM BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY

The Commission's final report om faculty salaries for 1981-82
quoted a number of articles which highlighted the current difficul-
ties in filling faculty positions in business administration,
engineering, and computer science. In April 1981, the Director's
Report of the Commission included a summary of the national report,
Science and Engineering Education for the 1980s and Beyond, pub- .
lished jointly by the National Science Foundation and the Federal
Department of Education in October 1980. .This report noted\gijttuﬂ?”ﬂ

"there are, at present, shortages of trained computer professitnals
and most types of engineers at all degree levels;" that "university
engineering schools and departments which train computer profes-
sionals are unable to fill existing doctoral faculty positions";

‘that "there is an immediate problem of providing for the acquisi-’

tion, retention, and maintenance of high-quality faculty to teach'
engineering and computer courses”; and that "the high cost of ‘

maintaining existing laboratory apparatus and of replacing obsolete\}'
apparatus and facilities is a severe problem for unmiversity faculty “°

who engage in research in equipment-intensive fields such as elec~
trical engineering, computer science, physics, chemistry, and the
life sciences'" (California Postsecondary Education Commission,
1981b, p. 6). '

Simply stated, the problem is one of tremendous industrial demand
which has raised engineering, computer science, and business sala-
ries to very high levels; enormous enrollment demand from students’
who want to earn those salaries upon graduation; and a shortage of

. faculty to teach them. The faculty shortage has been created by

the same factor as student demand; business and industry are paying
doctorate holders far mpre than they can earn on campuses. A
recent article in Science included a good summary ("United States
and Technological Preeminence,' 1981): :

+ In the past 10 years the approximately 280 U.S. engineer-
ing colleges have been stressed by a 100 percent increase
in undergraduate enrollments and a &ecrease in U.S.
graduate students. Although the baccalaureate degrees
granted have increased by more than one-third in this
period, the industrial demand for engineering baccalau-
reates has not been met. In electronic and computer

_engineering, a recent ®urvey* indicated that the supply

*Technical Employment Projections, 1981-1983-1985. Palo
Alto: American Electronics Association, 1981.

S 3= .38




is less than half the demand for the current year and S .
will be less than one-third the demand in 1985. A direct - . o
result of attractive industrial job offers has been a o TA
* decrease in the ‘number of candidates available for fac- o .
ulty appointments. The best current estimates are that ‘
\ ~ more than 10 percent of the available faculty positioms o
- in engineerlng and computing are vacant. The other major v
limitation is the obsolete status of much of the labora-
tory equipment available for 1nstruct10n

The 10 percent figure in Sc1ence may be conservatlve.\ -On August
20, 1981, the Wall Street Journal reported: )

Even MIT hasn t been able to fill all its faculty JObS in
such sought-after fields as microelectfoniecs and computer
engineering. At another top school, Cornell University's
College of Engineering, some graduate seminars have
expanded to 50 students from 20 in less than a decade,
while seven of the school's 42 faculty positions in
electrical engineering are unfilled. Across the country,
2,500 out of a total of 20,000 faculty positions are
vacant, says Elizabeth Vetter, the executive director of -
the Scientific Manpower Commission in Washington (Lowen-

stein, 1981). - _ .
The article goes on to state that a baccalaureate engineering o
graduate “can expect a starting salary of $22,500, "about 10 percent ° P
above the average salary for assistant professors with doctoral v :
degrees."” The College Placement Council reports that its most .

recent survey shows starting salaries closer to $25,000. for bach-
elor's degree engineers. Similar figures apply to business gradu-
ates, and the disparity between business faculty and corporate
businessmen and women widens with seniority.

2

~ UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA RESPONSES

[ . "
On January 21, 1982, the University of Califormia Regents approved
a separate salary schedule for Business Administration/Management
and Engineering faculty to take'effect on June 30. This schedule
is designed to provide a more attractive compensation structure to
compete with business and industry and with other academic institu- S
tions. Although the University did not dwell on industrial compe~ e
tition as-a reason for implementing the new schedule, it is clear ‘
from discussions with University officials- that such competition
was one reason for.the Regeatal decision. The. immediate reason was
competition from other institutions with which/the University
competes for many of its faculty. Those institutidns, and the o : -

o .' . ) - T

»w
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,with the old one and includes mean salaries from the 1981-82 engi-

L
o

Uniiversity's position with respect to them, are displayed in Table : ,

18 ion page 36 for business/management faculty in 1980-81 and in -

Table 19 on page 37 for engineering facnlty in the 1981-82 academic

year. Although the list of surveyed universities is not the same.

for both tables, the data nevertheless indicate the University of .

California's concern for a declining competitive position. Table . :

20 on page 38 compares. the new University of California schedule

neering survey for comparison purposes. . _
) ,

N

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY RESPONSES

The California State University lacks both- the .resources and the
legislative authority to imstitute its own salary structure; thus
it has sought to secure legislative approval for a. ney schedule
designed to improve its competitive position in hiring and retaining
faculty in high-demand areas. That schedule was discussed on pp.
47 and 57 of last year's Commission report on faculty salaries and
need not be reiterated at any length here. In summary, it proposed -
the addition of between six and ten additional steps above existing
ranges (ten for assistant professors and six for associate and full
professors) with 2.5 percent intervals between steps. In addition,
it called for a system of peer review and final approval of the
chief campus officer prior to entry into the upper-level salary
structure. ' .

o
The Legislature rejected this proposal for three reascms: (1) it
required a $1.6 million appropriation; (2) it was not specifically
aimed at faculty in high-demand fields. but.applied to all faculty;
and (3) it required peer review only for the higher steps, leaving
advancement through the first five steps of each rank on ar auto-
matic annual-advancement basis as it has been for many years.
The phenomenon of automatic advancement has been discussed in
previous Commission salary reports, and remains a major problem
within the State University since it creates significant impaction
at the top step of each rank. During the 1960s, when the State °
University's rapid enrollment growth necessitated the hiring of '
large numbers of new faculty, impaction was a minor problem; but in -

_the late 1970s and early 1980s, it has become severe. Table 21 on .

page 39 and Figure 13 on page 40 show the petcentage of faculty at »
each step of each rank for the past five years, clearly illustrating - -
this problem. :

A
i. ©  (text continues oanagé 40)
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TABLE 18

NINE-MONTH FACULTY SALARIES IN BUSINESS/MANAGEMENT
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AND OTHER UNIVERSITIES °

1980-81 '

'°’ Professors Associate Professors Assistant Professors
Average Institution Average Institution Average Institution
- Salary Cade . Salary - Code - Salary Code
$45,851 A 1$32,957 I §26,911 I

- 45,569 I 32,883 " E .26,540 F
44,900 M 32,500 Q 26,442 H

44,483 F 31,175 F 26,393 Q
42,750 P 30,584 L- 26,335 C.
42,239 N 30,267 ° A 26,332 0

42,047 0 30,088 H 25,706 % -L-,

41,505 E 29,789 N 25,662 c A

41,163 B 29,602 0 25,266 D
40,%61 D 29,222 B 25,123 B
$40,576 Mean of 20 $29,056 “Mean of 20 »
40,533 L 28,890 . . D 24,974 R
_ , $24,958 Mean of 20
39,522 ‘e - 28,700 . P 24,462  E .-
$39,050 University of - . ' )
" California - : -
38,965 Q .. . 28,413 .. R T 24,266 G
$28,266 University of '
- California -

38,886 H 28,250 ° M 24,125 N
38,122 R 27,931 - G - - 23,933 S
37,400 ° K 27,900 K 23,800 . M

) s $23,253 -University of
. N N - Califormia
36,620 S 27,822 S 23,250 P
35,505 . J 26,282 J 22,700 . K
34,130 ¢ 26,015 C 22,021 - J

. I 'o ) ' ‘




| TABLE 19 |
T | NINE-MONTH FACULTY SALARIES IN ENGINEERING

. ~ AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
' AND TWELVE OTHER UNIVERSITIES -~
1980-81
Professors | Associate Professors Assistant Professors ’
Average Institution Average Instftutﬁon_ Average Institution
Salary Code - ~ Salary Code Salary Code
$46,580 A $35,505 A 528,722 A
43,889 c 31,943 C 28,411 B
43,070 I 31,320 D 28,049 C
41,800 F 30,955 B 27,715 D
- 41,775 D 30,900 F x26,467 E
$26,066 Mean of 12
- 41,767 B 30,536 E 26,000 F
. . $29,932 Mean of 12
. 40,975 L 29,251 G - 25,375 G
§40,937 Mean of 12 ]
' 40,197 G 29,170 7 25,274 H
40,044 E 27,675 L 24,779 I
$39,587 University of §$27,598 University of e
California o California
39,107 3 27,406 I 24,084 I :
36,941 K 27,356 K - 24,052 K. -
35,102 H 27,163 H 23,870 L .
" g $23,275 University of

A California




TABLE 20 S o
EXISTING 1981-82 AND REVISED 1982-83 SALARY SCHEDULES o

FOR UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA BUSINESS/MANAGEMENT AND
ENGINEERING FACULTY ON NINE-MONTH APPOINTMENT

Existing Revised ~ Percent

Academic Rank Step Schedule Schedule Différence
Professor : 1 $30,100 -$37,000 C22.9%
(Mean Engineering 2 33,200 - 39,000 17.5
~. Salary at Comparlson 3 36,800 41,500 12.8
Institutions," 4 40,200 44,000 9.5
$40,937) 5. 43,600 48,000 : 10.1
6 47,100 52,400 11.3
Associate Professor 1 $24,600 $32,500 ; 32.1%
(Mean Engineering 2 26,000 | 33,900 30.4
Salary at Comparison 3 - 27,600 35,300 27.9° ‘
Institutions, 4 30,000 Only 3 Steps in Range .
$29,932) 5 33,100 Only 3 Steps in Range
Assistant Professor 1 $19,700 $24,500 24.4%
,  (Mean Engineering 2 20,500 27,000 31.7 )
Salary at Comparison 3 21,700 29,000 33.6 S
Institutions,. , & « 23,100 30,900 33.8
$26,066) 5 24,500 Only 4 Steps in Range
6

25,900 Only 4 Steps in Range

nr




1979-80 1980-81 1981-82

| 1978-79

TABLE 21
PERCENTAGE OF CALIFORNIA  STATE UNIVERSITY

1977-78 THROUGH 1981-82
1977-78

FACULTY BY RANK AND STEP

- Step

Rank and Step
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By contrast, the University of California has a merit system which
‘generally results in much slower advancement through the ranks and

steps of the professorial ladder. Although data are available only ’
for the 1980-81 academic year, the difference in salary administra- '
tion policy is clearly evident, as Table 22 and Figure 14 on page 41 .
1llustrate
‘Demed the opportunlty to add additional steps to existing profes-
sorial ranks, the State Unlversu:y has opted for placement of
junior faculty in senior ranks.  As noted in a recent Trustee
agenda item (1982, p. 1): '
As a result of . . hiring problems(s) the CSU campuses
have had no altematwe but to devise special accommoda-
FIGURE 13
- PERCENTAGE OF CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY AT EACH STEP ¥
(ALL RANKS. COMBINED) » ‘
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TABLE 22

. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA FACULTY DISTRIBUTION BY RANK AND STEP
1980-81
Y , Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totals
: " Professor : .
. Number 250 403 415 545 397 254 93 2,357
. Percent 10.6% 17.1%7 17.6% 23.12 16.8% 10.8%7 4.0%Z 100.0%

Associate ' °
Professor

% Number 308 297 460 165 16 . = — 1,246
Percent 24.7% 23.8% 36.9%7 13.3% 1.3% 0.0%2 0.0% 100.0%

Agsistant «— - ommemeemeeen e m | u
: Professor e . -
: ~ Number 9 115 330 294 101 18  -— 867
; Percent 1.0%2 13.3%7 38.1% 33.9%2 11.6% 2.1Z 0.0Z 100.0%
Totals : e e - ,

Number 567 815° 1,205 1,004 514 272 93 4470
Percent 12 77 18 2? 26 9% 22 SZ 11.5% 6.1%2 2.1% 100.0%

- T
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tions. For example, CSU campuses have had to make more
and more appointments into upper academic¢ ranks in order
to compete with other colleges and universities even
though the applicant may not have yet demonstrated all of
the qualificationms normally ‘required by that level of
appointment.

Where normal entry is at assistant ‘professor, step 3, a large:

number of appointments have been made at associate and full profes-
sor levels. The percentage of such appozntments is shown by disci-
pline in Table 23 on the opposite page.

> The number of faculty involved in these percentages over the three-
year period was not indicated in the. Trustees' agenda item, but
another table indicated that 493 new faculty were appointed in Fall
1981 alone--166 in business administration, compyter science, and
engineering--indicating that the number of appointments of new
faculty to upper ranks is considerable.

The problem with upper-rank appointment is that it tends to under-
cut the tenure process. Normally, State University faculty are
expected to serve a four-year probationary period at the assistant-
professor level prior to being granmted tenure and appointment to
the associate-professor level. At the time tenure is awarded or
denied, the professor undergoes a lengthy review of his academic
credentials and performance. But if faculty are appointed initially
to an upper rank, the purpose of the probationary period tends. to
become confused, and it is often assumed that tenure will be virtu-
ally automatic. Higher level appointments can also cause resentment
from assistant professors who may feel that they are being forced
to operate under a different 'set of standards than the1r more
highly paid, but still untenured, colleagues.

In an attempt to alleviate some of these problems, on March 24,
1982, the Trustees approved a resolution which permits what amount
to off-scale appointments. It will allow assistant professors in
business administration, computer science, and engineering to be
paid at associate professor rates- while retaining the title of
‘assistant professor. The policy will be in effect only for the
1982-83 academic year, since it is anticipated that both salaries
and salary administration will be negotiated through a.collective
bargaining agreement in subsequent years. In the interim, the new
policy may help to solve some of the system's acute recrultlng
‘problems. A complete solution to all of the State University's
salary .problems, however, including those of impaction and noncom-
petitive salaries in high-demand disciplines, will probably not-be
found in the near future.

-




- ] | TABLE 23

B | LEVEL OF APPOINTMENT OF NEW TENURE-TRACK FACULTY
) CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
~ FALL 1979 THROUGH FALL 1981
) 3 (THREE-YEAR SUMMARY) '
_ ___ Percent by Discinline
Assistant Associate.- _
Discipline : Professor Professor Professor ,
Computer Science 209 a1y 319
Engineering | ’ 25 ' ) 50 - 25
Architecture. | 25 . 50 25 .
Business Administration : 29 43 - ? 23
2 ", Agriculture S 40 40 20
. Public Affairs . 46 a7 27
Psychology ° ] 50 R 31
a Biological Sciences 53 21 26
Home Economics - 53 32 : ~i6
Health Related 58 30 N 13
Education | : 58 28 14
Mathematics . 59 : 33 ’ 9 -
Communications 59 32 . 9
Physical Sciences - 65 22 13
Fine Arts 68" o 29 | 9
Letters 71 16 13
. Foreign Languages 71 - 14 7

‘ | Social Sciences 72 18 10
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FACULTY HG JSING SUBSIDY PROGRAM

It has been acknowledged for some time‘tth.one of the major impedi-

ments of the University and the State University to hiring out- .
'standing new faculty is the high price of real estate in virtually
all urban .areas of the State. A 1981 report by two Bank of America
analysts, Michael Salkin and Dan Durnlng, traces the:cost history
of single~family homes in California since 1970. Other housing
cost astimates from the Bank of America's Economic Outlook-~Califor-
nia 1982 and, from the Califprnia Association of f Realtors' California
Real Estate Trends Newsletter, together with the annual changes in
the Consumer Price Index and the Imp11c1t Price Deflator for Person-
al Consumptloﬁ Expenditures, are shown in Table 24 on page 45. The
differences ‘in the estimates are caused by differences in sample
populations and in times of the year when the samples were taken.
In spite of these dlfferences, however, the’estimates clearly
indicate the extremely rapid rise in home prices that has affected
all California home buyers and which has caused severe recruiting
problems for both the University and the State University, especial=~
ly where junior faculty are concerned

In August 1979, the Regents approved the sale of $25 million in
revenue bonds to assist in the recruitment and retention of faculty
on all nine campuses of the University. Termed the "Faculty Home
Loan Program," it provided loans to qualified faculty members up to
a maximum of $135,000 per individual at an interest rate of 6.875
percent. In order to qualify, the faculty member was required (1)
to be a member of the academic senate, (2) to satisfy campus offi-
cials that he or she would either leave the campus or not accept a

- position if the loan were not offered, and (3) to meet-all the
requirements of Crocker Bank which acted as trustee for the funds.

Even if the faculty member met all these requlrements, he or she
must have been in a field which was undergoing severe recruitment
problems, since the purpose of the program was to strengthen indivi-
dual departments and not necessarily to aid all faculty members,
either in place or prospective, who needed help. Many.faculty with
greater needs than those whg received loans failed to receive them
because they were not in high-demand fields. In toto, 196 loans
were awarded, 69 to professors, 31 to associate professors, 80 to
assistant professors, and 16 to -such persons as librarians, pro- -
vosts, and deans. The program is now fully committed.

In January 1982, "the University began another program which is
entitled the "Faculty Mortgage Program."” Xt involves an agreement
with the Bank of America whereby the Regents purchased a number of
existing 9 percent mortgages from the bank in return for the bank's
underwr1t1ng $15 million waorth of mortgages at 12 percent. In




. TABLE 24

| ESTIMATES OF H USING PRICES IN CALIFORNIA
IN COMPARISON TO CHANGES IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX
AND THE IMPLICIT PRICE DEFLA{g;OFgg ?SRSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES
8

- : Cahforma Co
Salkin- Bank of Association of Consumer Implicit
Durning  America Realtors Pricer ~ Price
Year Estimate - Estimate Estimate  __Index  Defiator
1970 ' ;s 24;300 N/A\ ' - N/A - 5.9% - 4.5%
1971 726,500 N.N/AT N/A 4.3 4.4
1972 28,400  N/A - N/A 3.3 . 3.5
11973 31,000  N/A Y ON/A S 6.2 5.5
1974 34,100  N/A -~ N/A 11.0 10.9 .
1975 . 41,000 § 43,600  N/A 9.1 8.0
1976 47,900 48,275 § 50,772 5.8 5.1
1977 61,300 60,663 63,021 6.5 5.7
1978 69,800 - 69,922 71,872 - 7.1 6.7
1979 82,800 82,375 87,886 11.4 8.3
1980 98,000 97,961 97,593 13.4 10.2
1981 107,700%  107,750% 102,551* 10.4 8.3
1982 - 116,900%  117,455% N/A . 5.7* 5.0
Net Ihcrease |
"~ 1970-1981 343.2% N/A _ N/A 134.2% 109.5%
1975-1981 162.7 148.3% N/A 69.0 53.3

1976-1981 124.8 123.2 102.0% 59.8 45.9

*Estimated

s~ 50




several ways, this is a profltable arrangement for both parties,
since the University obtains a reasonable rate of return on its
investment and faculty members can obtain mortgage money at less
than existing market rates. Qualification. for the program is
virtually identical to that for the Faculty Home Loan Program, and
University officials indicate that about f1ve mortgages have already
been extended under the program.

The University is also instituting two other programs to assist
faculty members in purchasing homes. The first is called the
"Salary Differential Housing Allowance Program" and is slated to
begin this April and extend for five years. As ‘with all.other
‘University housing programs, no State ‘funds are involved, but
‘unlike the other programs, no Regents' funds are involved either.
The program is esseatially an authorization for the campuses to
raise their own funds to aid prospect;v%§facu1ty members who would
not otherwise accept faculty positions’. It does not apply to
current faculty. Eligibility for the prcgram is the same as for
the others, but involves direct salary subsidies rather than loans,
the subsidy to be negotlable between the 1nd1V1duals and. the campus
admlnlstratlons.

Flnally, under the "Short Term Housing Loan Program," as of this
April the Regents are loaning $2 million- to the ‘campuses at 6
percent interest which must be repaid in’ ‘eight years. Qualified
individuals may borrow up to $25,000 from their campus with interest
rates, repayment terms, and down payment to be negotiable.’

As a contrast, it should be noted that Stanford University (one of
the University's eight comparison institutions and one that has
found housing costs to be its single biggest barrier to faculty

recruitment) recently initiated its own housing subsidy program.
Funded for $2.25 million, the program provides grants of between
$3,565 and $8,379 (depending on salary) which are intended to make
up the difference between housing costs in California and national
averages, a difference Stanford estimates at about 40 percent.

Each grant is to be reduced by one-seventh of the principal amount
each year and eliminated entirely after seven years. Annual salary
- increases are expected to make up the difference. .

N . . ¥ L
Some indications exist that housing prices will decline in the
immediate future. The January 10, 1982, issue of the California
Real Estate Trends Newsletter, publlshed by the'California Associa-
tion of Realtors states that

A result of sluggish sales act1V1ty, there ¢ontinues to
be some downward adjustment in the rate of housing price -
appréciation. In November, the statewide median sales
price declined 3.0 percent On a 12-month basis, prices

-~
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were appreciating at a rate of only 5.1 percent the
lowest annualized rate of apprec1at10n recorded this -
year :

With the prime rate falllng (as noted in| Chapter 1) and great
national concern over the size of federal budget deficits, there is
a chance that the interest market will fall to levels that will
again make home purchase attractive. Should that occur, the housing .,

. industry may again buyild sufficient housing to raise the supply of

homes up to demand levels, with a resulting stabilization or even
decline in prices. This is obviously a very tentative possibility
at present, but the prospects for hous1ng vailability at affordable
prlces are better than they have been in some years. : :

\ - ¥ 52
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CHAPTER FOUR

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

' 1981-82 AND 1982-83

-~
<

On Nbvember 20, the Regents of the University of California approv-
ed a request for a 9 percent increase in faculty salaries for the -

1982-83 academlc year. The University based this request on sev-
- eral factors: (1) an anticipated rate of change in the Consumer
Price Index of 8.5 percent nationally and 8.4 percent in Califor-
nia; (2) the continuing high -cost of housing in Califormia; and (3)
the probability that the parity requirements derived from compari-
son institution projections are understated. The University also
noted that there have been losses in real income of between 15 and
19 percent but did not ask for additional funds to compensate for
those losses.

The California State University will not submit a request for
faculty salary increases for the budget year. The principal reason
for this is the uncertainty surrounding collective bargaining. On

- February 2, 1982, the Public Employment Relations Board announced .
the results of the preliminary election for an exclusive bargaining
agent. In‘fhe election, only health center physicians and dentlstsA

selected an agent--the Union of American Physicians. Faculty were
spllt in their preferences between the United Professors of Califor-
nia (UPC) and the Congress of Faculty Associations (CFA). The

results of the election are shown in Table 25. The runoff election .

is scheduled for April 12 through May 4.

TABLE 25

RESULTS OF PRELIMINARY ELECTION FOR THE SELECTION OF AN EXCLUSIVE
FACULTY BARGAINING AGENT-AT THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

. : - Votes " . Percentage
Candidate | Received " of Votg
United Professors 6f California - 6,316 . 42.2%
Congress of Faculty Organizations "6,267 . 41.8
No Representation . 2,400 o © 16.0

Totals 4,083 100.0%-
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Regardless of the outcome of the election and possible subsequent - A
negotiations, the Commission will follow.its usual procedure of ) '
presenting the results of the comparison institution projections

‘ for the budget year. These numerical results are shown in Table 26 e
below. The percentage computations are presented in Appendices E -
and F. - . o _ .

Table 26 shows that the University and the State University all- . s
ranks average salaries for the current year are 2.0 percent behind o
and 4.0 percent ahead of the average for their respective comparison
groups in the current year. These percentages show some regression
from those reported in this year's preliminary report, which showed
leads of 1.1 and 5.3 percent, respectively, in the current year aad ‘
required adjubtments of 5.5 and 0.5 percent, respectively, in the : o
budget year. Assuming. predictive accuracy again, Table 26 also. R
shows that for 1982-83 the University and the State University will . N
require faculty salary increases of 9.8.and 2.3 percent, respective-

ly, to equal the projected salaries at their comparison institu- }
tions. o : . ~ |

As noted above, the projections in Table 26 are based on salary . .
increases’ at the comparison institutions over a five-year period. .
In recent years, this projection formula has been criticized on the S
grounds that recent rapid increases in the cost of living and in ' o
salaries at comparison institutions tend to depress the projected
salaries of the comparison institutions and show the California

institutions in a moke favorable position than they actually are. ' .
In other words, while the five-year averages for the comparison - S
institutions may show an ihcrease of 7 percent, their actual in- A
creases may be higher. ‘ - ' o .
. : ; . . . S o

TABLE 26 ’

~ ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY REQUIRED AT THE UNIVERSITY
OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON INSTITUTION PROJECTIONS
1981-82 AND 1982-83  °

: Comparison Comparison Inst.
UC and CSU”~  Institutions! Projections Lead
- Salaries Salary Projections UC and CSU by:
Institution . in 1981482 1981-82 1982-83 1981-82 1982-83

o
wiSE

University of

California $35,002  $35,688 $38,436 +1.06% +9,81% .,\
. _ .V '
.California State . . ' A o e
University §30,992  §29,764 $31,701 - -3.96% - +2.29% |
P | e e L | o

U | o _ -5§4
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~ Table 15 in the December 1981 preliminary salary report tended to -
support the conclusion that the parity figures were understated.

" Updated information received from the comparison institutions since
then has confirmed this assessment. Where the University and the
State University showed salary increase needs 6f 5.5 and 0.5 percent
for 1982-83 based on_1980-81 data, the more recent data shows needs
of 9.8 and 2.3 percent,. respectlvely--both increases caused by
current-year salary adjustments in the comparlson institutions
which were large\i/than the average for the prevmus five years

Figure 15 below and Table 27 on p. 52 show the annual comparlson
institution increases.for the past five years, with the mean of
those years indicated by a single line across Figure 15. Clearly,
the increases of recent years have tended to render the parity

. figures more conservative than they should be. At the same time,

- the 1981-82 data indicate a leveling of increases, and if that
trend should continue, or if increases decline next year in response
to the decline in/the rate of inflation noted in Chapter One, the °
parity figures for 1983-84 will probably be overstated hy a percent-
~age point or two. Should that be likely, the Commission will so

«  indicate in future reports.

FIGURE 15

ANNUAL AND FIVE-YEAR MEAN PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN FACULTY SALARIES »
AT COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS OF THE UNIVERSITY- OF CALIFORNIA AND THE o
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ’
1977-78 TO 1981-82 '
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TABLE 27

%All-ranks averages are based on the staffing patterns contained in Appendices
E and F.. .

: _ COMPARISON INSTITUTION AVERAGE SALARIES St
- . 1976-77 THROUGH 1981-82 o
Item - 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 ,
- —
Professor
Univ. of Calif. ,
Comparison Inst. ‘ Cs :
Amount $28,828 $30,386 $32,383 $34,794 $38,144 §41,714
% Change -- 5.40% 6.57% 7.45% 9.63%  9.36% -
Calif. State Univ. ’
Comparison Inst. , ‘
Amount $25,171 $26,293 527,822 $29,407 $32,010 $34,308
% Change - 4.46% 5.82%. 5.70% 8.85% 7.18%
Associate Professor
~ Univ. of Calif.
i -Comparison Inst. ,
Amount $19,524 $20,646 . 521,943 $23,528 $25,635 $28,126
% Change | - 5.75% 6.28% 7.22% 8.96% 9.72% - i
Calif. State Univ. » ¢
Comparison Inst.
Amount +$19,024 $19,973 $21,224 $22,494 $24,564 $26,283
% Change - - 4.99% 6.26% 5.98% 9.20% 7.00% .,
Assistant Professor
Univ. of Calif.
Comparison Inst. : )
Amount $15,509 $16,365 $17,447 $18,372 $20,096 §22,941
* % Change - 5.52%  6.61% . 5.30%  9.38% 14.16%
Calif. State Univ. ’ ¢
Comparison Inst. .
. Amount . $15,371 $16,129 $17,061 $18,066 $19,443 §$21,137
" % Change -- 4.93% 5.78% 5.89% 7.62% 8.71%
All~Ranks Average® o
Univ. of Calif.
Amount . $24,630 $25,979 $27,674 $29,665 $32,478 $35,688
% Change - 5.48% 6-.52% 7.19% 9.48% 9.88%
Calif. State Univ.
Comparison Inst.
’ Amount $21,887 $22,902 $24,258 $25,662 $27,919 $30,161 : |
% Change -- 4.64% 5.92% 5.79% 8.80% 8.03% v *
e -
|
\
\




. Further data on the predictive mechanism are shown in Table 28..
presents the mean predictive error for both the preliminary and
final Commission salary reports since 1973-74. (The mean predictive
error is derived by adding the numerical values, ignoring the
pluses and minuses for the eight years shown in Table 28, and
dividing by eight.) From these deviations, it can be seen that, in
times of relative economic stability, the projection methodology is
extremely reliable, particularly in the final report. The only
years where large errors occurred were 1975-76, 1980-81, and 1981-

- .82, especially the latter two years, and it is also clear why those
errors showed up. In 1974-75, the CPI rose 11.1 percent--the
highest rate in decades. This rate was reflected the following
year in higher-than-normal faculty salary increases at comparison
institutions. More receatly, in 1979-80, the CPI rose 13.3 percent,
causing 1980-81 salary increases to be similarly abnormal. The
1980-81 CPI increase of 11.5 percent explalns the 1981-82 salary
deviations.

TABLE 28
ANNUAL PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PREDICTED

AND ACTUAL ALL-RANKS AVERAGES IN COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS
1973-74 THROUGH 1981-82

UC Comparison Inst. Average CSU Comparison Inst. Avérage

Salary Exceeds Projection By: Salary Exceeds Projection By:
Year Preliminary Report Final Report Preliminary Report Final Report
1973-74 +0.4% +0.3% ‘-3.1% -2.8%
1974-75 +3.3 +0.8 -0.3 +0.6
1975-76 +2.6 +1.8 +3.7 . - 43.3
1976-77 +1.6 -0.9 +3.7 -0.8
1977-7 -1.8 +0.3 2.3 -1.2
1978-79 +1.6 : +1.2 +0.2 +1.1
1979-80 +3.0 +1.5 +1.0 +0.1
1980-81 +5.2 +3.3 ‘ +3.0 +3.5
1981-82 +7.6 ‘ +3.3 : +6.1 . 43.1
Mean Pre- o -
dictive Error
1973-74 to

1981-82 T 13.0% 11.5% +2.6% $1.8% ’

. 5y




CHAPTER FIVE

PROJECTED COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA,
THE CALIFORNIA STATE U\TIVERSITY
AND THEIR RESPECTIVE COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

The projected 1982-83 costs of fringe benéfits at the Un:.vers:.ty of
Cal:.fo:m.a and the Califormia Stata University are shown in Table 29.

'Fringe benefits for faculty consist of retiremem:, Social Security,
unemployment . insurance, Workesr's Compensation, health iasurance,

life insurance, and disability insurance. The largest component of -
the benefit package is retirement, which amcunts to approximately

80 percent of all countable fringe benefits at the University and

70 percext at the State University. This smgle factor has a
profound affsct on the usefulness of the data in Table 29, since
the employer's cost of providing a retirsment program may bear only
an indirect ralationship to the benefits recaived by the employee. -
(For further discussion of this problem, see the recent report of

the Commission, Approaches to Studying Faculty Fringe Benefits in
California Higher Education: An Analysis of the Feasibility of
Alternative Measurements [1981a[.)

¢

 TABLE 29 ' g

' ALL-RANKS AVERAGE COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS REQUIRED AT THE
UNIVERSITY QF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS PROJECTIONS FOR 1982-83

Comparison Projected
Institution Percentage
Cost of Projected Cost of  Increase
Fringe Benefits Fringe Benefits Required:
Institution in 1981-82 in 1982-83 1982-83
University of
California $9,390 $6,703 -28.62%*
Califormia State : ' | : ’
University 58,899 36,543 <29.10%** -

* Adjusted for the effect of a 9.81 perceat range adjustment.

** sdjusted for the effact of a 2.29 perceat range adjustmeac.

N
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There are, of course, many different types of retirement programs
in operation across the country. Some are funded by public agen-
cies, some through private associations, and others through insur-
ance companies. Ip some cases, the public retirement program is

self-contained within the institution (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 nonacademlc employees along with most other
State employees)

Because payments to and benefits from these fringe benefit programs
vary widely, it is virtually impossible to make 3 precise determina-
tion of the benefits received by analyzing: dollar contributions.
Additionally, there are the problems:of vesting and portability.
Some retirement systems become vested with the employee after only
a year or two, while others require coasiderably longer. A faculty
member who works in onme system for four years may not yet have his
benefits vested, while a faculty member in another system may enjoy

'the vesting benefit. An employee who leaves a retirement program 0

prior to vesting receives no benefits in spite of the fact that

payments 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 employer; others do
not. This feature, generally referred to as "portablllty,g can be
a major benefit, but it is not reflected in the cost figures that
are currently used to indicate the relative status of University
and State University faculty vis-a-vis their comparison groups:

Another ingredient in the fringe benefit stew is the fact that not
all benefits are included in the curreat methodology. .For, example,
some institutions may offer as benefits, in addition to retirement
programs, Social Security {Ontributions, medical insurance; tuition
waivers or reductions for §ependents, free athletic tickets, dental
insurance, discounted hd@3ing, and similar perquisites. Such
financial incentives may ngt be reflected in the comparisoms at the
present time since it can very difficult to assign a monetary
value to them, but they could have much to do with the overall
attractiveness of -a unlver51ty to a prospectlve or continuing
faculty member.

For these reasons, a caveat included in several previous salary
reports should again be stressed: the reliability of the fringe
benefit data shown in Table 29 is limited and sbould be used with
the utmost caution. Until better data become available, the seg-
mental view that fringe benefits for faculty should correspond to
those for all other State emplovees is probably the most reasonable
policy to follow.
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~ CHAPTER SIX
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING*
Collective bargaining for the University of California anﬂ the

California State University is governed by AB 1091 (744 Stats.
1978, codified as Cal. Gov't. Code Section 3560 et. seq.). Among

its provisions, it states that the Public Employment Relatioms

Board (PERB) shall establish units of representation and act as the
final arbiter in all disputes between employers. and employees.
Following the determination of units, elections are held among the
members of those units to decide each group's exclusive representa-
tive or "mo representation," since the latter option must be made .
available in all elections. If more than two candidates are on the
ballot--including "mo representation"--and none receives a majority
of the vote, a runoff must be held between the two highest vote
recipients.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

.AB 1091 is written somewhat &ifferently for each of the four-year

segments. At the University, elections are held on a campus-by-
campus basis at times selected by PERB. Any campus voting forx. .a
representative may engage in bargaining, but only on local issues;
no monetary issues may be bargained unless the entire syst¥q is
under collective bargaining. If enough campuses vote for a Xepre-
sentative so that at least 35 percent of all University fadulty
support collective bargaining, PERB will conduct a statewide elec-
tion to determine a single representative for all University facul-
ty, such representative to bargain for all major issues such as
salaries, fringe benefits, paid leaves, teaching loads, and working
conditions. .

At present, elections have been held on three University campuses,
Berkeley, Los Angeles, and Santa Cruz. The first of these was in :
April 1980 at Berkeley, where the available choices were the Faculty
Association and No Representation. The other two were held in
November 1980 among the Faculty Association, No Representation, and
the American Federation of Teachers. In two of these electionms,
runoffs were necessary. The results are shown in Table 30. ’

Santa Cruz is, therefore, the only University campus to opt for
collective bargaining, and since it represents only about 5 percent
of all University of California faculty, mo statewide election is

*Although the term "collective bargaining" is used here, Califor-
nia's law is actually a "meet-and-confer" type statute.

by
)
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planned at the present time. The Faculty Association at Santa Cruz’ .
will engage in bargaining on a number of nonfinancial issues which
bear only on their local situation with all other- issues to be . "o
determined on a "meet and confer" basis with the Regents as it was
before passage of the Berman Act.

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

In the California State University, AB 1091 provides for a single,
.statewide election for an exclusive reprgsentative. 'As noted
"briefly in Chapter Four, this election wag held ‘between December

14, 1981, and January. 26, 1982; the resplts were announced on

February 2, 1982, and ‘showed a very clgse contest between the

United Professors of California (42.2 percent of the vote), the

Congress of Faculty Associations (41.8 percent), and No Representa-

tion (16.0 percent). Because no candidate received a majority

vote, a runoff is required between the United Professors and the

J
TABLE 30 '

RESULTS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ELECTIONS. ’ "
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA : . _

Peréentage of Vote Receijved

Campus and
L Representative Primary Election Runoff
Berkeley
Faculty Association 47.3% Nofie Required ;
q No Repre;rntation* 52.7
Los Angele i -
Faculty Assdciation 40.9 48.6%
American Federation - . -
of Teachers ' 14.1 --
No Representation® 45.0 51.4
Santa Cruz. . ’ ' . .
Faculty Association® 40.0 54.5
American Federation .
of Teachers 23.9 N ’ oa

No Representation . . * 36.1- 45.5

*Election winner.
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Congress of Faculty Associations. The results of this election
will probably be announced by PERB by middle or late May, a date
which will almost certainly prevent the establishment of a formal
bargaining process for the 1982-83 budget year. ' .

Once an exclusive representative is chosen--a certainty in the
State University now that No Representation has been eliminated
from consideration, but an unlikely possibility at the University
at the present time--a unique process for California higher educa-
tion will be initiated. Unlike bargainingfin the Community Col-
leges, where employee erganizations negotiate directly with local
boards which have the power to authorize salary increases and
working conditions, the State University representative will enter
into negotiations with representatives of the Board of Trustees for
the purpose of developing a "Memorandum of Understamding." This
memorandum must then be approved by the Governor and the Legislature
on all points which involve State-level approval, and that includes
all issues with direct or indirect financial implications.

Because collective bargaining in the four-year segments is an
untested process, the Commission has undertaken 'a special study
which- will describe its current status, compare developments in
Californmia with those in other states, discuss a number of major
questions relating to the process (e.g., its effect on.budgeting
procedures, faculty salaries, governmance, educational quality, and
tenure), and analyze the roles of various political authorities,
agencies, and organizations. The study is expected to be completed
in the Fall of 1982.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

A )

The California Community Colleges have operated under collective
bargaining since the enactment of SB 160 (961 Stats. 1975, codified
as Cal. Gov't. Code Section 3540 et. seq.). As noted above, the
bdrgaining process in the Community Colleges is somewhat different
from that in the four-year segments since local college representa-
tives negotiate directly with the governing boards in local dis-
tricts. At present, about three-fourths of the 70 districts are
involved in the bargaining process, most of them only with full-time
faculty. Since the process has been in place for a longer period
of time than in the senior segments, Community College experience
should provide valuable inputs to the Commission's collective
bargaining study. '

- k28




CHAPTER SEVEN :
MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES

This is the fourth year that the University of Califormia has
forwarded information on medical faculty salaries to the Commission,
in response to Item 322 of the 1978 Conference Committee's Supple~-
mental Report on the Budget Bill: '

The University of California shall report to the Califor-
nia Postsecondary Education Commission annually on (1)

its full-time clinical faculty salaries and those of its
comparison institutions (including a description of the
type of conpensation plans utilized by each UC school and
each comparison institution, and (2) the number of compen-
sation plan exceptions in effect at each UC school.

In 1979, the University selected eight comparlson institu-
tions--Stanford; the State University of New York's Upstate Medical
School; the Uhlver31t1es of Chicago, Illinois, Michigan, Texas
(Austin), and Wisconsin; and Yale-~five of which were also on the
comparison list for regular faculty, and also explained the proce-
dures used to compensate faculty physicians. (These procedures,
along with the specific salaries of faculty members in med1c1ne,
pediatrics, and surgery, appear in Appendix I.) :

For 1981-82, only seven of these institutions reported, the Upstate
Medical School of the State University of New York declining to
participate. This marks the second year SUNY data have been absent
and prompts the idea that it should be eliminated from the survey.
In the coming months, this possibility will be discussed with
University of California officials.

Table 31 shows the University of Californie's.pgsition relative to
the institutions reporting data in the above-named specialties.

In the past year, the University gained ground in two categories,
lost ground in three categories, and remained in the same position
in the remaining four. Since 1978-79, the ﬁnlver51ty has gained in
seven of the nine categories and remalned in the same position in
the other two. The principal gains have been in surgery where the
University was near the bottom of the list at all ranks in 1978-79.
The actual salaries paid are indicated in Table 32 on page 63. TFor
comparisoh purposes, Table 32 also shows the salaries paid to
general  campus faculty along with the annual changes in the Consumer
Price Index and the Implicit Price Deflatnr forqursonal Consumption




Expenditurés. (It shoﬁld be remembered that the figures for general’

campus faculty are for nine months of employment, compared to
eléven which is standard for medical faculty.)

The base salary schedule for medical faculty comprises only part of
the total compensation package. The differences in compensation
shown in Table 32 are based on differential fee rates for each
specialty and the amount of time devoted to clinical practice. The
salary schedule is shown in Table 33. It is the same as for regular
1l-month faculty. . )

Under the "Unified Clinical Compensation Plan" in which most medical
faculty participate, professors are permitted to earn 2,1 times
more than their base salary, associate professors 2.3 times their
base salary, and assistant professors 2.5 times their base salary.
Thus, an associate professor at the fourth step would earn a base
salary of $34,800 and could make an additional $80,040 for a total
of §$114,840. Once the faculty member reaches the maximum, any
additional ‘clinical fees he or she makes must be returned to the
University. TFurther, because the University operates under - a
sliding scale whereby an increasing portion of fees must be returned

TABLE 31
RANKING OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES

IN RELATION TO COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS
1978-79 TO 1981-82

Rank and Specialty 1978~79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82

Medicine '

Professor 5 2 3 3

Associate Professor 4 2 4 4

Assistant Professor 6 2 2 4
Pediatrics

Professor 3 3 1 2

Associate Professor 4 3 2 2

Assistant Professor 3 2 4 3
Surgery

Professor 7 . 2 3 2

Associate Professor 7 4 3 4

Assistant Professor 7 5 5 5

64




: . TABLE 32 .

AVERAGE MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA -
AND COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS, AND REGULAR NINE-MONTH FACULTY SALARIES
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALTFORNIA, 1978-79 T0 1981-82

Three-  Ave.
, | ’ Year Yearly -
Specialty and Rank 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 Gain Gain_;
Medicine ;
Professor 7 _ " ' ;
Univ. of Calif. 859,000 $68,028 § 76,067 § 86?163 46.0% 13.5
Comparison Inst. 60,625 66,599. 73,543 83,792 38.2 11.4
Associate Professor , ’ 3 i
Univ. of Calif. 49,000 56,557 60,979 64,160 30.9 9.4
Comparison Inst. 48,750 53,444 56,865 64,755 32.8 9.9
Assistant Professor ,
Univ. of Calif. 40,000 46,228 51,550 53,485 33.7 10.‘%
Comparison Iast. 40,875 43,966 47,408 52,425 28.3 8.
Pediatrics
Professor ' ’
Univ. of Calif. $59,000 $68,028 §$ 73,311 § 81,471 38.1% 11.4%
Comparison Inst. 57,375 61,905 65,203 72,327 26.1 8.0
Associate Professor _ o i
Univ. of Calif. 47,000 54,401 58,550 60,980 29.7 9.1
Comparison Inst. 47,125 49,724 52,657 57,224 21.4 6.7
Assistant Professor )
Univ. of Calif. 39,000 45,005 44,719 47,439 21.6 6.8
Comparison Inst. 36,250 40,044 42,782 46,562 28.5 8.7
Surgery , : |
Professor
Univ. of Callf $75,000 $98,152 $109,773 §$118,569 58.1% 16.5%
" Comparison Inst. 80,000 88,703 101,729 110,737 38.4 11.5
Associate Professor : 3
Univ. of Calif. - 57,000 70,509 80,216 94,472  65.7 18.3
Comparison Inst. 63,625 71,094 81,283 ' 91,325 43.5 12,8
Assistant Professor ‘ !
Univ. of Calif. 48,000 63,054 69,886 73,622 53.4  15.3
Comparison Inst. 54,125 61,340 63,128 72,475  33.9 10,2
Regular University of ‘
. California Faculty . i
Professor $30,065 $34,947. $ 38,330 $ 41,016 36.4% 10.9%
Associate Professor 20,620 23,535 25 4&5u' 27,256  32.2 9.8
Assistant Professor 17,150 19,329 21,214 ° 22,572 31.6 9.6
“ : z
Consumer Price Index? 205.3 232.7 259.4 281.7 37.2% 1%.1%
Implicit Price Deflator ' : i
for Personal Consumption . ;
Expenditures** 155.6 . 170.4 - 186.4 200.0 28.6%  &.7%
*Index values are based on a 1967 value of 100.
**Index values are based on a 1972 value of 100.
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- . to the University as the|physician approaches the compensation limit,
there are serious disincentives built into the system to spending

an excessive amount of time on medical practice.

The data contained in\fhisvchapter indicate that the University of
California is at approximate parity with its comparison group, just
as it has been for the past several years. While some overall
gains have been made, the University has not emerged as dominant
nationally in medical compensation, although it is certainly in a
competitive position. In those areas where substantial gains have
been made, part of the: reason has béen relatively large general
salary increases (14.5 percent in 1979-80, 9.75 percent in 1980-81,
and 6.0 percent in 1981-82), with the remainder caused by increased
medical fees which are not part of direct salary payments.

H
Ay %

TABLE 33
BASE SALARIES FOR MEDICAL FACULTY AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALI#ORNIA
1981-82 ' ;
| | r
’ ' Annual Salary by Ste :
Rank T2 3 2 5 5 7
Professor $34,900 $38,600 $42,700 $46,600 §$50,600 $54,800 $59,600

Associate Professor 28,600 30,200 32,100 34,800 38,500

Assistant Profexsor 22,900 23,800 25,200 26,800 28,500 30,100

-
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CHAPTER EIGHT -

ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF
CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA" STATE UNIVERSITY, 1980-81

During the 1981 Legislative Sessmn, the Budget Conference Commit~
tee adopted the following supplemental language to the Budget Bill:

It is the intent of the Legislature that the California
Postsecondary Education Commission include in its annual
_report on faculty salaries and fringe benefits compara-
tive information on salaries of administrators within the
University of California and the California State Univer-
sity and Colleges.

Y

The only other study of administrators' salaries was conducted by
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in 1968 for the
1968-69 academic year {Council Report No. 1031). It included data
from the respective comparison institutions of the University and
State University on five academically related administrative posi-
tions~~(1) department chairmen and heads, (2) division chairmen and
associate deans, (3) academic deans, (4) vice-presidents and vice-
chancellors, and (5) librarians--and attempted to show the rela-
tionship between administrators' salaries and faculty salaries.

., Since then, neither the Council nor the Commission has been re-
quested to gather administrative salary data--with the Jexception of
a special study on librarians' salaries released by the Commission
in May 1978 (Librarians' Compensation at the University of Cali-
fornia and the California State University and Colleg_ei The
Search for Equity)~--(Commission Report 78-2).

This chapter seeks to describe administrators' salaries at th
University and the State University within the context of salari
paid to comparable individuals across the country, both at the
comparison institutions for both institutions, and from over 1,500
institutions surveyed annually by the College and University Per-
sonnel Association (CUPA). Several limitations of this analysis
need to be specified, however: :

1. Except for systemwide chief executives, this report does not
deal with central office administrators in the systemwide
administration of the University of California or the Chan-
cellor's Office of the California State University. The reasons
are twofold: (1) CUPA does 'mot collect such data; and (2)
pystemwide officers around the country'are sufficiently dissim-
ilar to those in California that comparisons are not possible.

-
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2. The report covers 25 positions at the University of California,’

and- 24 at the California State University, ranging from the
systemwide chief.executives to a selected group of academic
deans. For three reasons, it does not compare all 89 adminis-
trative positions coveted in the CUPA survey (listed in Appen--
dix J): (1) some of the 89 .CUPA positions are not strictly.
comparable to those in’ California imstitutions; (2) others,
where they are comparable, involve very few individuals in
California (such.as Director, News Bureau, or Director, Campus
Recreation/Intramurals); (3) a few are of a highly specialized
"nature inapplicable to genexal campuses (such as Administrator,
Hospital Medical Center). §\}" _ﬁ _

3. The report covers only the 1980-81, fiscal/academic year.

Although University, State University, and CUPA data are avail-

table for prior years, they are not available from the segmental

comparison institutions. : v :
4. Finalf&; strict comparisons between CUPA's total group of 273\\
public universities and the University of Califormia or the
California State University is probably inadvisable. The group
of institutions included by CUPA as "universities" are on the
average substantially lower in quality than the University of °
California and probably somewhat lower than the State Univer-
sity.* ' ‘

-

*CUPA'S category of "umiversities" appears to be roughly comparable
to Category I (doctoral degree granting institutions) used by the
American Association of University Professors (AAUP). In fact, it
is really a composite, although an incomplete one, of the AAUP's
Category I and other classificatioms. Of CUPA's 412 public and
private "universities," 160 are in the AAUP's Category I, 172"in
Category II (master's degree granting), 25 in Category IIB (bacca-
laureate degree granting), and 55 in other categories, including 1
two-year institution, 28 systemwide offices, and 26 undesignated
by the AAUP. '

In contrast, all eight of the University of California's compari-
son institutions are Category I universities, and certainly fall
very near the top, in terms of academic reputation, of this cate-
gory. Of the 20 California State University comparison institu-
tions, 17 are AAUP Category I universities, with the remainder in
Category IIA. : :

-




Parts One and Two of the chapter present data for University and -
State University positions, respectively,  the salaries paid for
these positions by the respective segmental comparison institu-
tions, the salaries paid by 273 CUPA "public universities," and the
salaries paid by 57 CUPA "public universities" enrolling 20,000 or
more students. Part Three includes observations on the teliability
“of the data together with a discussion of specific problems. Then
in the Appendlces, Appendix J lists all administrative positions
coverdd in the CUPA survey. Appendix K contains a basic job de-
scription for each position covered in this report. Appendices L
and M reproduce the comments of central administrative officers of
the University and the State University regarding the accuracy of
CUPA's job descriptions.

UNIVERSI‘TY OF CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATORS' SALARIES

Positions selected for comparison in the University of California
include the following:

Chief Executive Officer/System

Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution

Chief Academic Officer i )

Chief Business Officer

Chief Student Affairs Officer

Director of Personnel/Human Resources

Chief Budget Officer :

Registrar
"Director of Library Services

10. Director of Computer Services

11. Comptroller

12. Director of-Physical Plant

13. Director of Campus Security :

14. Director of Information Systems ’
15. Director of Student Financial Aid '
16. Director of Student Counseling

17. Director of Athletics

18. Dean of Agriculture

19. Dean of Arts and Sciences

20. Dean of Business

21. Dean of Education

22. Dean of Engineering
23. Dean of the Graduate Division
24. Dean of Social Sciences :
25. "Dean of Undergraduate Programs ¢

. . .
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Table 34 presents a comparison between University salaries and
salaries paid in its comparison group. The numbers in parentheses.
indicate the number of University campuses reporting, the San
Francisco campus being excluded in all cases due to its specialized
nature.

For most positions, the University pays higher salaries than its
comparison group, the exceptions being Director of Information
Systems, Director of Student Coumseling, Director of Athletics, and
five of the eight dean level positions. Of the .25 posi ions llSt'
ed, the University pays more in 16 and less in 8.

When compared to either the 273 public universities surveyed by
CUPA or the public universities with 20,000 or morg students the
University's salary advantage is greater, as indicated in Table 35.

Institutional size ppears to make a difference in’salary levels.
In every case; the s@laries paid to administrators in CUPA's "20,000
or more students",ca egory is greater than the average for all
-public universities. For the 25 positions listed, the former
exceeds the latter by 18.7 percent. The University's average
exceeds both of the CUPA averages, but it is not pProper to make
direct comparisons among these groups since the selection of dif-
ferent positions often produces different salary relationships.
Comparablllty by size is also difficult, since only two of the
University's eight general campuses have enrollments of 20,000 or
more students, although Davis was close at 18,886 headcount stu-
dents in 1980-81. . . .

Table 36 gives further indications of the role of imstitutiomal -
size in determining salary levels. Although the necessities of
confldentlallty prevent a presentation’ of comparlson institution
data by size of institution, CUPA does offer data in four categories
of institutional enrollment: Group I =-- 4,999 students or less,
Group II -- 5,000 to 9,999 students; Group III -- 10,000 to 19,999
students; and Group IV -- 20,000 students or more. Although no
University of Califormia campus has fewer than 5,000 students,
Riverside and Santa Cruz fall into Group II; Dav1s, Irvine, San
Diego, and Santa Barbara are in Group III; and Berkeley and Los
Angeles are in Group IV. As Table 36 shows, not only do average
CUPA position salaries increase with size, University salaries also
tend to do so, although mot in every case. Thus while all Univer-
/“sity campuses are on the same salary schedule, there appears to be
a degree of internal recognition of institutional size and complex- |
ity.

The fact that many University salary ranges are broad allows top-
level administrators to make necessary adjustments to account for
the complexity of a particular position. For example, the pub-
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TABLE 34

SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AND TEN COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS*
. *1980-81

~

—_—T ~ . . .
: University %Compam son
Administrative Title . of California Insfm‘ tutions

Chief Executive Officer/System , $88,000° §77,100
Chief Executive Officer/ Lo

Single Institution 71,438 (8) . 69,100
Chief Academic Officer 57,986 (7) N/A
Chief Business Officer 55,857 (7). N/A
Lhief Student Affairs Officer 53,017 (6) 45,525
Director of Perdonnel/ -

Human Resources 44,125 (8) 37,600
Chief Budgeting Officer 47,263 (8) *7 N/A
Registrar 39,488 (8) 33,500
Director of Library Services 52,029 (7) 51,250 -
Direct® of Computer Services 42,967 (6) 42,700
Comptroller - . 41,812 (8) 35,500
Director of Physical Plant - 42,856 (8) 35,201
Director of Campus Security 38,875 (8) -. + 33,352 ;
Director of Information Systems ° 45,425 (8) . 49,443 \
Director of Student Financial Aid 35,651 (8) 35,000 -
Director of Student Counseling Y 35,295 (8) 35,649

~_ Director of Athletics 43,611 (3) - - 55,000
‘Dean of Agrlculture . 59,350 (2) 59,000
Dean of Arts and Sciences 59 267-(3) 64,600 -
Dean of Business 60,600 (3) 59,400
Dean of Education - 51,900 (3) 52,900 ¥
Dean of Engineering 155,700 (6) 60,600
Dean of the Graduate Division , 54,257 (7) 59,000
Dean of Social chences ' 56,200 (1) 47,943
Dean of Undergraduate Programs 44,300 (1) 58,142

“Comparison institutions are Cormell University, Harvard University,
Stanford University, the State University of New York, the Univer=-
sities of Illinois, Michigan (Ann Arbor), Missouri, Texas Wisconsin
(Madison), and Yale University. All but Missouri and Texas are com=
parison institutions for the faculty salary surveys.




TABLE 35

SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CUPA
"PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES"

1980-81
57 CUPA "Public
A11 273 Universities"
University CUPA "Public  With 20,000 or
Administrative Title - of Californid Universities" More Students
Chief Executive Officer/

System 588,000 $65,000 - $70,250
Chief Executive Officer/ ,
Single Institutiom 71,438 58,478 65,800
Chief Academic Officer 57,986 49,350 56,600

Chief Business Officer 55,857 45,271 52,500

Chief Student Affairs . '

~ Officer - 53,017 39,000 48,900
. ‘Director of Personnel/ ’ o "

Human Resources 44,125 31,000 37,000
Chief Budgeting Officer 47,263 34,210 37,285
Registrar i 39,488 28,474 . 35,500
Director of Library o '

Services : 52,029 - 35,692 . 46,680

. Director of Computer ' ' '

Services 42,967 33,450 41,880
Comptroller 41,812 . 33,880 39,769
Director of Physical ‘ ’

Plant 42,856 ) 33,000 - 40,000
" Director of Campus -

Security ' 38,875 23,978 33,000
Director of Information

Systems 45,425 » 35,532 38,004
Director of Student _

Financial Aid 35,651 25,714 31,770
Director of Student

Counseling 35,295 27,983 35,649
Director of Athletics 43,611 34,640 49,405
Dean of Agriculture 59,350 46,550 54,500
Dean of Arts and Sciences 59,267 42,700 51,000
Dean of Business 60,600 44,800 - 52,800
Dean of Education 51,900 42,875 49,000
Dean of Engineeging 55,700 50,000 55,000
Dean of the Graduate ) _—

Division 54,257 42,102 51,895
Dean of Social Sciences 56,200 36,610 45,888

Dean of Undergraduate . -
Programs : 44,300 40,000 43,236

FIY




o TABLE 36

SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
: AND CUPA "PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES" BY HEADCOUNT STUDENT ENROLLMENT
. S - - 1980-81

: . Group II Group III ' up IV
y (5,000 to 9,999) (10,000 to 19,999) (20, 000 or More)
Administrative Title uc CUPA uc CUPA ue CUPA
Chief Executive Offigcer/
Systen ° , - - - - $88,000 §70,250
Chief Executive Officer/ . ?
Single Institution $69,500  $54,187 $70,625 $61,500 75,000 65,800,
Chief Academic Officer 60,000 45,600 56,475 53,500 60,000 56,600
Chief Business Officer ) 752,900 42,000 55,175 49,828 64,500 52,500
Chief Student Affairs
Officer : 48,500 38,422 53,650 45,184 55,000 48,900
Director of Persomnel/
Human Resources 44,200 °, 26,332 44,150 33,500 44,000 37,000
Chief Budget Officer 38,050 30,900 46,725 34,800 57,550 37,285
Registrar 36,500 29,269 40,075 30,708 41,300 35,500
v - Director of Lib£;ry Services 47,000 34,000 51,175 41,100 56,250 46,680
¢ Director of Computer Services 42,350 30,485 43,833 38,000 41,600 41,880
Comptroller - 39,550 29,430 40,975 36,407 45,750 _39,769
i Director of Physical Plant 43,600 31,353 40,663 35,808 46,500 40,000
R . Director of Campus Security 38,328 20,496 37,735 27,132 41,700 .33,000
DirecéSr of Information N
Systams 40,400 - 30,000 43,350 35,385 54,600 38,004
Director of Student
N Fipancial Aid . 33,366 25,410 34,943 27,548 39,350 31,770
o Director of Student .
. ) Counseling 28,425 27,936 36,103 30,350 40,550 35,649
’ © Difector of athletics -- - 30,333 40,000 50,250 49,405
\ Dean of Agriculture -- -- 65,900 51,550 52,800 54,500
9’ Dean of Arts and Sciences e == - 55,150 49,499 67,500 51,000
] Dean of Business 4% 53,300 48,000 64,250 52,800
Dean of Education 44,200 45,840 61,000 49,000
Dean of Engineering 54,175 49,039 58,750 - 55,000
. \ :
Dean of the Graduate
Division ; 38,441 50,600 44,946 59,850 51,895
[ . .
¢ Dean of Social Sciences - - 56,200 47,160 58,750 55,000
. Dean of Undergraduata, . ‘ - ) ‘
. Programs - - 44,300 40,860 -- -
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lished deans' schedule ranged from $2,733 to $7,833 per month in
1980-81, a spread where the top step is almost three times as great. \ *
as the lowest step. As a contrasting example, the top step of the

associate professor range was only 35 percent higher than the first T
step. Several other p051t10ns in the Un:l.vetsu:y show s:.mllatly

large ranges, as Table 37 shows. ‘

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ADNIINISTRATORS"SALARIES

The 24 positions selected for comparison in the Califormia State
University system are almost identical to the 25 selected for the
University of California, but there are two exceptions: Instead of

the University positions of Director of Computer Services, Director

of Information Systems, and Comptroller, the State University posi-

tions include Director of Institutional Research and Dean of Ex-

tension in the State University. (The fact that the two lists are o
not identical is due to differing organizational plans and classi-

fication structures in the two segmeats.) - :
’ v 1
At the Commission's request, the Chancellor's Office conducted a
telephone survey of its 20 comparison institutions to determine

TABLE 37 ‘ ' S

. SALARY RANGES FOR SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS
h UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA .

N ; 1980-81 .
' Percentage Difference
‘ Between Highest
Administrative Title - Salary Range * and‘Lowest Steps
Chancellor $5,208-$6,250 . 20.0%
« Coordinator (functional area) 2,667~ 4,117 ; . 54.4
Vice Chancellor 3,208~ 5667 6.7 2
) Assistant Vice Chancellor <~ 2,483~ 4,500 s 81.2 (
}:r‘ v ) -
N Director (functional area) - 2,575-°5,833 . 126.5
) Provost \ . 2,142- 4,958 131.5 | X
Dean ) o T2,733- 7,833 € 186.6

n
a . “
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salaries paid for comparable positions im its system. This survey
produced usable, but incomplete, results from 16 of the 20. As

should be expected, not all of the State University's comparison
institutions % directly comparable titles; a few were unable to
provide the requested information in a.timely fashion; and a few
others were unwilling to participate, prlmarlly due to concerms
about confidentiality.

Table 38 on page 74 shows the actual salaries paid to administra-
tors in both the State University and its comparison group with the
number of participating campuses shown in pareantheses. The com-

parisons indicate very little salary consistency. For the 24

positions as a whole, the State University pays more in 11 'cases
and less in 13. The State University salaries are somewhat higher

-than those in the comparison universities for Chief Executive

Officers for both the system and the campuses, Registrar, Director
of Campus Security, Direétor of Student Financial Aid, Director o
Student Counseling, and Director of Athletics, ranging from 24. Zf
percent (for the Chancellor) to 5.1 percent (for campus presidents)
more than the average for the comparlson group. Comparisons of
systemwide chief executive officers’ salattes are difficult because
the systems differ so widely in size and complexity.. Positions
such as Registrar and Director of Student Financial Aid, Director
of Student Counseling, and Director of Athletics are 1ncluded in
the student affairs officer category where the comparability of
sa%hrles is close.

Very close salary cqmparability exists for other positions, includ-
ing Director of Library Services, Director of Institutional Re-

_search, Chief .Student Affairs Officer, and Director of Physical
\Plant with deviations of between only 1.0 and 6.8 percent. Sala-

R

ries of chief academic and business officers, however, -are con-
siderably lower than those of their comparison institution counter-

-'parts--7.8 and 12.3 percent, respectively. Of the nine dean posi-

tions compared, the average State University salary was 7.0 perceat,
less than the comparison group. .Two of.the nine--(Dean of Exten-
sion, and Dean of Undergraduate Programs), were Closely comparable,
leaving the remaining seven positions approxlmately 10 percent
below their counterparts. ‘The lower comparlson institution sala-
ries for extemsion and undergraduate deans remain an anomaly in the
data.’

Table 39 on, page 75 compares State University salaries to CUPA

data. Compared to the 273 public universities, the State Univer-
sity pays higher salaries in 20 cases and less in 4, but when the
comparison is made to public universities enrolling 20 000 or more
students, it leads in only 7 cases. When these data are broken

down further by size of imstjtution, it appears that enrollment
levels affect sadlary levels con31derably Table 40 on page 76

shows that comparison.




- TABLE 38

SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES AT THE
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND ITS
COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS*

1980-81
) . California - Comparison
Administrative Title State University Institutions
Chief Executive Offlcer/g '

System $81,828 ( 1) §65,903 ( 4)
Chief Executive 0ff1cer/

Single Institution 63,349 (19) 60,279 (16)
Chief Academic Officer 50,082 (19) 54,308 (15).
Chief Business Officer 44,075 (19) 50,249 (15) .

.~ Chief Student .Affairs Officer 44,856 (19) 44,309 (13)
. Director of Personnel/

Human Resources 32,300 (18) 35,981 (14)
Chief Budgeting Officer . 33,154 (18) 36,124 (11)
Registrar .38,836 (19) 35,379 (12)
Director of Library Services . 43,147 .(18) 43,620 (15)
Director of Institutional Research 39,603 (17) 39,009 (12)

‘. Director of Physical Plant 36,276 (19) ' 38,924 (14)
Director of Campus Security - 34,115 (19) - .28,379 (12)
Director of Student Financial Aid 34,620 (19) 29,700 (16)
Director of Student Counsel1ng 37,578 (19) - 32,442 (15)
Director of Athletics 38,159 (13) 35,893.(12)
Dean of Agriculture 45,348 ( 4) 49,861 ( 4)
Dean of Arts and Sciences 44,750 (17) 50,235 (16)
Dean of Business . 45,133 (17)- 49,324 (15)
Dean of Education ' - 44,833 (15) 49,854 (15)
Dean of Engineering 45,348 (11) 49,278 ( 8)
Dean of Extension T 44,630 (17) 43,401 (14)
Dean of the Graduate Division 44,319 (14) 49,866 (15)
Dean of Social Sciences 44,608 (11) 48,224 ( 4)
Dean of Undergraduate Programs 44,132 ( 8) 43,401 (14)

_»Comparlson institutions are Bowling Green State University, Illl-
nois State University, Indiana State University, Iowa State Uni-
versity, Miami University (Ohio), Northern Illinois State .Univer-
sity, Portland State Un1ver31ty, Southern Illinois University,
State University of New York (Albany), State University of New

° York (Buffalo College of Arts and Sciences), Syracuse University,
Un1vers1ty of Colorado, University of Hawa11, University of

~Nevada, University of Oregon, University of Southern California,
University of Wiscomsin (Milwaukee), erglnla Polytechnic Insti-
tute and State University, Wayne State Un1vers1ty, and Western

" Michigan Un1vers1ty. , .
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SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES AT THE
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND
CUPA "PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES"

1

i

| R
TABLE 39 ' R T
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1980-81
57 CUPA "Public
California A1l 273 Universities"
" State ~ CUPA "Public With 20,000 Or
Administrative Title University Universities" More Students
Chief Executive Officer/

System $81,828 $65,000 - $70,250
Chief Executive Officer/

Single Institution 63,349 58,478 65,800
Chief Academic Officer 50,082 49,350 56,600
Chief Business Officer 44,075 45,271 52,500
Chief Student Affairs

Qfficer 44,856 39,000 - 48,900
Director of Personnel/

Human Resources . 32,300 31,000 37,000
Chief Budgeting Officer 33,154 34,210 37,285
Registrar 38,836 28,474 35,500
Director of Library

Services . 43,147 35,692 46,680
Director of Institutional

Research 39,603 31,517 36,000
Director of Physical ,

Plant 36,276 33,000 40,000
Director of Campus ) :

Security 34,115 23,978 33,000 - )
Director of Student .

Financial Aid 34,620 25,714 . 31,770
Director of Student . -

Counseling 37,578 27,983 35,649
Director of Athletics 38,159 34,640 49,405
Dean of Agriculture 45,348 46,550 54,500
Dean of Arts and Sciences 44,750 42,700 51,000
Dean of Business 45,133 44,800 52,800
Dean of Education 44,833 | 42,875 49,000
Dean of Engineering 45,348 50,000 : 55,000
Dean of Extension 44,630 42,865 ~ 47,500
Dean of the Graduate :

Division : 44,319 42,102 51,895
Dean of Social Sciences ' 44,608 36,610 45,888
Dean of Undergraduate :

Programs 44,132 40,000 43,236

7'
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TABLE 40
SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES AT THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AND CUPA "PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES" GROUP-- . .
BY SIZE OF INSTITUTION (HEADCOUNT STUDENTS) )
1980-81
]
Group I Group II Group III Group IV "
(4,999 or Less) (5,000 to 9,999) (10,000 to 19,999) (20,000 or More)
Administrative TitIe CSuU* CUPA Csu CUPA CSU* CUPA cSu* CUPA « R
Chief Executive Officeé7 . )
Systes i - - - -~ - - $81,828 $70,250
Chief Executive Officer/ .
Single Institution $66,288 $52,360 $65,226 54,187 $61,224 $61,500 62,873 65,300
Chief Academic Officer 51,072 43,553 49,404 45,600 50,372 53,500 49,783 56,600
Chief Business Officer 42,952 - 39,336 45,348 42,000 42,607 49,828 44,937 52,500 33
Chief Student Affairs
~—  Officer 45,348 34,500 44,310 38,422 44,725 45,184 44,959 48,900
Director of Persanhel/ , . o
Human Resources 29,364 24,928 29,848 26,332 32,754 33,300 34,094 37,000
Chief Budget Officer 29,412 27,279 32,844 30,900 33,775 34,800 33,818 37,285
‘Registrar 39,732 25,000 38,216 29,269 39,306 20,708 38,440 35,500
Director of Library
Services 45,348 29,460 43,870 34,000 40,706 41,100 43,639 46,680
Director of Institutional .
Research 42,216 28,2640 39,138 31,099 38,174 34,300 39,501 36,000
Director-of Physical Plant 33,856 28,500 34,364 31,353 37,445 35,808 37,151 40,000 -
Director of Campus .
Security 31,156 18,612 33,696 20,496 33,475 27,132 35,781 33,000
Director of Student
Financial Aid 30,535 22,428 33,454 25,410 34,295 . 27,548 36,792 31,770
Director of Student
Counseling 36,948 24,775 36,367 27,936 37,010 30,350 38,625 35,649
Director of Athletics 36,312 32,000 39,732 32,425 39,732 40,000 37,274t 49,405
" Dean of Agriculture - -- -- - - 45,348 51,550 -- --

Dean of Arts and Sciences 45,348 - 38,615 45,348 40,769 44,525 49,499 44,483 51,000

Dean of Busizess 45,348 37,000 45,348 40,123 45,348 48,000 44,891 52,800

Dean of Education 45,348 37,500 45,368 38,878 44,225 45,840 45,084 49,000

Dean of Engineering - - - - 45,348 49,039 45,348 55,000

Dean of Extension - -- 44,523 36,700 42,915 44,500 45,348 47,500

Dean'of the Graduate .
Division 42,552 37,183 43,340 38,441 45,348 44,946 45,348 51,895

Dean of Social Sciences 45,368 30,067 46,202 35,020 65,368 47,160 44,143 55,000 ,

Dean of Undergraduate ‘ .
Programs - - ~ 42,540 37 600 43,290 40 850 45,348 43,236

*California State University campuses in Group I include Bakersfield, San Bernard1no and Stanislaus;
Group II includes Dominguez Hills, Humboldt, and Sonoma; Group III xncludes Chico, Hayward Pomona,
San Luis Obispo, and Fresno; and Group IV 1ncludes Fullertou, Long Beach, Los Angeles Northridge,
Sacrameato, San Diego, San Francisco, and San Jose.

Q -76~
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It is 1nterest1ng to note ‘the role o 1nst1tut10nal size in deter- -
mining salary levels. With a uniform salary schedule for all
campuses within the State University system, Table, '40 clearly indi-
cates that size is not.an important factor in saiary setting in
that segment. Deans of Arts and Sciences in Group I, for example,
receive the same average salary as those in Gtoup IV; in some
cases, positions in small institutions receive higher pay than
those in large institutions. For the 273 public universities in
the CUPA survey, however, this is clearly not the case. Table 41
shows a comparison of average salaries in the State University for
the selected positions compared to those of comparable size in the
CUPA groupings. It is presented to show relationships, and should
not necessarily be taken as a statement of functional comparabil-
ity. As indicated earlier, the CUPA institutionms contain a fag
greater number of less comprehensive institutions than can be found
among the State University's 20 comparison universities.

) . - .

s

OBSERVATIONS AND COMMENTS

Although the legislative language which-directed the Commission to

explore administrators' salaries required neither conclusions nor

recommendations, it is still possible to offer a few observations -
on the data presented in the first two parts of this report.

e mnacAen O AR hedemeis o s e . O v

TABLE 41

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CAMPUS SIZE AND
ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES--CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
‘ AND CUPA "PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES"

1980-81
- . . . CSU Salaries
Size (Headcount Students) CSu, CuPA Exceed CUPA By:
Group I (4,999 or Less) $41,280  $32,228 +28.1%
Group II (5,000 to 9,999) 41,741 35,136 +18.8
Group III (10,000 to 19,999) 42,056 42,028 +0.7
Group IV (20,000 or More) . 42,621 45,978 - 7.3

Standard Deviation - 566 6,286 ——




Those parts compare the California segments with both the respec- -

tive comparison institutions for each segment and public ipstitu-
tions surveyed by the College and University Persomnnel Assgciation
(CUPA). In evaluating them, greater weight should be given to the
comparison institution data than to the CUPA data. Very broad
surveys such as that conducted by CUPA tend to be imprecise in the
sense that they fail to reflect the specific missions and functions
of the California campuses. This fact was recognized long ago with
respect to faculty salaries, and led to the formation of lists of
comparison institutions where institutional goals, breadth of
program, and academic -quality could be evaluated on a campus-
by-campus basis. Even the institutional categorizations used by
the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), which
contain more specific criteria for inclusion in each category, were
deemed insufficient for California comparisons because of their
generality. )

Nevertheless, the CUPA data provide an organizational framework for
the study of administrative salaries. The positional definitionms
adopted by CUPA are in general use throughout the country, and thas
has made it far easier to make comparisons of specific positionms.
Without that uniformity, it would have been far more difficult for
the University and the State University to obtain the comparison
institution data used in this report. The definitions have allowed
analysts everywhere to have some assurance that they are all talk-
ing about the same personnel.

4

University Of California

The 25 positions selected for comparison in the University of
California do not show a clear pattern of advantage or disadvantage
over those in the 10 comparison universities. None of the salaries
surveyed departs significantly from the comparison group, with the
possible exception of Chief Student Affairs Officer (a 16.5 percent
. differential) and Dean of Undergraduate Programs (a 23.8 percent

differential).
J

California State University

A similar situation exists for the State University system. Non-
academic administrators (all but the dean positions) are in general
conformity with the comparison group, eight receiving higher sala-
ries and six receiving lower. The range is from a 16.8 percent
lead for the State University for the Director of Campus Security
to a 14.0 percent deficit for the Chief Business Officer. Overall,

280
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the State University has a 1 0 percent lead for the 14 pos1t10ns :
surveyed‘ .

Deans, however, were paid. less than their counterparts in their
comparison institutions with. the exception of Dean of Extension and
Dean of Undergraduate Programs. In 1979-80 and again in 1981-82,
the State University requested a 5.0 percent adjustment for deans.

$

Summary

The comparisons contained in/this report provide no Justlflcatlon
for wholesale changes in administrators' salaries at,/either the
University of California or the California State University.
Specific disparities "in salaries between the California segments
and their respective comparisonm institutions may result from dif-
ferences in institutional size, complexity, or location (urban or
rural), or from differences in professional responsibilities.
Conversely, the salary uniformity among the campuses within each
segment is clearly the result of statewide salary schedules.
Whether it is reasonable for institutions of vastly different sizes
to pay administrators similar salaries remains an open question,
and may generate as much interest as the comparisons with institu-
tions in other states.
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~ CHAPTER 'NINE -
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALA.RIE.S“
In, his Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-80, the Leglslatlve Analyst

recommended that the Commission 1nc1ude mfomatlén on the Community
Colleges in its annual report om faculty salaries. In response to

that recommendation, the Commission published a preliminary report

for 1979, one which comsidered data from the 1977-78 fiscal year.

No data were ptesénted for 1978-79 (the then current year), since
the Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges had abandoned

such data collection as part of the cutbacks tesultlng from approval
of Proposition 13 by the voters in June 1978.

Subsequently, Commission staff proposed a formalization of Community
College faculty salary data submissions, and the Legislature appro=-
priated $15,000 to the Chancellor's Office for that purpose, the
amount that /6ffice indicated would be needed. In August 1979,
Commission”staff outlined for the Chancellor the specific informa-
tion desired (Appendix N) and requested that the Chancellor's:
Office submit data for 1978-79 by November 1, 1979, data for 1979-80
by March 1, 1980, and data for subsequent years smllarly by March
1 of each year. ) .

At present, the State provides over 70 percent of the 'fundéi.ng for -
the Community Colleges, and salaries represent the bulk of the |,

expenditures. Because it is necessary for State officials to. .
consider how apportionments are being spent, the need for accurate
and timely information is clear.

1981-82 FACULTY SALARY DATA

This i;the thitd year of faculty salary data submissions from the
Chancellor's Office and also the year in whlch the data submitted
are the least satisfactory. In last year's Commission report on

faculty salaries in public higher educatlon, several deficiencies .

were noted (198lc, p. 85):

1. " Data on range adjustments (COLAs) were absent for 19
districts.

2. A number of. inconsistencies occurred in faculty
headcounts, many of which appeared to be random and
the result of tabulating errors.
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3. Information on bonuses (additional faculty stipends : -
for doctorate and other degrees beyond the bachelor's . >,
_degree, special responsibilities such as coaching,
etc.) was incomplete and possibly confusing. , ; .
4. Reporting of Weekly Faculty Contact Hours {WFCH) was | .-
incomplete. .

5. Data on the cost per WFCH was not provided for full-
time faculty. ‘ \ & o

As a result of these difficulties, the Commission recommended that

the Chandellor's Office make "considerable improvement™ in the - ’
report for 1981-82, and that it include data omitted in the 1980-8]
report. . S

For the current year, the Chancellor's Office installed a new data
collection procedure, one that was designed to improve former
procedures and alSo to consolidate reporting requirements for seven * .
mandated reports. Entitled the "Staff Data Collection System," it

was "developed to wsimplify, imprqve, and reduce thg cost df report-

ing staff data for Community Colleges. Under the system, districts . o
submit individual employee data once during a fiscal year period ' |
and the Chancellor's Office prepares, by computer, the required

reports (in aggregate foym) to satisfy the federal and state statu- o
torily mandated reports" (McIntyre, 1981). One.of the reports is \
"Faculty and Administrative Salaries." ; ' p " .

“

On January 27, 1982, the Chancellor's Office forwarded a memo to iaf//‘\‘_ A
the Commission (Appendix 0) indicating the 1981-82 data it intended . .

to provide to comply with the legislative mandate and the Commis- .Q
sion's August 1979 letter. It stated that salary classificatioms
would’ not be provided, that all bonuses would be combined into a
single figure with no distinction as to the purpose of the bonus,
and that range adjustments would not be provided but only, aggregates
increases- in mean salaries. Although requested by the Commission, .
there was no indication that WFCH data would be provided for any . B
faculty category. v & - _ ) . ¥
During the week of February 22, the Chancellor's fffice advised
Commission sts¥f that the March 1 deadline could not be met and
requested 2 week's delay. "On March 9, the Chancellor's Office
provided a computer printout of faculty salary data for illustrative
purposés but advised Commission staff that it was unusable because

L4 ’ .

the accuracy of the-data- had not been verified. On March 16, the , C,
Chancellor's Office provided a second printout but indicated that ) )
the ‘data could be confirmed as accurate for only.l9 of the 62 € .

districts for which any data wgre available. The remaining eight p

©
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the Kern Community College District, refused to cooperate with the
Chancellor's Office survey and did not submit any data at all.

Table 42 on.pp. 84~85 compares the 19 items of data requested by
the Commission to those provided by the Chancellor's Office on
March 16. Where a request has been fulfllled in part, an explana-
tion is included.

The 15 categories of data submitted by the Chancellor's Office are:
1. The number of full-time faculty in each district on 9-month
- contracts.
2. The number of f&ll-time faculty-in gach district on ll-month
contracts.
3. The mean and median salaries of all full-time faculty on 9~ and
ll-month contracts

4. The mean and median salaries of all full-time faculty on 9- and
11-month ¢ontracts including bonuses, averaged by all faculty
whether they received a bonus or not.

5. The average bonus amount per faculty member in each district.
Thls is not the-average for all faculty members who actually
receive a bonus, but the total amount received for bonuses
divided by the number of faculty in each district. -

6. The average hourly overload compensation. Again this is not
the average compensation for facully members teaching overload
assignments, but. the total amount paid for overload teaching *
divided by the total aumber of faculty in the district.

7. The total number of part-time faculty each district.

4

8. The mean 4nd mediap rate of compensation per WFCH for part-time

faculty in each district, .,

. /
9. The number of full-time faculty in each of .12 salary ranges,
~ computed -by bath base salary and base salary plus bonuses in

-each district. : w\ttg

10. The number of full-time faculty in each of 13 dollar ranges for

bonuses 1n each district.
. 9 {

11. The'number of full-time faculty on overload assigmments in eiih
- of 13 ranges of hourly eompensatlon fon WFCHs taught on overload
in each district. ‘

text contindes on 5age 86)

Lo o <
Lo s
,
.
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TABLE 42

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALARY DATA REQUESTED BY THE
CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION WITH

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

1981-82

|
?
RESPONSES BY THE CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE OF THE '.“
|

Item Requested

Full-Time Faculty:

1. A listing of all salary clas-
sifications (e.g., BA+30, MA, -
etc.) fer each Community Col-
lege district.

)

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 num-
ber of faculty receiving them,
the total salary of every fac~
ulty mémber receiving a2 bonus,
and the reason for granting the
bonus.

5. The percentage increase in sal-
ary granted (i.e., the range
adjustment) for the fiscal year
covered by the report.

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

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

8. The total dollar amount paid
-~ to full-time faculty as a group.

NI ’ 85

o . AN -84-

a

©

« Chancellor's Office Response )

Not: submitted

Not submitted

‘e

Not submitted s

The average bonus awmount per

district was provided but only

after averaging in faculty who

do not receive bonuses. No

data was provided on the num-

ber of faculty receiving boa

nuses, the specific amount

of the bonus, or the reason . e
for granting it.

Although the Chancellor's Of=-
fice did not intend to provide
these data originally, Commis-
sion staff's insistence that
it be provided resulted in.
submissions for the 64 dis-
tricts which had completed
contract negotiations.

Submitted -
Submitted

Not submitted




°

?
Item Requested

9. The total number of weekly fac-
ulty contact hours (WFCH)

taught by full-time faculty.

average cost per WKFCH
ht by full-time faculty.
. $ :
The total number of WFCH taiight
by full-time faculty with over-
load assignments broken down by
regular and overload totals.

12.\ The average cost per WFCH taught
by full-time faculty with over-
oad assignments broken down by
fﬁfular and overload totals.

i)
Part-Tiﬁé Faculty:

1. The ﬁptal number of part-time
faculgy employed by each dis-
°* trict 9n both a headcount and
a full-glme-equmvalent (FTE)
basis.

2.  The mean salary paid to each
headcount faculty member in
each dlstrlct,

3. The mean salary paid to each b
FTE faculty member in each'dis-
trict.

'
4. é;he total dollar amount paid to
all part-time facnlty 1n each
, district. .

2 @
Y summary of the ‘compensation
plan for part-time faculty mem-
bers in each district.

w

6. ?The ‘total number of WFCH taught
by part-time faculty.

N

7. The average cost per WFCH tawght
by part-time faculty, \

.

L

“ No

Not

TABLE 42 (Continued)

Chancellor's Office Response

Not submitted

Not submitted -

Not submitted

Not submitted

Submitted on a headcount ba-
sis. FTE totals have never
been submitted.

Ll

o

Subq}tted

kY
a “ ,
submitted Q‘*y

Not
t submitted .
submitted ~

Not

submitted

Not suﬁ%itteg
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* 12. The number of full-time faculty im each district in each of - a
three ranges of workload: (1) between .31 and .60 of a full
load; (2) between .61 .and .90 of a full load; and (3) more _
than .90 of a full lecad. . ) * e

13. The number of full-time faculty in each of eight ranges showing K R
varying increases in average salary in each district. .

14. The number of full-time faculty in each of 13 ramges of hourly
compensation in each district.

v 15. The number of part-time faculty in each district in each of
v two ranges of workload: (1) 0.1 to 0.3 percent of a full
load; and (2) .31 to .60 of a full load.

Data presented in this fashion is much less specific thanm in prior
years, and allows the determination of only geaeral amounts of
compensation per weekly faculty contact hour for full-time faculty,
full-time faculty with overloads, and part-time faculty. In addi-
tion, bonus information is less satisfactory than previously and
for the same reason--the presentation of ranges does not permit
specific computations. Aggregating all bonus categories and amounts
dnto a single figure complicates the process furthexr. .

Even more inadeguate than the data categories, however, are the
data themselves, for they are of no practical use as presented.
Table 43 on the opposite page reprints the first two pages of the
o computer printout submitted by the Chancellor's Office. It shows
W that data are available for only 62 of the 70 districts in the
State. The asterisks along the left-hand margin indicate the 19
districts for which the Chancellor's Office is willing to guarantee
the accuracy of the data, but ‘for some of these 19 districts, the
data® appear to contain anomalies. For example, the Anteldpe Valley
District received a 5.0 percent cost-of-living adjustment, but its -
average salary fell by -3.3 percent. Fremont-Newark received an v
8.0 percent adjustment, but its mean salary fell by -4.6 percent. .
And Los Rios received a 5.9 ‘percent adjustment, but its mean salaty )
fell by -5.6 percent. All three are possible, but unlikely, occur- , .
*\\\’ rences. Similar anomalies occur in the number of headcount faculty.
\\\\ Fremont-Newark apparently had a -23.9 percent lo§s in full-time
faculty and a =-7.5 percept loss in part-time faculty at the same
time that its Average Dally Attendance increased by 12.8.perceat.  °
. ‘Los Rios was reported / e a -32.6 percent drop in fulli<time
5 .. ““¥ ™ faculty, a -0.6 percent ¥rop in part-time faculty, and a 3.4 percent .
\

\ . increase in ADA. Rapcho Santiago reported a 2.9 percent incgease .
in ADA but a 70.7 percent increase in full-time faculty and a 50\8
percent increase in part-time faculty. Similar jkcongruities exist .
| . for several other -districts for which the Chapcéellor's Office o

claims accurate data. ' Lo - ’ o -
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TABLE 43 -

8

FIRST TWO PAGES OF 1982 CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE COMPUTER PRINTOUT ON FACULTY

SALARIES,

HARCH 16, 1982 .

a

SFACULTY SALARY Data FALL 1981 TEmm
CALIFORNLA CONMUNTTY CULLEGED
CHENCELLOR®S oFF ICE

.
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Among those districts where no claim of accuracy is made, the .

anomalies are: greater. The Los Angeles Community College District

is reported to have had a drop of 2,124 part-time instructors, 95.2 |

" percent fewer than in 1980-81. San Jose shows a 65.9 percent drop .-
in full-time faculty and a 66.9 percent drop in part-time faculty, .

but a 6.1.percent increase in ADA. Many other districts show - .

similar peculiarities. Figures 16 and 17 on the opposite page. |

indicate percentage changes between the 1980-81 and the 1981-82 . |

reports for 34 districts for which data are av@ilable for numbers ‘

of full- and part-time faculty and average daily attendance and \

which had at least 100 faculty members in 1980-81. Only large

districts are included in these figures because, even under normal

circumstances, percentage variations can be great in very small

districts such as Barstow, Lake Tahoe, and Palo Verde. Figure 18

on page 90 shows differences between range adjustments and mean

salaries between 1980-81 and 1981-82. To provide a contrast,

Figure 19 on page 90 presents the same format as Figure 18 but for

the 1979-80 to 1980-81 changes. It can be observed that the changes

are much less than for the current year. Concerning Figure 17;

changes in the number of faculty normally bear some relationship to

changes in ADA; in the data reported for 1981-82, they clearly deo

not.

The only data presented by the Chancellor's Office that can be
considered reliable are for range adjustments. These were generated

by a special survey at the Commission's request and include adjust-

ments for 64 districts. For those reported, the simple mean (same

weight 'to each district, regardless of size) is 6.8 percent. When /
weights are added (each increase multiplied by the ADA of- the dis- -
trict and then divided by the statewide ADA), the average rises to

7.3 percent, the increase caused by the fact that larger districts

tended to grant higher cost-of-living adjustments. The rarge of
increases was from no increase at all in five districts to am 11.5
percent increase in the Compton District. Because 64 districts
reported, they can be divided into four groups of 16 districts

each, with such a division showing tlie somewhat larger increases
granted by the bigger districts. This is shown in Table 44 on Page

91. ' '

These are the only data ‘which can be presented in this year's
- report on Community College\faculty salaries. .o

CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE REPORT ON FACULTY EMPLOYMENT "

. o

In January 1982, the Chance%fzifzﬁbffice released its Repgrt on - :
Faculty Employment in response to AB 1550 (Vasconcellos, Chapter -

b :
b °

<>




FIGURE 16

«  PERCENTAGE CHANGES FROM 1980-81 TO 1981-82 IN FULL-TIME NINE AND ELEVEN MONTH

I FACULTY AND PART-TIME FACULTY IN 34 COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS WITH AT LEAST
. 100 FACULTY MEMBERS IN 1980-81
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o - FIGURE 17

"PERCENTAGE CHANGES FROM 1980-81 TO 1981-82. IN FULL~-TIME NINE AND ELEVEN MONTH
FACULTY, PART-TIME FACULTY, AND TOTAL AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE (ADA) IN 34
» . COMMUNITY¥ COLLEGE DISTRICTS WITH AT LEAST 100 FACULTY MEMBERS IN 198%—81
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\ ' FIGURE 18

1987-82 RANGE (COST OF LIVING) ADJUSTMENTS AND PERCENTAGE CHANGES IN MEAN‘
FULL-TIME FACULTY SALARIES BETWEEN 1980-81 AND 1981-82 IN 35 COMMUNITY
COLLEGE DISTRICTS WHICH REPORTED DATA FOR 1979-80, 1980-81, AND 1981-82
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FIGURE 19

1980-81 RANGE (COST OF LIVING) ADJUSTMENTS AND PERCENTAGE CHANGES 1IN MEAN
FULL-TIME FACULTY SALARIES BETWEEN 1979-80 AND 1980-81 IN 35 COMMUNITY
COLLEGE DISTRICTS WHICH REPQRTED DATA FOR 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82
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1177, Statutes of 1980), which directed the Board of Governmors to -
compare employment patterns for full-time and part-time faculty.
This report includes a number of chapters which bear on particular

- issues of faculty compensation.

For example, in last year's final salary report, the Commission
noted the wide divergence between the amounts paid to¢full- and
.part-time faculty per Weekly Faculty Contact Hour (19§1, pp. 85-86):

Currently, full-time faculty members in the Community
Colleges earn about two-and-one-half times as much as
part-time fadulty members for each Weekly Faculty Contact
Hour taught. Also, during 1980-81, 88.4 percent of all
new hires in the reporting districts were part-time
faculty. On a headcount basis, about 63 percent of all
Community College faculty are employed on a part-time

4

) TABLE 44

RANGE ADJUSTMENTS IN 64 COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS
BY SIZE GROUPING, 1981-82

~

Mean
o Salary. Range of
Group* Average ADA Increase Salary Increases
I 25,176 7.7% 5.0% - 11.00%
II 10,767 6.9 . 0.0 - 9.00
111 5,542 6.6 0.0 -10.98
v 1,947 5.3 0.0 - 11.00

* I: Los Angeles, San Diego, Coast, San Francisco, Los Rios, North
Orange, Foothill-De Anza, Contra Costa, Ventura, San Mateo,
Mt. San Antonio, Long Beach, Pasadena, Rancho Santiago, El
Camino, and Saddleback.

II: Sonoma, West Valley, 'Cerritos, State Center, Santa Monica,
South County, San Bernardino, San Jose, Kern, San Joaquin
+ Delta, Yosemite, Palomar, Santa Barbara, Riverside, Glendale,
and Southwestern.

ITI: Rio Hondo, Allan Hancock, Cabrillo, Redwoods, Shasta-Tehama=-
Trinity, Citrus, Yuba, Merced, Sequoias, Monterey, Solano,
Fremont-Newark, Napa, Hartnell, Mira Costa, and Coachella
Valley.

IV: San Luis Obispo, Compton, Antelope Valley, Imperial, Victor
Valley, Gavilap, Santa Clarita, L3ssen, Mt. San Jacinto, Men-
docino, Siskiyous, West Hills, Bar¥tow, Lake Tahoe, West Kerm,

Y and Palo Verde.

%
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basis. Although it is clear that many full-time faculty/[%ﬁ

have other responsibilities that justify differential

pay, as well as more senmiority, it is not clear whether

these added duties justify the large differential that -

currently exists.

; . \

The Chancellor's Office report indicates that, as of Spring 1981,
about 69 percent of all Community College faculty members were
teaching part time, a somewhat higher figure than for the 1980-81
academic year. In terms of workload, 34 percent of the Spring 1981
classes were taught by part-timers, about the same as the 34.3
percent reported last year for 1980-81.

Of greater interest are the respomsibility and compensation differ-
entials between full-time and part-time faculty. The Chancellor's
Office indicates that 97.6 percent of those faculty members teaching
part time do not maintain office hours, while 93.4 percent of
full-time faculty members maintain such hours. Among those part-
timers who do hold office hours, 97.8 percent do so for three or
fewer hours per week; the average for full-timers is 4.2 hours per
week. In addition, full-time faculty are expected to contribute 10
hours per week to other activities such as committee work, staff
meetings, advising and counseling, and participation in co-curricu-
lar activities. It is also assumed that each faculty member, full
or part time, spends one hour in course preparation for each hour
spent in class. Thus, a full-time faculty member's 40-hour work
week consists of 15 hours in class, 15 hours in preparationm, and 10
hours in non-class activities, of which office hours are a part.

In last year's report, the Chancellor's Office submitted data on
which the Commission estimated the hourly compensation (excluding
fringe benefits) for full-time faculty at $51.26; part-time faculty
were estimated to receive $20.42. The Commission noted at the time
that these estimates were based on reports from 47 districts for
which complete information was available. It was on the basis of
those data that the Commission estimated the hourly compensation
for full-time faculty to be 2.5 times that for part-time facults.
In the faculty compemsation report, part-time earnings per WFCH are
said to be $20.03, about the same as reported last year. Full-time
hourly earnings for full-time faculty in strictly classroom~related
activities are not stated, but the Chancellor's Office estimates an
average load for full-timers at 16.2 WFCH and an average salary of
$28,819. Assuming an average 35-week year, this tramnslates to a
payment per WFCH for full-time faculty of $50.83, again about the
same as reported previously. In Table 16 of the Report on Faculty
Employment, however, the additional hours spent by full-time faculty
are reported as being 4.2 for office hours plus 7.9 for other
activities for a total of 12.1 additional hours per week. When




Il - -

these are factored into the equation, full-time faculty members
earn an average of $42.49. Using other data in the same table,
part-time compensation can be computed at an average of $20.57.
Thus, even when the full-time faculty members' additional responsi-
bilities are accounted for, their compensation per hour of teaching
is still 2.1 times higher than that for part-time faculty. From
these data, it is not difficult to see why Community College dis-
tricts have a strong incentive to hire part-time faculty, an incen-
tive which obviously has not gone unnoticed, since 88.4 percent of
all new faculty hired in 1980-81 were part-timers.

‘Nevertheless, there are other factors which could help to account
for the differential, and they include educational credentials and
years of service. Throughout higher education, both educational
achievement and seniority are major bases for salary levels, and
the Report on Faculty Employment contains some data on both sub-
jects. Unfortunately, the seniority data are fragmentary, contain-
ing only a survey of 932 full-time faculty and 1,158 part-time
faculty, all of whom hold master's degrees. The results of that
survey are shown in Figure 20 and indicate that full-time faculty
members have substantially greater seniority than part-time faculty,
a resultithat is not surprising. The Report's educational achieve-
ment data are more comprehensive, and indicate that full-time
faculty members have more educational credentials than part-timers,
and by a considerable margin, with the exception of professional N
degrees as Table 45 shows. ;

TABLE 45 ,
TYPES OF EDUCATIONAL CREDENTIALS HELD BY FULL-TIME )
AND PART-TIME FACULTY, 1980-81 o N

Type of Credential Full-Time Faculty Part-Time Faculty

Bachelor's Degree 91.2% ‘ : 78.7% |

Master's Degree 84.8 " 51.6

Doctorate Degree 12.9 6.3

Professional Degree 6.0 9.8

(Lawyer, Dentist, etc.)

Source: Chancellor's Office, California Community Colleges, 1982.

T




The question of equitable salary differentials between full-time
and part-time faculty is such that a straight proration is probably
inappropriate. While current differences in compensation between
part-time and full-time faculty appear too large to be justified
solely on the basis of the nonclassroom responsibilities of full-
time faculty, these differences could be at least partially ex-
plained by educational achievement and professional experience.
However, both of these factors are matters of considerable subjec-
tivity. i -
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3. Because of intense competition from both business and industry -

/ i
- / |
CHAPTER TEN
° FINDIi‘IGS AND CONCLUSIONS
. ~d
Previous chapters of “this report contain a wide variety of data S

which are intended to provide the Governor and the Legislature with
an accurate picture of the current economic status of the profes-"
soriate and campus administrators. This picture offers comparisons
with several other states and also attempts to show how higher
education employees compare to other professional groups and to
both short~ and long-term changes in the cost of living. /In addi-
tion, it presents a summary of national and state economic condi-~
tions in an effort to predict possible future salary and benefit =
increases. Finally, it contains summaries.of the State's current
collective bargaining status, compensation levels for medical
faculty, a history of the salary reports, -aid the existing status

of personnel data collectlon procedures in the California Community - .
Colleges. ‘
On the basis of these data, the Commission offers the following ,ﬁf“?ﬁﬁ .

flndlngs and conclu51ons

v

UNWERSITY OF CALIFORNIA GENERAL GANﬁ{US FACULTY

1. In the current 1981-82 'yedr, University of Califormia faculty
salaries are 2.0 percent lower than the all-ranks average
salary in their eight "comparison 1nst1tut10ns

v 2

2. In the budget year 1982-83, University of California faculty
salaries would have to be increased by an average of 9.8 per-
cent to equal the average progected budget year salary im their
comparison institutions.

Q
¢

"‘and from other universities similar in scope, function, and
quality to the University-of California, the Regents recently .
adopted separate salary schedules for faculty in business
administration/management and engineering, including computer
science. This new tange provides salary increases of between
9.5 and 33.8 percent to qualified faculty in these fields, both
current and prospective. .

‘0




4. Due also to the competitive environment for faculty in certain
fields, the University has initiated four different programs
since 1979 to assist both current and prospective faculty in
purchasing homes. These programs vary widely in scope, func-
tion, and financing and have been necessitated by the fact that
housing prices in California, especially in urban areas where
most of the University's campuses are located, are approximate-
ly 40 percent higher than the national average for comparable
residences.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATORS

a

1. The 25 positions selected for comparison in the University of
... Califormia do npt show a clear pattern of advantage or disad-
- vantage over those in the 10 comparison universities. Nome of
the salaries surveyed departs significantly from the comparison
group, with the possible exception of Chief Student Affairs
" Officer (a 16.5 percent UC advantage) and Dean of Undergraduate
Programs (a 23.8 percent UC deficit).

'UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA MEDICAL FACULTY

1. In the current 1981-82 year, University of California medical
faculty are receiving compensation (mot including fringe bede-
fits) in both salary and clinical fees that place them slightly
above their comparison institutions in most ranks and|special-
ties. In most ¢ases, the University is at or slightly above
the mean salary in each specialty, but ranks neither first nor
last in any category of the national survey.

2. The relatively high salaries paid to medical faculty in compar-
ison to genmeral campus faculty are not- the result of special
salary schedules, since most medical faculty are paid on the
same scale as general campus faculty. The higher salaries are
due to clinical fees'charged to patients at Uniyetsity hospi-
tals. On the average, this fee income amounts to approximately
$50,000 to $55,000 for full professors,:$45,000 to $50,000 for
associate professors, and, $35,000 to $40,000 for a#ssistant -
professors. . ‘
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY

£
/
1. In the current 1981-82 %ear, California State University facul-
ty salaries are 4.0 pgercent higher than the all-ranks average
salary in their 20 comparison institutions.

2. In the 1982-83 budg¢t year, California State University faculty
salaries would havé to be increased by an average of 2.3 per-
cent to equal the average progected budget-year salary ih thelr
comparison instituti

/
j

3. :In recent years, the State University has made a large number
of app01ntments of new faculty to associate and full professor
ranks-in certainh fields in order to meet the competition for

trained personnel. This practlce has been most prevalént in .

the fields of tomputer science, engineering, architecture, and
business admingstration. -In March 1982, the Trustees approved
a resolution which provides for appointment at higher salary"
ranges but without higher rank than assistant professor. Its
purpose is tojmeet market competition for talent in selected
fields while $imultaneously avoiding compromise to the tenure
system. ] :

{
:

a
@

a

4. Impaction at lthe top step of the professorial ramnges contjinues

to be a sign“ficant problem in the State University. the T

salary reportis, the percentage of faculty occupying the top
step has increased each year, and now stands at 63.1 percent of
the entire faculfy in 1981-82, up from 55.3 percent of the
faculty in 1977-78. The prlnc1pal reasons for the impaction
are the Statd University's policy of virtually automatic ad-
vancement from step to step at each professorial rank and the
limited numbef of steps available--five at each rank.

f

five-year peiiod that records have appeared in the Commission's

e 2y v

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ADMINISTRATORS ) '
) :
:

1. State University nonacademic administrators are in general
conformity w1th the comparlson group, eight pOShtlonS receiving
higher salaries and six receiving lower. The'range is from a °
16.8 percent lead for the.Director of Campus Security to a 14.0
percent def1c1t for the Chief Business Officer. Overall, the
State Unlver51ty has a 1.0 percent lead for the 14 p051t10ns o
surveyed.
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With the exception of Dean of Extension and Dean of Undergrad-
uate Programs, State University deans are paid less than their
counterparts across the country. In 1979-80 and again in
1981-82, the State University requested a 5.0 percent in equity
adjustment to compensate for this imbalance.

s

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY

»

1.

2.

—
For this year's faculty salary report, the Chancellor's Office
of the California Community Colleges failed to submit the

legislatively mandated report on Community College faculty
salaries in suitable form. The only submission was a computer

printout which contained inaccurate and, therefore, unusable

data for 43 of the 70 districts. In addition, no .data were
submitted for 8 districts, and even for the 19 districts where
the Chancellor's Office claimed statistical accuracy, the data
appear to be inaccurate in several cases. The only generally
accurate data consist of range (cost-of-living) adjustments for
64 districts. (The remaining six districts had not completed
_salary negotiations.) Although the Chancellor's Office had not
intended to submit range adjustment data, it did so after con-
ducting a special mail and telephone survey at the Commission's
insistence. ’

-
a

In January 1982, the Chancellor's Office released a report on
faculty employment in response to a legislative directive (AB
1550, Chapter 1177, Statutes of 1980). This report contained a
large amount of data on full- and part-time faculty workload
and compensation, and indicated that, when,kall faculty respon-
sibilities are accounted for, full-time faculty are paid ap-
proximately 2.1 times as much as part-time faculty. The report
stated that both full- and part-time faculty spend comparable
amounts of time in course preparation, but noted that part-time
faculty keep few if any office hours and have virtually, no
other institutional responsibilities. It also showed that
full-time faculty have both greater seniority and educational
achievement levels than part-time faculty.

°
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS o .

. 1. In most cases, over the past 10 years, employees in other
. professions have received greater salary increases than faculty
at either the University of Californmia or the Califormia State
University, although State University faculty have fared slight-
ly better than University faculty. In contrast, during the
decade of the 19605, faculty generally kept pace with other
professional groups: :

A
3

2. California faculty salaries fell behind those of California
civil service employees during the 1970s (losing an average of
1 percent per year between 1970-71 and 1980-81), but they have
kept pace with these salaries over the past four years and with
faculty salaries paid-by comparison institutions over both the
past two decades. '

3. Both the national and State economies are currently experienc-
) ing a recession. In California, partly as a result of the
- national economic climate, large budgetary deficits necessitated
a recent special legislative session and several corrective
measures to restore the balance between revenues and expendj-
tures. In 1982-83, the State budget will most likely again Be
restricted, with little funding available for program expansion
or general salary and benefit increases. ‘ .

4. The higher education collective bargaining process initiated in
1978_$y'the Bermdn Act continues to proceed toward implementa-
tion.' At the University of California, elections have been
heid at Berkeley, Los Angeles, and Santa Cruz, with the first
two declining representation and Santa Cruz electing to be
represented by the Faculty Association. At the State Univer-
sity, an election for an exclusive representative was conducted
in December 1981 and January 1982 with no organizatiog or
preference receiving a majority vote. A runoff is scheduled in
April, and May of 1982 to determine that system's representa-
tive. Initial bargaining at the State University should com-
mence with the 1983-84 budget process.

.
-
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of higher learning has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

. o AN \

APPENDIX A

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Sessian-i
Relative to academic salaries and welfare benefits.

vy -

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to
House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had
prepared and has adopted a report of the Legislative Analyst con- C
taining findings and recommendations as to salaries and the general ’ 2
economic welfare, including fringe benmefits, of faculty members of '
the California institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
found that the geporting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has
been made previously to tga 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 -

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature aund the
Governor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina=-
ting Couhieil for Higher Edueation, plus such supplementary informa-
tion as'the University of California and the California State
Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive
and consistently reported information as outlined specifically in
the report adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include

- egsential data on the 3ize and composition of the faculty, the estab~

lishment of comprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating faculty
salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired fringe benefits,
the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty ecial
privileges and henefits, and a description and measurem 1
plementary income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties
and imvolve cost implications to the state now, therefdre, be it

Resolved by the Senate of tHe State of California, the
thereof concurring, That the Coordinating Council for Highe
tion in cooperation with the University of California and the Ca
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 basie information recommended in the
report of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Assembly, under date
of March 22, 1965. i
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APPENDIX B

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATé UNIVERSITY
AND COLLEGES COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS, 1966-67 -"1982-83

-

1966-67

Univergity of Califormia:

“Columbia University
Harvard University
Princeton University
University of Michigan
Yale University

California State Colleges: L

Bowling Green State University
Brooklyn College

Carleton College “ -

Colorado State University
Occidental College

Pomona College

Purdue University ° . i
Rutgers State University
Southern Illinois University
Wesleyan University

1967-68
University of Californmia:

Columbia University
Cornell University
Harvard University
Princeton University-
University of Illinois
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

Purdue University

Rutgers State University
Southern Illinois University
University of Oregon
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1968-69
University of Califormia: . . : | ' .

Cornell University . e » .
Harvard\University '
Staqford University
State University of New York (Buffalo)
University of Illinois
University of Michigan

. University of Wisconsin ;
Yale University

California State Colleges:
' Bowling Green State Univérsitﬁ
i Brandeis University —

‘ Brooklyn College
Brown University

Iowa State University ‘ . .
Michigan State University '
. Northwestern University
® Pennsylvania State University
Purdue University ’
Rutgers State University ’
o Southern Illinois University .
State University of New York (Albany) .. o
University of ColoFado ' \ . T v
University of Kentucky , .
® University of Massachusetts (Amherst)
University of Oregon
Wayne State University
University of Minnesota

1969-70 ’ ' | E
University of California: - | 4
(No Change) .

California State Colleges:

(No Change)




¥

,,ﬁ~@¢N7 University of Michigan

1970-71
University of California: -

» Brown University , ’
Columbia University . o
Cornell University
Harvard University
Princeton University
Michigan State University i
Northwestern University :

Ohio State University, Yo
Purdue University . : -

University of Chicago
" University of Indiana ) '
University of Illinois o
University of Towa

University of Minnesota
University of Pennsylvania
Univetsity of Wisconsin )
“ Yale University -
Stanford University )

California State Colleges:

The Major Public University in Each State (50 Institutions)

i

University of Alabama

University of Alaska

_University of Arizona

University~g§rArkansas .

. University of California &
University of Colgorado

University of Commecticut

University of Delaware

University of Florida
University of Georgia

University of Hawaii .
University of Idaho o
University of Illinois : o =N
Indiana University

. University of Iowa
University of Kansas
University of Kentucky
Louisiana State University

T University
University
University
University

of Maine ) _ o

of Maryland
of Massachusetts
of Michigan

-i11-
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N Univergity of Minnesota
University of Mississippi
University of Missouri
University of Montana
University{of Nebraska
! University&of Nevada
University of New Hampshire
- University of New Mexico
4 Rutgers State University (New 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 . <.
N University of South Dakota
: University of Tennessee
z University of Texas
° University of Utah
. University of Vermont |
University of Virginia “
. University of Washington
5 . ‘West Virginia University ro
University of Wisconsin -
University of Wyoming

. Other Public Institutions Which Meet the Definition of a
University (20 Institutions) . »
T

/ Auburn University-
Arizona State University
Colorado State University
Florida St/ate University

. Purdue University :

A Iowa State Egiversity .-

_///i::> Kansas State University .

Michigan State University
.Wayne State University
- Mississippi State University -
New Mexico State University
North Dakota State University
University of Cincinmati
Oklahoma State Univerdity :
Oregon State University -
Texas A & M University .
- - Texas Technological College
"University of Houst
_ ° Utah State University ~ ° - v
N ‘ Washington State University )

Pacd
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, T
Private Institutions Which Meet ‘the Definiti%gF9£ a

University (32 Institutions)

Stanford University
University of Southern California
Yale University .
George Washington University
Illinois Institute of Technology
Northwestern University
University of Chicago - .
b Tulane University
Johns Hopkins University ' .
Boston University.
Brandeis University -
Clark University
Harvard University
Massachusetts Igstitute of Technology
Tufts ‘University
Washington University (St. Louis)
Princeton University ‘
Columbia University
Columbia Teachers College
Cornell Umiversity
° New York University
Syracuse University
University of Rqchester
Duke University
Case Western Reserve
Lehigh University ®
Temple UPiversity
University of Pennsylvania .
University of Pittsburgh . .
« Brown University
Vanderbilt University -
Rice University

g
AN

1971-72 -
University of California:
(No Change) -
California State University and Coiléggs:

(No Change) :
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1972-73
University of California:
(Same List as Used inrl968-69)

California State University and Colleges:

* (No Change) . .

1973-74

University of California:
(No Change)

California State University and Colleges:
" Bowling Green State University :
Illinois State University L‘\
Indiana State University
Iowa State University
. Miami University (Ohio)
Northern Illinois University
Portland State University
Southern Illinois University
State University of New York (Albany) .
State University of New York (Buffalo College of Arts and Sciencks)
Syracuse University »
University of Colorado
University of Hawaii
University of Nevada
University of Oregon
University of Southern California
University of Wisconsin (Milwaukee)
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Wayne State University
Western Michigan University

. ""1974-75 Through 1983-84

University of Califormia:

" (No “Change) - . i\\,N
California State University: : . ‘ ’ .
(N01Change) .
’ ; ~114m-
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California Postsecondary -
Education Commission

June 13, 1977

Resolution 17-77

Concerning. the Methodalogy Employed for the ~ .o
California Postsecondary Education Commission's »
Annual Reports on
Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits

B ‘;‘L

*

n ' WHEREAS, The University of California and the California State
' ‘ University and Colleges have expressed Teservations with
the methodology used for the California Postsecondary
Education Commission's recent reports om faculty sala-
ries and fringe benefits, particularly wich Tespect to
the computations for fringe benefits, and .

WHERESS, Commission staff convened a technical advisory committee
. _ consisting of repressantatives of the segments, the De-
. partment of Finance,and the Office of the Lagislative
Sy Analyst to advise onqpossible revisions of the existing
e methodology, and i
i
WHEREAS, The committee met onffive occasions to thoroughly review
and discuss the mechodology for thd reports om faculty

- ) salaries and fringe bemefits, not only with respect CO
the computacions for fringe benefits, but also regarding .
. all other aspects of¥ e methodology, and

WHEREAS, Based on the advice ofjchg committes, a revised meth-
odology has been developed by Commission staff; now
- therefore, be it ’ _ <

RESOLVED, That the Califormia Postsacoudary Education Commission
‘adopt the attached document antitled, Ravised Methodology
for the Dreparation of the innual Revort ¢n Universicy:-of
California and California State University and Colleges
Faculcy Salaries and Fringe Benefits, 1378-79, which by
reference beccmas a pact of this resclution, and be it

further

RESOLVED, That copies of this resolution-be transmicted to the .
: - Governor, the, Laglislature, the Department of Finance, the .
‘ - O0ffice of the Legislative Analyst, the Regeats of the >
. , ‘ University of Califormia and the Trustees of the Cali-
- £fornia Stace University and Collages. , B
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Califormia Postsacondary
.Education Commission

June 13, 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 :

L'

INTRODUCTION

The methodology to be employed for the 1978-79 report contains a
aumber of substantive modifications frem 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 methodology, both the University of Califormia
and the California State University and Colleges conferred with a )
number of groups and individuals, including representatives of fac-
ulty organizations. Subsequently, each segment submitted proposals
for changes in the existing methodology. These proposals were then
considered by a technical advisory comnittee established by the
Commission consisting not only of Commission staff and segmental
representatives, but’ also of representatives of the Department of
Finance and the Office of the Legislative Amalyst.

In the past year, ome aspect of the annual report on faculty salaries
and fringe benefits was heavily criticized; namely, the treatment of
- the comparison of fringe bemefits. This criticism centgred on two
major points. The first relatad to the recent practice of trgaring
the cost of friange benefits and the salary adjustments required to
achiave parity as additive to produce 2 fdgure for "Total Equivalent
Compensation” (TEC). ‘This practice will be discontinued in subse-
quent years. The second criticism stefimed 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, oaly
an indirect ralationship between'the value of fringe benefits to the
employee and the cost of those benefits to the employer, tha use of
fringe benefit comparisous with othetr institutions can often be geri-

ously misleading. ,

Although the basic difficulties with fringe benefit comparisons wers
. poted in the report for the 1977-78 fisecal year, it is proposed that
2 much mors definitive disclaimer be included i the text for the
1978-79 ‘report.  Clearly, a benefit package of given cost may be very
diffarant from another banefir packige of the same cost when the two
are defined and administered differently. By way of illuscratiom,
if che employer adds to a pensicn fund to improve its actuarial io=-
tegrity, it increazses the cost of the benefit package but does not

emg—

result in any new or additcicnal benefits.

The Commission will continue to show the results of the comparison
survey regarding the cost of fringe bemefits but will display it
T .

-




' separately from the salary data and will include a sufficiencly de-
tailed explanation of the issues so as to avoid misunderstandiag or
inappropriate use of the figures. P , .

The second major change is the alimination of the "Cost of Living ' .
Adjustment for Salaries.” For the past three years, an adjustment

has been made in the projectad salaries of the comparison insticu-

rious to acecount fpr changes in the race of inflationm. This adjusc-

zmenc has been widely misunderstoed. It is oot an esealator clause

of the kind frequently found in collecctive bargaining agreements; ic

i3 an index only of changes in the rate of inflation and not a mea=-

sure of imflation itcself. - .

The other changes ara essentially technical in nature. To date, all

ranks average salary and fripge bemefit projections have been made

on the basis of prior years{for the prelimipary report) and current

year (for the final reporT) segmental staifing patterns. Since these N
alements of compensation are implementad in the budget year, it is '
desirable to astablish a stcaffing pattermn for that year. This will

ba dome by the Universicy of California for zhe 1978=79 report and

by the Califormia State Universicy and Colleges beginning ia 1379-30.

The final change will affect ouly the computation of fringe bemefits

for the Califormia State University and Colleges. That systam pre-—

viously based its fringe benefic projections on the assumption that

ro salary increise would be granted. 3Secause an increase in salary

automatically increases applicable friage benmefits, a degrae of dis- T
tortion occurs. The Universicy of Califfitnia uses a systam whersby

2 salary lacrease is computad firsc, cthe ducomacic increases in

friage benefits resultiog from thar increase accounted for, and the '
fringe bemefits calculated aftar this accounting. The Commission

bellieves the latter approach to be more raasonable and has there-

fors adopted it for both segments.

METHCDOLOGY i

The procedur=s to be employed for che 1978~79 budget year and in
subsequent years are as follows:

A. NOMBER AND TIMING OF REFORTS

Two raports will be prepared each year. 'The firsc report, based on
preliminary daca, will be submitted to the Department of Finance in
November. The fimal report, based on the most current data, will be
submitted to cthe Legislative Budget Committee in april. Ia order to
neet these submission dates, the Uoiversicy of California and the

California State University and Colleges will forward data om 2oum~ .
parison institutions and segmental faculty salaries ta Commission .

3
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staff by mid-October for the praliminary raport and by lata FTebruary
for the final report.

B. PRINCIFLE OF PARITY

The report will indicate what adjustments would bae needed for the
forthcoming year for salaries and costs of fringe benefits for Ual-
. yarsity of California and Califormia’ State University and Colleges'
faculty to achlieve and maintain rank-by-rank parity wich such sala-~
ries and costs of fringe benefits provided faculty in appropriate
compariscn institutions. A separate list of comparison institutious
will be used by each of the California segments of higher education.
The report will separate calculations and displays of data reslated
- to percentage incrsases required for parity in salaries from those
realated co fringe benefit costs.

-

C. - COMPARISON n:snm:onsl{
Comparison instirutions for the University of California will oe:

Cornell University

Barvard University

Stanford Univexsity ‘
State University of New York at Buffald
University of Illimois . '

University of Michigan at immn Arbor
University of :ﬁ\scomin at Madison

Yalae University |

Compariscn institucions for the \California State University and Col-
leges will be: : . )

East : .
State University of New York at Albany ,
Stare University of Yew York College ac Buffalo
Syracuse University
Vizginia Polytenhnd\c Tasecitute and Stasa University

\

University of Southern Californmia
University of Eawail

Uaiversicy of NVevada

Uaiversity of Oregem|

Portland Stats Unive%sity

1. If any iastitution is cmlttad for any reason, a raplacement %ill
be selectad based upon the astablished criteria by Commission
staff o mutual consultation with the segments, the Department of
Finance, and the Lagislative Analyst. The Attachment indicates
che criteria for selection of the comparisdm institutioms.

-121- | :
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Other '
University of Coldrade
-T1linois State Universicy e
Northern Illinois Universicy
Southern Illinois University T S o .
Indiana State Uoiversity
Iowa Stacs University
Wayue State University
Western Michigan University
Bowling Greem State Univefsicy
Miami University (Ohio)
* University of Wiscomsin at Milwaukee

J . _ .
D. FACTLTY TO BE INCLUDED aND ZXCLUDED

N The facultias to be included in the comparisons are those wich full-
- time appointments at the ranks of professor, associate professor,

agsistant professor, and imstructor, employed cm aige apd eleven
month (proratad) appointments, (both ragular and irregular rapks as
appropriate), wich the excepticm of faculties in che health scieznces,
summer sessions, extension programs and laboratory schools, provided
that these faculties are coverad by salary scales or schedulas acher
than cthat of the regular faculty. At the rank of iamstructor, full-
time equivalent faculcy are used because of the preponderance of
part-time appolntments at this rank.

The faculcy nembers tc be included are those assigned to iastructicn .
(regardless of the assignments for research or other university pur-

poses), department chairzmen (if not on an adminisczative salary

schedula), and faculrcy on salariad sabbatical leave. \

E. COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARTES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFIIS

For aach academic rank within the California $tate Uaiversity and
Colleges' compariscn groups, the rotal actual salary dollars for cthe
combined group is divided by the oumber of faculty wichin the rank
to derive average salaries by rank for their comparigon imstitutions
as a3 whole. Average costs of fringe benefits.will be computed iz a
~3imilar manner. . o

For the University of Califormia's comparisom groups, the average
ed for aach comparison institution. The
(for each rank) for the comparisoz group is
chen calculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari-
son institutions and dividing by eight, thereby giving 2qual weight
to each institycion regardless of che oumber of faculty. The same
procedure should be used to compute the cost of fringe benmefits.

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

For the preliminary report, a five~=year compound rate of change in
salaries and fringe benefits at each ramk at the comparison insti-
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 comparisom institutions,
each segment will compute the average salary and fringe bemefit costs
by rank for their respective comparison instituticn groups as spec-~
ifiaed in Section E above. Each will then calculate the annual com-
pound growth rate changes in average salaries and fringe benefit
costa for each rank (over the five~year period) at their respective
comparision institutions. These rates of change will then be used

to project average salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that
rank forward f£or 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 institutions will be
moved forward one year, permitting the use of a one-year projection
rather than the two-year projection necessary in the prelimimary
report. The California segments will use actual curzent salary -and
fringe bemefit data as reported by the comparison imstitutions
rather than budgeted figures. .

G. ALL~-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS i
Average all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costs projected
for the budget year will be calculated for each segument, using the
average salaries and fringe benefits by rank projected for the budget
year for the comparison groups and the staffing pattern in the appro-
priate Califormia segment. The Califormia State University and Col-
lages will yse the current year staffing pattern while the Undversity
of Califormia will use a staffing pattern projected for the budget
year. These all-ranks average salary and fringe benefir 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 f£ringe benefits thus projected to the budget ~
year for each California segment will then be compared with the cur-
rent all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefits for that segment
to determine the percentage increase required by the segment to
achieve parity. For the 1978-79 report, the California State Univer-
sity and Colleges will modify the percentage difference (to 1/10th of
a percentage point) to account for merit increases, promotioms, and
faculty turmover. This 4djustment will not be necessary for the '
University of California since the projection of the staffing pattern
into the budget year will account for these adjustments automatically.
In subsequent years, the California State University and Colleges
will use the same procedure as the University of Califormia.

g
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The Commission will prepare supplemeﬁ:ary tables containing tfive
years of trend data, with the data for the most recent year supplied
by the segments. - . . - .

l'

2.

wn

Number of full-time faculcy by rank;

Number and pescent of gew and continuing full-cime faculty with
the doctorate by rank;

Number and percent of full-time faculty with cenure o security
of appointment by rank; A

Separations of full-cime faculty with teaure or securizy of ]
appointment by rank;

Destination of faculty who resign, by rank (indicating the azame
of the institution for those faculey remaining in higher educa-
elon); ad ‘

Sourcas of recruitment by ramk;

-

Faculcy promotiomal pattarms. .

«124-
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ATTACHMENT
. CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

\

: ' ;

The following criteria will be used tq select comparison institutions §
for the University of Californmia:

o

\

|

1. Each institution should be an eminent major university offering
a broad spectrum of undergraduate, graduate (Masters and Ph.D.),
and professiomal iastruction, and with a faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching. ’ 4

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

3. Each inscitution should be one from which it.is possible to col- & |
lect salary data on a timely, voluntary and Tegular Basis. (Not ' |
all institutions are willing to provide their salary data, es- . - K
pecially in the detail required fot comparison purposes.) ' .

Y

T 4. The comparisoum group should be composed of both public and pri-
vate institutions. ) ' . w
D In selecting these institutions, sStability over time in the compari-
son institutions group is important to emable the development of
. faculty salary market perspective, time, serlous 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-
rutions selactad according to these criteria are those which have,
approximacely the same functions with regard to undergraduate and
graduate instruction, and with which the Califionia State Universicty
and Colleges compete for faculty. :

1. General Comparability of Institutions

The expectations of faculty at the comparison institutions
should be relatively similar to those prevailing at the
California State University and Colleges. Consequently,
the -comparison institutions should be large institutilons
‘ that offer both undergraduate and graduate idstruction.
. .Excluded from consideration under this cricerion wera:

a. Institutions with less than 300 faculty members; : ;o

»
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b. The 20 institutions that awarded the greatest gum-
ber of doctoral degraes during che tan-year period,
1959~80 througn 1968-69. (These 20 instictutions
awarded nearly half of all doctoral degrees awarded
in the U.S. during this period);

c. Communicy Colleges and colleges without graduaza
programs;(, o ’

“d. Insti:u:ions ‘staffed with rel.gious faculcy.

Comparability cf\s::atas Abilicy to Supporc Higher Education

r\

The bas{s of :inancia.l ‘support zvailable to the comparison
insticucions should be ralatively similar o chac of Cali-
foraia. Excluded frcm cousideration wera:

a. Inscitucions in statas whers the per capita iacome
_1in 1970 was mote than tao percent below the U.S.
average. (Califormia's per capita income was
approximataly 14 percent above che U.S. average. )
The critericu was applied o boch public-and pri-
vate institutions;

b. Inseitucions ia New York City and Washingeom, D.C.,
hecause of the high cost of liviag znd the zuch
higher than average Llacomes 13 chese ciciag'.

Campe:i:ion for Faculzy
Instif:u:a.ons on the campar‘.san list orefarably should he

inscizutions from which Califormia Stats Universicy and
Collages' faculcy are recruited or vice versa. .

. Similarity of Fuactious

The comparisou group should inciude institucions chat aze.
among the largest institutions with g*adua:a srograms dut
whaich do not gramet, or graat very few, doctoral dagrees.=
(¥ine CSUC campuses aze among :3e 20 largesc such ifastitu-
tions in the country.)

Fringe 3enefics

The compariscn m:im:ions should irovide fringe benefics,

.including a regirsmentc prog"m, thar!\ vestcs. in the faculiy
gember wizhin five years. This c'i:er' on was applied by
generally axcluding from cgns:.de*azz.on in.s..icur.ions wi..h
ncnvesting recirement programs.

~

Cacegory IIA in the AADP r2pore.,

C<l26m . -
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University of Califormnia Comparisan Institutions

The campafison group of institutions developed for the
California State University and Colleges should not in-
clude institutions used by the University .of California

. in determining its faculty compemsation.

Acceptance as Comparison Institution

The comparison institutioms preferably should be insti-
tutions that have been accepted previously for the pur-
pose of comparing faculty salaries in the California
State University ahd 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. , :

- =127-
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. ' APPENDIX D

y R | .House Resolution No. 250 )

Relative to the ecdnonﬁc welfare of the faculties of the
california Public Institutions of Higher Education:

s

. WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly
cacommended tHit every effort be made to ensure that the institutions
of higher education in Californmia maintain or improve their position
in the intense competition for the highest quality of faculcy members;

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in ics
annual report to the Governor and the Lagislature regarding level of
support for “the California State Colleges and the University of Cali~

% fornia recommended that funds should be provided to permit at least
an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for tHe Cali-
. ‘fornia State Colleges and the Universicy of California; and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Collages in their i
annual report to tiye Legislature declared that the California State”’ -
Colleges are falling gar behind in the face of this competition and )
' . that by 1964~65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14| to ‘percent
behind those of comparable institutions; and : B

, for qualified faculty members which cannot possibly be met 2ss
such institutiouns have a recruitment climate which will’ cou
favorably with other colleges, universities, business institugdons,
industry, and other levels of goverment; and - g

i
A

|

WHEREAS, California has achieved an eaviable momentum in b iness
and industrial development, 3 momentum now threatened by laggi;:

faculty salaries so that failure to maintain adequate salary scales
for faculty members in California institutions of higher educati

would be false economys; and :

WEEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College
and University campuses that higher salaries alsewhere are attracting
some of the best facalty members from the Califormia institutions

w .~ higher education, and if such academic emigration gains momentum |
because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educd= |
. tional processes and result in slower eccmomic growth, followed by ,
" : ‘lower tax revenuas; and LT ' L
WHEREAS, The Lagislature has a continuing interest in the diffi% .
cult and pressing problems faced by the ‘California institutions of |-
higher education ia attracting and maintaiaing outstanding faculey !
members in a period of stiff competirion and rapid growth; and ‘

‘o
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WHEREAS, The Lagislature has a continuing interest in the diffi-
cult and pressing problems Saced by the Califormia institutions of
higher education in attracting aad maincaining cutstanding faculcy
menbers in a pariod of stiff ccmpctition and rapid growth; a.nd

WHEREAS, The State's’ investmcnt in superior taaching talant has
been reflected in Califormia's phencmenal ecopomic growth and has
shown Caliiornia taxpayers to be the wisest of public invescors,
but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the
coutributious by the Califormia inscitutioms of higher aducation to
the continued sconcmic and cultural develovment of Califorunia may
be seriously threatened; aow, therafore, be it

RESOLVED 3Y THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNLA, That the
Assambly Committse oun Rules is diracted to request the Jdint Lagis-
“lative Budget Committes o study the subject of salaries and the
general aconomic weliare, includiag fringe benefits, of faculcy
aembers of the California inmstitutions of higher aducation, and
ways and means of improving such salaries .and benefits in order
that such California insticuctious of higher sducation way ve able
to competa for the zalent cecessary to provide the highesq,,qualiry
of ’education, and to tTequest such committee to report its findings
and recommendatious to the Lagislature oot later than che fisth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Sessiom.

1 :E,)»tg'lsz-
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A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
" ON FACULTY SALARIES AND 'OTHER BENEFITS~ W —
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND - '
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

)}

(Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Extracrdinary Sessien)

Prepared by the
Qffice of the Legisiative Analyst
State of California

January 4, ];“965
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this sta report is to recommend 2
method for reporting to the Legisiature on salavies,

fringe benefits and other special economic benesits for’

tacuities of the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges. This report has been prepared
by the Joint Legislative Budgst Committes in re-
sponse to House‘Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraor.
dinary Session, Appendiz 1)! which resolved:
“That the Assembly Committee on Rules is di-
rected to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com-

©

mittee to stucy.tHe subject of salaries and the gen-

eral economic welfare, including fringe beneits, of
faculty members of the California institutions of
higher education. and ways and mesns of improving
such salaries. and benesits 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 educdtion, ind to request such
committes to report its Sndings and recommenda.
tions to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.”
> Staf-of the Joint Legisiative Budget Commities
initiated its study- by seeking information which would
reflect the magnitude of California’s long-range and
immediate problems ing the need to reernit and

. retain an adequate number of high quality faculty.

Waile reviewing past reports presented to the Legis~
lature as justification for salary increase recommen-
dations by the Coordinating Couneil for Higher Edu-
cation, the University of California and the California
State Colleges, it became apparsnt that the first step
in trying to improve facuity salaries and other bene
fits is to.furnish the Legisiature with compreheusive
and consistent’ data which identify the nature and
level of competitive benedts. The costs asocisted with
recommendations, rated aceording to priority, should
be included in proposais by the segments in order to
aid the Legisiature in determining how much to ap-
propriate and the benefits which an appropriation
will buy.

There has existed in the past a difersnce hetween
what the institutions have rscommended as the need
for salary and benefit inereases and what has finally
been appropriatad by the Legislature. Thers are two
prineipal reasons for this differemce 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 becanse of
higher priorities in other aresas of the budget.

These nesds are very complex and, for example.
inelude such factors as: ‘

1. Disagresment with conclusions drawn Zrom data

submitted in justification of recommendations;
9, Lack of comfidence in the quantity, quality, or
type of data; :

smm————
* APpendices delated.
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3. The failure of advocates to make points which
are concise and cleacly understandable; .

3. The submission of conflicting data by legislative
staif or the Department of Finance.

Aftew careful consideration, it was determined that

. & special report should be made to the Budget Com-
mittes containing recommendations as to the kind of
_-data the Legisiature should be Zurnished Zor 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 Coordinating
Counecil for Higher Education. the University of Cali-
fornia, the California State Colleges, the Department
of Finance and various facuity organizations inform.
ing them that the Joint Legisiative Budget Committee
was planning to hold a public hearing in connestion

. 'with ER 250 and asking for repliss to a series of

questions designed o gather background information
about salary and fringe benefits data (Appendix 3.
Copies of Replies Received). The primary purpose of
the hesring was to provide the University of Califor-

_ nia, the Californisa State Colleges and interested -
. groups the opportunity to indicate the basis on which

salary and fringe benefits should be reported to the
Legislatare, ineluding the kind of data to be com-
piled and who shouid compile and publish it (Appen.
~dix 4, Copies of Prepared Testimony Filed with the
Joint Legislative Budget Committes at the October
15, 1964 Hearing). The contents of most of the pre.
pared statements discussed problems and in some
instances recommendations relating to Zaculty salaries
and other benefits rather than the primary purpose
of the hearing, but the testimony did serve to identily
aress of concern. The hegring also established legis-
lative intersst in the subjects of faculty workioad and
sources of supplementary income. ,
'The raview of past facuity salary reports, the re
plies to the Legislative Analyst’s letter of Angust 5,
1964, the oral and prepared statements ressived at the -
October 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee and other sourceg:jpave revealed
sigmificant fndings and permitted the ‘development of
'pesommendations coneerning-the type of information -
and method of presentation thar should be inciuded

 in foture faculty salary reports prepared for the

Legisiature,
BACKGROUND

Current procedurss for review of facuity salary
and other benefit increase proposals, starting with the
presentation of recommendations by state colleges and
Coiversity of Califormia administradive offeials to
their respective goverming boards, appear gsneraliy
‘t0 be adequate, with minor reservadons. The Stase
College Trustees and the Regents of the University
of California generally formulate their own proposals -
in December ané fo-rwart; them to the State Depar:-
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mext of Fizangs lor budge: sonsideration. Cozeaz-
sently *he Coordinating Council or Highsr Eduacation
also maies 3 semort itk secommendacions waieh is
made available to the State Department ot Tiznancs.
The Govermor and che Department of Tinagee come
sider these salare ‘nersase proposals in reiagion 0 the
availapility of funds acd their own analysis of faculty
salary 2eeds and iecide ow muea of an inerease, i
any, %0 inciude in Be Jovarnor’s Budger. The Legis-
iacive saulyst i the dnalysis of the Budqget 3l uros
vides analysis and secommendations as to the Gover-
zor's audget propesal. .

Whea appropriate legisiative committees hear the
hudget sequest for facuity salary iner=ases they may
he sonfsontad with severdl recomumendacions om
sarious sources. Their rst responsibility is o oo-
sider the Covarzar’s cecommendacions i e Sudges
3ill Howsves, the Caiversicy and the California
State Coilegss zemeraily request tae opporTanity 9
Jresent their own sscommsndacions, which Zsquently
Gi#ar izom the Goverzor’s proposal. Also, the Co-
ordinating Coazeil s Sigher Educacion presans ity
sscommendacions. Various faculty srganixmtions 2ay
Jegire to maks independent proposals. The Legisiatare
has heen cogperative in providing il intarested Jarties
the opporTORICY 'o present sasip views, but these
gtesentations have Seen marked by sxtreme Tariasions
{n recommendations ind in ke data which suppors
tha sequests.

WHGQ SHCOULD PR.!PAR! SACQULTY
SALARY REPQRTS

Thers appears o Je some diference af »oinion
concerning the jurpose ot faculty salarr seporss and
rscommendations grevared oy 2ae Coordinarag Conn-
ol for Sigher Educaton. The CTaiversity of California
and che California State Cdleges, contead t1az they
snould maie dirses recommendations %o e Goverzor
wd ‘he Legisiature and that Coordinacing Couneil
~scommendations snouid te regarded a3 = iegendent

commencs. Convérseiy, the Departmeatc af-Tinanee-

and :be Coordinagzg Caapeil dor Tigher Sducation
helisye w3t slary reporss and sscommendagions of
+he Coordinacing Coazeil should te e primary =
mﬁsnhmifadmmﬁepmzotmsudm

Goverzor %o consider i preparing badges reeommen. '

dations. The Departmeac of Finance siates that such
a report siowid te regarded a3 similar in stacas 0 De
annmal salary tegore relating ™0 aivil service salaries
. prepared Dy the State Darvonnel Soard lor the Gov-

smmor iznd e Lagislazare: It is our opwaion shasc the
Lagislacars stouid zive specide and - primary ¢onsid-
smacol o che tecommendacions 2 e iToverzor’s
Budgee agd o e anngal lacuity salacy TeroTs ot

rhe Coordizating Couneil for Eigher Zdeeadon, Zow.

-

sves, any separate recommendadons of the Caivemsity
of Caiifornia and the Caiiforaia Staca Caileges seould
te considezed. . :

”

Ci1age
N -Lad

qu}?fiACULT‘r SALARY REPCRTS SHOULD
CENTAIN

Wa do not believs :hac fegorting required of <De
Caivessicy, the Califormia State Colleges, and ke
Coordinating Council for Zigher Sducation should
limic the vight of these agencies to smphasize specide
Joints in supporwng cheip own Zecomiendations.
Howavar, the Legistaturs should take steps.to satabe
lisi" o consiscent dasis upon sraick it will recsive com-
orshensive indormation about aculty salaries, othes
henedits, and *elated subjects Som year raar, Adlsr
caretnl comsideration of the statistical and other
grounds presented in supgort of salary and other
nenefit inereass Jroposais in the past, we recommend
that basic data be ineluded iz faculcy salary rsports
to the Legislature in 3 sonsistent lorm the Zoilow.
g areas: | x
A, Facalty Data ° -
3. Salary Dama g
C. Fringe Senedts
Toeal Compensacion
Special Privileges and Benetts
?. Suppiementary [ncome

8o

~ Siges itismesa:v‘iorsan‘.oﬂzhee::endvea.nd
legisiative brapcies of governmeat @ anaiyTe Tecom.
nendations prior 0 the commencement of 3 legisiative
sesgion., all ~egorss and recom:mendazions shouid 2e

‘completed by December L if sl 7rar.

A. Facuity Qam
1. Pindings
2 Iaformadive data about the size, composizion.
recangion, ind recrmitment of Califorzia
Stata College iaculty 2as Seen sresentad 2
the Laigisiature Zom Zme %0 <ime, HUt 130
ally it 2as besn so selective tRag it lacks
odjectivity and 4aa Seen inconsisvent Sam
7esr 0 yesr. . o
. Superior lacuity jeriformance 233 ot Seem
demonstritad 23 3 tvasan o JUSTEEy Dast tee
quests ‘or supesior salsries.

2 :;’nommdadons ‘
Ahe following dats ihould te compiled i2d Jre-
sentad apmnaily on 3 consistan: Yasit Desmi.
tions of what consdtutes facaity are leit o the
diseretion of che Taivessity and e state wlbs
legr=s but should Se sleariy dedned i3 any TeROC
Additional data =ay he included iz oy Ziren
sear o impiasizs speeisl prodlems, Jut ek

data snould supplement 2t replacs e Jasic .'

information sscommended Selow. Grapas sionid

he used whez priccical, accompanied dy WP

. porzing Zables in iz appendiz. Recommended
facaity data inciudes:

ang oy
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2. The number of fxculty, by rank and the in-
cresse over the previous five years to reflest

b. Current facuity compodiljgn expressed in
megaingtnl terms, including but zot limited
to the percentage of the facuity who have
PhDx -

¢. Staudent-faculty ratios as a means of express-

. ing pecformance.

d Data relating to all new fuil-time faculty for
the current academic year including the aum.

ber hired, source of employmant, their rank
and highest degrwe held. Existing vacancies-

should aiso be noted. Pertinent historical
trends in these data should be analyzed. We
do not believe that subjective and incomplete
dats estimating reasoms for turming down
affers, such as has been presented in the past,
sezves any useful purpose.

e. Faculty tornover rates comparing the num-
ber of separations ts total faculcy according
to the following suggested categories; death
or retirement, to Tesearch or graduate work,
intra-institutional trznsfers. other college or
University teaching, business aund govern.
mefit, othew.

. Comments

The first thres recommendations above are de-
signed to reflect faculty xize, composition, rata
of growth, and workload. The inelusion of con-

" gstent dats from yesr to year will facilitate

mend analysis as it relstes to the institutions
tmrvolved and, when possible, to comparable in-
stitations. The purpose of including data on
new facnlty and faculty tarmover is to provide
a quantitative base for discussions of problems

relating to faculty recruitment and retention. It

may also be beneficial to inciude some basic
statistios about the availadle supply of facuity
t0 see “iat proportian of the market, new PhD’s
for example, Californis institutions hire every

8. Salory Data
1 Pindings

1 The Universitr for several years has es-
changed salary data to provide a consistent
coraparison witk 1 special group of fve ‘‘em-
inent!’ umiversities, as well as with a group

of nine public universities. Conversely, the ~

California State Cojleges have not vet estab-
lished a list of comparable institutions which
is acceptable to them. '

b. Both the Univessity of California and the

Coordinating Council for Higher Education
maintain that salary comparisons to appro-

=139~

priate institutions is the bes: single method
of determining salary needs.

¢. The Gniversity of California places less sig-
pificance on salary comparisons with zon-
academic employment than the Coordinating
Council on Higher Education and the Cali-
formia State Colleges. * . :

4 Salary inereases have bean proposed on the
basis of differentiais between total compensa-
tion (salaride plus fringe benefits) in come
parsble institutions.’ e

. Both the Tniversity and the California State
Coﬂcmhvctm&cdtorehumduot
proposed salary incresses to how much of an
increase would be necessary to Teturn to 8
specific competitive position which existed in
1957-58 and whick was unuscally advan-
tageons. , )

£, Salary comparisons have Irequently been
made to various levels of teaching including -
elementary, high school, and junior college

_ salaries. . '

¢ Meéthods of salary comparisons with other
institutions heve varied from year to yearin
reports prepared by the state colleges.

2, Recommendations oo

2. We recommend that proposed faculty salary
inereases distinguish between: (1) incresses
necessary to maintain the corrent competi-
tive position and (2) inereases to improve
the current competitive position.

(1) Proposed increases to maintain the exist. '
ing competitive position should be equiv-
alent to a projection of the average .
salary relationship between the Tniver-
sity, or state colleges, and comparable
institutions during the current fiscal
vear to the next flseal year. We recom-
mend that this projection be based on 2

- projection of actual salary imeresses by
rank in comparable inscizutions during
the past five years, permitting statistical
adjustments for unusual circumstances.
Thus the proposed incresse to maintain
the existing competitive position would,
i effact. be equal to the average of an-
nusl salarr increases in comparable
institutions during the past five years. 4
record of the accuraer of projestions
should be maintained in sn appendix

(2) Recommendations to- improve the cur-

" pent competitive positions should de re-

. lated to the additional advantagss to be
dezived, :

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




parable inssitadons wwithin the zext yasr and
that agreements Je zegotiated 0 exchange
salare data in a form which will Iacilitate
comparisons. & lsg of the oriteris qted w0
salest comparable iastitationms, plus sharac-
reristics of t2e institations selected. should
be incinded in zexs Fear’s report
. Specifiz yropesals lor salary ineresses should
be accompanied 5y comparisons of eurTent
salary amounts and zistoric wezds to com-
parsble inscitutions. The Zoilowing gemeral
principles are considessd to e importans:

(1) Salazy dara should te separated fom
fringe temedt and-sgecial bemedt data
Zor purposes of reporting iary com-
Tarisops.

:7) A consistent form should e dsed Lom
7ear 0 7vear 0 presant salary daex i
suggested lorm might Ze to dlustrate 3
gve-vear aistocic Tend in average sal-
aries 5y 3sing a line gzwaph lor 2ach
=i, An altsrnacive ight te 3 table

which smply snows whers California

sanked among somparable insttutions
during the pass ive years.

The carreat salary Josition mighr hest
he Ilostrated Sy showing a lisg of awer-
age salaries of the Californis institutions
and the other comparabie institations
Zom the ighest 0 the lowest average,
by cank. Zor the lasg actmal and surTemt
years. This will saow ke relagive posi-
dom of the California inscitution Zor i
last actual and arTent 7aars, as wveil as
the mange of averages. Trequency diseri-
bations of Z3cnity 5y tagk or Drofessor
shouid Se incorporatad in ag appendiz
and agy significant limitadons in ‘he
use of averages hervesn tRose particaiar
inscitations i 3 given 7year should le
potad. For sxample, 1n zausaal progor-
Hon o2 faemity im the igh ranics or e
low manis woald et the comparzoilisy
of the arithmeric neans, .

(3) Special dats o Duscrace 3 pardcular

problem iz auy given year would be
. appropriate as lomg as it supplements,

. rather than seplates, baxic salary data.

d. Finaily, it is. sscommended hat salary dama
. e ceported iz a lorm by Tank -rhied compen-
satag lor diderences in facmity distribucons.

¢ Fringe deneiity
1..Findings : .
" 2. The dednition of Zringe henedty genaraily

ineludes henedts availabie o0 ail faeulty thac
have a doilar cose 0 tRe emplom Benefits

™

L

and services iz 'Sod are considersd o e
iringe bemefits oniy i i cash paywment option
is, available, Recirement and hesith insar.
anes, by dednition, are the only Two pro.
grams considered as iringe Jemesdts Dy le
Coiversicy of Californis and che California
State Colleges, Lo

b. Comparisons of ivinge senedts. when 2om.
sarisons 2ava heen xade at all, have gener.

ally been lmited to tts. doilar comrzidadon

5y the employer and have 20¢ incinded any
analysis of ke quality of e Jenedts o the
employes. .

Recommendations

a It is cecommendad that Iringe “egedt lom.
saritons of Iype of temedt Je ineluded 2
{aculty salar? ssports, but compared iapa.
rately om salarisa. Sgeh comparisons should
include am agalysis of the quality of <he
henedts 23 weil as che Jollar :ost 0 he
smupioyer. .

5. Provosals to ineressa specific Ixnge Denedts
shouid e made separately Tom salaries, .
cluding separats cost sstimaces.

Comments ;

Separate provasals for incresses in salaries and

imingw “enedts sitonid be made o minimize Zis.

anderstanding about compecitive josicons. For

sxample. information submitted %o the 1963

Legisiatare by the Taiversity of California.

sapport of a sroposed salary ingreass lor 1263-

44, comparsd Zotal compensacion jata {salaries

olus iringe denedts) racher than saiacies alome.

This ceport statad in pars: ‘13 comparing sl

aries, ringe bemedis must e ‘aken o -

count. Salary romparisons jerween s Uxives-
sity and ocher inscitutions based on saiary wons
lgoic. far more lavorable chan comparisons of
salaries plus Senerits.” The least Iavorsbie com.
parison vas with iringe Jenedls, 30t salaries,
thus the seport recommended 3 salary inccsase
largely on che Sasis of 3 diffavence o Zinge

Yenedts, Althougn it iy Zait :hac :omparisons 32

total compensation are appropriace inclnsions

a &culty salary sepors, suck data should omly

be in addition to mather than iz place of sepa-

rate analyses of the caxTent comperitive sosition

in salarieq 2nd Srings tertedts.

0, Totai Campensation

Tindings

_ a. Tatal compensation iata sonsises of average

salaries plus 2 doflar amomnc represencizg

the amployer’s cost of Iinge Zenedts.

3. The Coordinating Coumeil lor Righer ITdu. .

cation, the Troivarsity of California and the
Califéraia State Colleges iave in the assall

LN
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used total compensacion data prepared and
published by the American Association of
University Professors in their respective
faculty salary reports.
2, Recommendations
We recommend that total compensation data, as
reported by the American Association of Uni.
versity Professors, be included in faculty salary
reports as a supplement to separate salary and
fringe benedt information.

" E Special Privileges and Benefits

L Findings _

There are other facuity privileges and economic
benefits which are not classified as iringe bene-
dts becsuse they may not be svailable to all
facnity or fit the definition of & fringe beneft
in some other respect. Examples at the Univer.
sity of Californis inciude up %o one-half the
cost of moving expenses, vacations for 1l.month
appointees, the waiving of nonresident tuition
for faculty children, sabbatical leaves with pay,
and other special and sick leaves with or with-
out pay.

Recommendations

It is recommended that a list of special privi.
1egua.ndbenefmb¢deﬁmdmdsummuia‘of
raiated policies be included in 2 special section
in futare faculty salary reports so that the
Legisiature will be aware of what these privi-
-leges and benefits include.

3. Comments

(&

The expansion or establishment of soms of these .

special privileges and benefits could improve
recruiting success miors than the expenditure of
- comparabie amounts in salaries. For ezample,
moving expenses are not currently offered by
the state colleges but some allowance might
make the difersnce of whether 2 young candi-
date from the Bast sould accept an appoint-
ment: 3§ this type of benedt is propesed. it zust
incinde adequate controls.

F. Sqaplmﬁ'nm Income

1. Findings .
a. The muitiple loyaities crested by permitting

faculty to spoplement their salaries by earn.

ing extra {Heome from various sources within
and ourside his college or University is ree-
ognized as a problem common to institutions
of higher edueation throughout the Tnited
States.

b. There apparently are proportionately more
private consuiting opportunities in Califor-

v =141~ -

.

pia than in other aress of theé nation. For
*-axample, 51 percent of the federal resesrci
defense contracts wers concentrated in Cali-
fornia during 1963-64. . :
¢. The University of California has general pol-
icies designed to insure that outside activities
do not intarfars with Universicy responsibili-
ties. I# ontside activities interZers with Ti-
versity responsibilicies, the faculty member
generally must take a leave of absence withe
out pay until such outside activities are com-
- pleted. These and other related University
policies were praised inm a 1956 Carzmegies
Ananced study titled Umiversity Facully
~ Compensation Policies and Procitces.

d. The Coordinating Council for Eigher Edu-
cation submittéd escerpts from nationwide
scudies relating to the magnitude of outside
sctivities. We have no way of detarxining
how the dats may relate to California, but if
the figures are reasonable, then it appears
that probably & large percentage of faeuity
have at least one source of axira imeome.
Sources of income were reported are Lollows:

Poveent of fenity
) wy sdditional

Jeurce MOUMY from Jenres

- Lecturing . T e e 310 '
General writing /e — 28
. Summer wad exrension teRcRing . e G
Goveramene consuiting 15
Textbook writing [}

a
]

Privaca consulting — '
Public service and fcendation coRsuitigem—ee—-
Other professional activitisa ;
Sowrce: University Faosuity Com:

n the T, .. Anseciation of American Caiversities, Toivecsicy
ot Olixois Press, Urhana, 1386,

e. The Tnited Scate Ofice of Eduestion has
just completed 3 navionwide sample survey
of outside earnings of college facuity Ior
1961-62. Although data has not been pub-
lished yet, special permission has been re.
ceived to report the following results whicd
ars quoted from“a letter sent to the Lezis
lative Analyst on December 3. 1964 from the
staif of the Califorsic State College Trustees:

Bol

OUTSIDE EARNINGS OF TEACHING FACULTY ON

ACADEMIC YRAR CONTRACTS (%-i0 MONTHS)
The T. S. Office of Education has just completed a
nationtwide surver of outside earnings by 3 sampling
of all college faculty nationwide for 196162, The re.
suits are as Sollows:

tien Policies and _Beactices




to the possivilicy o maintaining zlore 0m-

dcerege .
Al with sucside easzines p ""_”’" corningy " plete and meaningZul records. Sueh records - L
Summer tesehing - ; o "‘-2”1_303 would aid admipiszrative oficials and aca. -
Other sTamEr 2MPIOY A ———m—n o 0 . demic senates wien reviewing secommenda- o
go‘h': u'::m — 12 1_?33 . tons Zor promotions and salaxy inereases ‘ .
Speecaes . 9 200 and provide summary data for reporting o :
Coasuitane fees ol W L0 the Legisiature on these signiScant Izenliy
Reazemezt 1Individusls 7 ey Tedrd WOO 00 weltare items. Naxt rear’s facultr salasy Te- : v
Haeears — e T 3 port of the,(oordinating Council for Sigher
‘3::" 7ro{emwOBai ArUSES e e 1 ti% Education siould incorporate ke resul® of
aone ARDE e L this study.
The ighest average earmings oy teaching Seld. and b. e also recommend that ssissing state col-

lege policies and :nIorcement pracrices e

the pércentage with outside earnings are:
garding astvz smployment e reviawed and

Adeerese £
] ) Parcent cgrmings updated.
Law (wiich Tede e B oo 3 3500 o Fipally, it is rscommended that faculty sal-

4 Summess aud Commeres. 3 2900 ary reports iasp the Legislatuce informed
Pyysical & o D00 about policies and pracrices ~elazine to :xT2
Agcuine i =300 : = :
Dyyeoioe — . 2700 employment. '

In lighe of the Joint Commictes discussion you might 3 t:ommens. .. :
be interested in cae Sollowing: in our opimion. it would seem that 2oy =T ' s
deerese smpiorment would adect e qualicy of per- -
Bereent sarmvings sprmance of Uoiversice -ssponsibilities since
__30;:1;;‘@@ :: 3%_"';38 faculty survevs indicate that the aversge Izc.
Fniloeapas 3 1.200 ity workweek is 34 bours. The cime speat on
Baligion tnd TRe0iogs. 3 L300 scTivities for eera compensation i 2seent Jur-

ing the summer) wvould be on wp of wnat e ,
Zaculty has defined as tieir average Torhres .
Becsuse. in some instances, it is didieult o Je-
ssymine whether a2 ziven income-producing ac-
sviry, sueh 2s veiting a book. is considersd 3 -
normal Taiversity -espoasivility or 22 ex22

3, Racormmendarions ‘
2 e recommend that e Coordinating Coun
¢l Zor Hicner Sdueation, e Caiversicy of
Caiifornia and wme Califorzia State Colleges
codperars in derermining e axTent <0 which

‘facuitT memners participate in :xT2 zerivi-
ties %o supplement <heir nine-monts saiaries
including informsacion as 0 Wwiea sxra ac-
sj-iries are usually performed (such as vacs-

<ons. ete.;. Sach activities wouid include,

yut not Se limited 0, laeturing, gemeral writ-
ipg. sumnier ang extansion tascaing, govera-
ment donsultine. tetthook wiiting, orivate
sonsuiting, pubile service and Soundation
consuiting, and other professional actividies.
73 cneit a stady suggests Wat the wmagmitude

of these activities s such that the periorm-

activicr, distinerions berween zormal and sz
acrivides aesd 0 e mors dlsariy Jefined.
Muck of cthe outside commpensavion received
by ‘aculty comes in the Zorm of zrants mads
dirsetly to the Zacuity member sather than
through the Tnivessicy or collegss. Thers is 2o
regular reporting of these zrines or the I8z,
sonal compensation scitich they provide 0 faa.
altr, and che olleges and Criversicy do not
consider the reporting i sgeir income 3 Be
assible. It mar @ desirable 1o 2ncourage e
Congress o dirset chat greater sumber af

grants made by United Stares agencies lor ve-
search be made directly to academic institg.
tions. . '

ance of normal Cniversicy and state college
responsibilities are perhaps teiny adrersely
affested. then sonsidesadion inould he given-

ERICT

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v
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University of California salaries and Cost of Fringe Benefits
' R 1982-83 B o '
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~ TABLE 1
. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ‘
Projected 1981-82 and 1982-83 Salaries fdf-COmparigon Group

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

T Comparfson'ﬁroup Average Compound Rate ~Comparison Group

Academic Rank Salaries © of Increase Projected Salaries
1976-77 1981-82 , 1982-83
B e) @ ) I w (5)
Professor 428,828 §41,704  1.67% © 44,913
Associate Professor ,19,524 © 28,126 , 7.57 - 30,256
Assistant Professor 15,509 ' 22,941 8.14 ' 24,810




» : © TABLE 2
. ) * UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Percentage Increase in UC 1981-82 A1l Ranks Average Salary v
Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1980-81 and 1981-82,
Based on Five-Year Compound Rate of Increase in Comparison Group Salaries

(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution) ‘

' Percentége Increase ‘
' - UC o Comparison Group - - Required <§
Academic Rank Average Salaries Salaries ' in UC Salarie
P : 1 L :
= 1981-82 , 1981-82 1982-83 1981-82 1982-83
' . o (Actual) ~  (Projected) . o
R ¢ D B (2) » (3) (4) ) - (6)
Professor o §41,016 $41,714  $44,913 +1.70%  +9.50%
Associate Professor 27,256 28,126 30,25 -, +3.19 #1101
Assistant Professor . 22,572 22,941 24,810 #1.63  +9.91
All Ranks Average : 35,002 35,688 1/ ' 38,436 1/  +1.96 + 9.81

¢

1/ Based on projected UC 1982-83 staffing: Professor, 2,944; Associate Professor, 1,090; Assistant
- Professor, 745. Total staff: 4,779.. ' : '

7
O 13

5




R | '  TABLE 3 -
| o UNIVERSITY. OF CALIFORNIA o

Projected 1982-83 Cost of Fringe Benefits for cﬁmﬁarison Group' '
Based Upon szpound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs
(Equal ’

Weight to Each Comparison Institution)

Comparison Group Average ~  Compound Rate . Compariéon Group Pr&ifcted
_ Academic_Rank Cost of Fringe Benefits = _of Increase Cost of Fringe Benefits

1976-77 ° 1981-82 1982-83 \\
- | . Il
(1) ) C () - (3) | (4) 5). X\
Professor« .’ v $5 , 100 - ' $7.,945 9.27% $8,682 \
' Associate Professor - 3,571 5,481 8.95 5,971 ‘
: - ) |
. Assistant Prqfessor ' 2,954 - 4,478 ~ 8.68 4,867 “\
|
\\
‘,
- A ' BRI




) TABLE 4
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Percentage Change in UC 1981-82 A1l Ranks Average Cost of Fringe
Benefits Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1982-83;
Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs
(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution)
. C
- S Percentage Change Required
~ UC Average Cost Comparison Group Average Cost in UC 1981-82 Average
Academic Rank of Fringe Benefits 1/ of Fringe’Benefit Projections Cost of Fringe Benefits:
“' 1981-82 : 1982-83 |
B . ‘ , : . P
.~ 1) (2) (3) S 3
~ R ) »
! Professor $10,765 - | $8,682 S -19.35%
Associate Professor 7,618 . i o 5;971 . - ‘ - =-21.62
Assistant Professor 6,547, . 4,867 ’ =25.66 , .
All Ranks Average 9,390 2/ 7,469 2/ . C 20446
Less Adjustment for ?~1@H | |
The Effect of a 9.81% ’ . -
Range Adjustment - 766 - 8.16
Adjusted Parity ' U : ,
Requirement ' ’ 6,703 : - =28.62
1/ Based on $1,384.92 plus 22.3% of average salary. - -
- 2/ Based on projected UC 1982-83 staffing including estimated separations and new appointments but
excluding the effects of projected merit increases and promotions: Professors, 2,944; Assaciate S
Professor, 1,090; Assistant Professor, 745. Total staff: 4,779. : ot
| . 136
i 138 Kk : R | -
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TABLE1 -
o * CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
) : Act&a] 1981-82 and Prbjectéd']982-83 Salaries for Comparison Group

. . Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Salaries .
(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in Seventeen Reporting Comparison Institutions)

a

S Comparison‘ Group Average _ Compound Rate . Comparison Group
Academic Rank of Average Salaries ' of Increase | - Projected Salaries
- 1976~77 ~1981-82 B e 11982-83
-3
Com @ (3) - W 3 (5
Professor - §25,171 = $34,308 6.39% $36,500
Associate Professor A 19,024 | 26,283 6.68 28,038
Assistant Professor 15,371 | ' 21;137 ' 6.58 ' ' 22,527
Instructor 12,176 16,563 1 6.35 ; 17,614
. : \ o
141 ,
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TABLE 2
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
Percentage Increase in CSU Estimated 1981-82 A1l Ranks Average Salary
Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1981-82 and 1982-83

Based on Five-Year Compound Rate of Increase in Comparison Group Salaries
(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in Seventeen Reporting Comparison Institutions)

“

Percentage Increase

' csu ~ Comparison Group o Required
Academic Rank Average Salaries Salaries in CSU Salaries
1981-82 1981-82 1982-83 1981-82 1982-83
. . (Actual) (Projected) R
ok -
G |
e (1) | (2) (3) . (%) ‘ (s) 6
Professor $35,363 " §34,308 - §36,500 - 2.98%  + 3.22%
Associate Professor ' 27,276 26,283 28,038 - -3.66  +2.79
Assistant Professor 22,178 o 21,137‘f .22,5270 -4.69  +1.57
“ Instructor ‘ 19,643 | 16,563 : 17,614v -15.68. +10.33
All Ranks Average 30,992 1/ 29,919 1/ 31,856 1/ - 3.46 £2.79
Less Turnover and ! o : - . ' -
Promotions - 155 - 155 - 0.50 - 0.50
Adjusted Total ' ‘ S 329,764 $31,701 - 3.96%  + 2.20%

1/ Based on CSU 1981-82 staffing: Professor, 6,265; Associate Professor, 2,848; Assistant Professor,
1,655; Instructor, 195. Total staff: 10,963. , ' ‘ .

Sc 143 o | 144




e TABLE 3
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

- * Projected 1982-83 Cost of Fringe Benefits.for Comparison Group
SR Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Bepefit Costs

iWeighted by Total Faculty by Rank in Seventeen Reporting Comparison Institutions)
| -Comparison Group Average Compound Rate  Comparison Group-Projgéted',
Academic Rank _Cost of Fringe Benefits: = _of Increase . Cost of Fringe Benefits -
1976-71 - vogr-s2 1982-83
W B R W O S O}
Profe's‘sorv_ $3,054 §6,586 .l '57,294?
Associate Profeséor 3,176 5,298 ' 1'0...78' ; 5,869
‘Assistant;__“??_f_gssor ’ 2,635 - 4,203 . 9.79 ' | 4,614
Instructi;f‘: 2,257 o 3,315 ' 7.99 ° ' ‘ 3,580
l
145
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TABLE 4
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Percentage Change in CSU 1981-82 A1l Ranks Average Cost of Fringe
Benefits Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1982-83
Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs

(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in all Comparison Institutions)

/

B ET g Percentage’Changg Reqdired
CSU Average Cost Comparison Group Average Cost in CSU 1981-82 Average

Academic Rank of Fringe Benefits 1/ of Fringe Benefit Projections Cost of Fringe Benefits
1981-82  1982-83 ’
| W ” 2) | O W
5; Professor $9,795 - $7,294 2553y
L Associate Professor 8,287 5,865 : ) | -29.18
Assistant Professor 6,901 - _ 4,514 : | . -=33.14
Instructor | 5,980 - 3,580 © s <4013
A1l Ranks Average 8,899 2/ - 6,453 2/  -27.49

Less 0.5% Turnover &
Promotions, Automatic
Salary/Benefit Adjust-

ment, and an Adjustment ‘ i)

for the Effect of a i ' S

2.3% Range Increase - 143 - 1.61
Adjusted Parity Requirements ' $6,310 o ;29.10%

1/ Based on $2,837 plus 19.56 percent of average salary at each rank. ‘
2/ Based on CSU 1980-81 staffing: Professor, 6,265; Associate Professor, 2,848; Assistant Professor,
1,655; Instructor, 195. Total staff: 10;963. ’
‘ 147
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IVED APR 6 1862
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINIS;IRATION |

BERKELEY * DAVIS * IRVINE * LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE * SAN DIEGO ¢ :SAN FRANCISCO ( i " “SANTA BARBARA + SANTA CHUZV
3 e,

O0ffice of the Vice President : -
Acadgmic and Staff Personnel Relations-: -

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

April 1, 1982

Mr. Patrick M. Callan, Director

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street '
Sacramento, California

Dear Mr. Callan: . yi

On behalf of the University, I am pleased to submit four tables, A-1
through A-4, and five supplementary tables, B-1 through B-5.

Tables A-1 through A-4 contain the results of the 1981-82 survey of the -
eight comparison institutions as well as the percentage increases required
to achieve parity with the mean salaries for those institutions in 1982-83.
Tables B-1 through B-5 are submitted in accordance with the agreements
reached by our respective affices. . .

" The report submitted to your office last fall did not reflect the decrease
in the cost of Worker's Compensation Insurance since the University became
self-insured. Table A-3 now reflects that decrease.

" You should know that my staff reports increased difficulty in obtaining
comparison salary and fringe benefit data from some of the comparison insti-
tutions. Apparently, the tight money situation has Ted’ these institutions to. -
reduce the staff time assigned to such tasks. ' : '

If you have questions concerhing thesé tabies, please call Director Joseph B.
Rodgers at (415) 642-8399, or Ms. JoAnn Rolley at (415) 642-8410, or our regular
CPEC Tiaison Mr. Clive Condren. : - ‘

Sincerely, :
‘, | rchi e/ K%ﬁgartner
IRV Vice President .
attachment |
cc: President Saxon b
- Special Assistant Paige )
Director Rodgers
Director Condren )
Principal Analyst Rolley

-157- 149




THE UNIVERSITY OF:-CALIFORNIAL: wno.ionaln
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT-ACADEMIC AND STAFF
PERSONNEL RELATIONS ‘

CISPRING 1982 sr--wu 130c

mee At s

1

Projected Difference in FacuTty Salaries: UC and Comoarison Institutions

N L Associéte ; Assfstanta L 5 :
v Professor Professor Professor Rveraggl-_ .,
Comparison 8 Instj tutions: b ,

1981-82 Average Salaries . "4k’7]4 28,126 22,941

1976-77 Average Salaries o 28,828 19,524 15,509 -

 1982-83 Projected Salaries 44,913 30,256 + . 24,810 . 38,436
sc: \ \ | . | | : , .
1981-82 Average Salaries 41,016 . . 27,255 22,5712 3§§QQ3\\
1982-83 Projected Staffing 2,944 1,000 - 745 |
Percentage Iné:éase Needed to 4.50% ' 11.01% - §,91% 9.81% .
Adjust UC 1981-82 salaries to . de , Lo g

equal the prOJected 1982-83 R . |

average compar1son salaries ' . o

\

lsalary data excludes health sciences. B )

2Compamson institutions: Cornell University, Harvard Un1vers1ty, Un1versity of-
I11inois, -University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Stanford University, University
of Wisconsin (Madison), Yale University, and SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from ,
confidential data recelved from compar1son institutions. ’ ,

3Compound annual growth rate’ over the five-year per1od is used for the one-year
projection. - f=rio- < .

[

4198-1--82 average salaries adJusteg to include mer1ts and'promot1ons to. be

effective 7/1/82 Tren T , - w
5Averages baséd on proaected 1982-83 UC staff1ng pattern. ' ’ '

459~ R




THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA® ~  *77ar 7y .

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT—-ACADEMIC AND STAFF | .
- | ' PERSONNEL RELATIONS : -
SPRING 1982  *° = ° )
( TBLE a-2! -

e

Projected Difference in Fringe Bengfits:' UC and Comparison Institutions

‘ Associate Assistant 4
poe Professor Professor = Professor Average
. : T " ’ .
Comnar1son Inst1tut1ons
1981-82 Average Fringe Bene‘/ts1 7,945 . 5,481 : . 4,478
. 1976-77 Average Fringe Benefits 2 5,100 . 3,571 - 2,954 :
1982-83 Projected Fringe Benefits 8,682 5,971 4,867 . 7,469
. .
uc: 3 ) -
1981-82 Average Fringe Benefits 10,765 7,618 6,547 9,390 )
Percentage Adjustment needed to.. . . .. -19.35% -21.62% °  -25.67% -20.46 .
make UC fringe-benefits equal - --.... - ... . ’ .
to the 1982-83 projected average : S )
comparison fringe benefits _ Y,
| Less {adjustment for.the effect of ‘a 9.81% N
. salary range adaustment)a b e ot L= 8,16
\ T Net Adaustment ‘needed to achieve , |
ﬂ : partty: oo~ $ -28.61 " -

™

i ’ . . AP S
“Computed from confidential data received from comparison institutions.

2Compound annual growth rate over the f1ve—year”ber1od for each rank is used for
the one-year projection..”. _......

3Equwalent to an average of $1384.92 plus 22. 3% of average salary Q/C -
4l-\verage based on proaected 1982-83 UC staffing pattern _ A
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

n . OFFICE OF THE VICE' PRESIDENT-ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS
f ‘ SPRING 1982 -t = < —
/ b TABLE A-3

Average UC Faculty Fringe Benefits
_ iEmp]oyer Contributions) -

Retirement/FICA 20.91% of salary

Unemployment Insurance .25% of salary

Workmen's Compensation ' .51% of salary

<&

Health Insurance -- Annuitants .63% of salary’

. “Dental Insurance . ... . - § 225.72
. Health Insurance 1095.00
’ " Life Insurance 16.20 .
Noh-Industria].Disab%]ity Insurance - :~=.-48:00 L e i

UJoTAL $1384.92  plus - - 22.3% of salary

®

Vs
SOURCE: Assistgnt Vice President-Budget, Planning and Analysis

?
o
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- THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA - CINTY
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT-- = ~+*"" - . o
ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS - .
| SPRING 1981 Tha e a6l ‘

TABLE A-4

Average Comparison Institution Salaries

Institution

TOMMOO®>

| Avenage

TOTMOOmD>

Average

Professor

$45,132 (2)

35,681 (8)
41,804 (4)
44,796 (3)
39,104 (6)
39,723 (5)
38,987 (7)
48,486 (1)

$41,714

$30,166 (3)

25,217 (8)

29,948 (4)

31,019 (2)
27,697 (6)
28,324 (5)
26,503 (7)
31,747 (1)

$28,828

Associate
Professor
1981-82

$32,479 (1)
25.705 (8)

% 29,426 (2) .-
27,093 (6)

28,096 (3)
27,897 (4)
27,350 (5)
. 26,960 (7)

$28,126

1976-77

s> on 1$20,751 (1)

- 18,224 (8)

- 20,010 (2)
i 12%9,306 (6)
: 19,822 (3)
19,417 (5)

18,871 (7)

19,794 (4)

$19,524

JdENT s W ;-5163479 (

) . 627 (
1Y 551D v 14,590 g

Assistant
Professor

—

$25,078 (1) -
22,123 (7)
22,418 (6)
21,195 (8)
23,076 (4)
22,786 (5)
23,300 (3)
23,554 (2)

$22,941

15,799 (
14,627

515’509- ’

Confidential data received form Comparison Institutions (ﬁilude 9- and 11-month

full-time salaries for all schools and colleges except Health Sciences.: : L

.*
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. CPECSUPPI.ZEMENBARYTABL’EST.' e T
| TABLE B-1
’ i Full-Time A Academic Appointees in the Professorial
. Titles, By FIE, General Campuses, as of October 3L, 1981
c l
Percent of |
Rank o F.T.E. . Total F.T.E.
Professor _ | 2,756.72 | | 60% | ?
Associate Professor- 1,086.98 ‘ 24%. :
Assistant Professor ‘ 717.94 16%
Instructor - | -
Total . 4,561.64 ' 100%

* For purposes of this report, full—-ﬁme. employment..is_defined.as 50%-or -more-time « weme
for one quarter in a fiscal year. Full-time enployment was previously defined as
50% or more time for two or more quarters during the fiscal year. Beginning with - .
reports received from the Corporate Personnel System for 1980-81 and 1981-82, |
figures reflect actual percentage of time worked. , | |

-
»r

* Acadenic appomte% mclude both new and contlnumg appomtments in the Profes~
sorial Titles. . . ...i.o. . _ s ‘

*-Includes acaﬁémbxappomtéeswmthelgenera}rcampﬁsa Excludes academic: appomte&ss ~ "wi
in the health sciences:” Schools of Dentistry, Medlcme, Nursmg, Optometry, Phar- |
'macy, Public Health, Veterinary Med::.c:.ne R

Source: Corporate Personnel Report ~ AP-5 as of October 31, 1981,

. VP—-Acadanlc and Staff Personnel Relations
March 24, 1982 JGY .

- . *

- e
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, TABLE B-2
' Headcount and Percent of Full-Time Academic Appointees
. in Selected Titles, Including Those With Tenure Or
- Security of BEmployment, General Campuses, As of Qctober 31, 1981%*

N

S o . Headeéunt and_Percent of
Total Headcount of Full~ Full-Time Academic Ap-

. : ‘ a Time Academic Appointees - - pointees With Tenure or ,
' © in Selected Titles** - Security of Bmployment¥k*  °.
9-donth - | - Headcount; % |
' Professor. . .. 2,80 . 2,82 9%
 Associate Professor . 1,172 . o .~ . 1,088 " 95% Y
Assistant Professor 869 - - | —_ |
Instructor, : . 64 . - —_
Total ~ .50 - 3,00 78%
lecturer =~ e 108 11%
'11-Month " |
Professor o 457 | | . 453 9%
Associate Professor 166 . ; B (7 § 99%
Assistant Professor - 157 L - ‘ - —
- Instructor — : _— —_—
Total | 780 | a 617 " T
Lecturer 19 ' 5 26%

*For purposes of this report, full-time employment . is defined. as 50% or -.ore time for
one quarter in a fiscal year. Full-time employment ‘was previously defined as 50% or
more time‘for two or more quarters during the fiscal year. Beginning with reports
received from the Corporate Personnel System for 1980-81 and 1981-82, figures re-
flect actual percentage of time worked. ' . :

*Full-time academic appointees include both new appointments and continuing appoint-
ments in the professorial and lecturer titles on the general campuses.

*Excll_xd% academic appointees in the health sciences:. -Schools. of Dentistry, Medicine,
Nurs:.ng, Optomet_ry, ‘Pharmacy, Public Health, Veterinary Medicine. .

* ¥Includes full-time academic appointees on the general campuses in the selected title-
series: Acting Professor Series, Adjunct Proféssor Series, Agronomist Series, Astrono-

. mer Series, Professorial Series, Professor in Residence.Series, Supervisor of Fhysical
Education Series, Visiting Professor Series. Included in the Lecturer title series are

.~ Adjunct Lecturers, Lecturers with and without Security of Employment, Visiting Lecturers.

#**Includes full-time academic appointees with tenure or security of employment on the -
* general campuses in the following title series: Agronomist Series, Astronomer Series,.
- Professorial Series, Supervisor of Physical Education Series, and Lecturers with .
" Security of Employment. L ' .
Source: Corporate Personnel Report - AP-5 as of October 31, 1981. . .
o 7 | , . . _
B - YPewAcademic dnd Staff Personnel Relations Y -
ERIC yorch 28, 1082 aex - . -1s= 185 <« ¢

r




.QTABI.E B-3

Origins of Recruitment of New Appointees in' the ST L AT

Professorial Sen%, By Headcount, General Campuses;’ 1979-80 £t e

C Assistant Associate IR e :
Prior Employer Professor  Professor  Professor  Total '
Incistry 2 1 3 6 -
Student o 16 = = , 16 .
State of Califormia . ~-: > 1 : —_— — 1
Other Governmemtal - - 3 —_ 1 4
Self-Employed _ —_— —_— L 1 1
Institutions ' '
Albert Einstein College of 1 — — 1
_ Medicine of Yeshiva Univ. .
Coll. of Jewish Studies -— - 1 .1
(}a.hf Inst. of Technology 3 —_— — 3 ,
Calif. State Univ. - Sacramemto ~  — — 1 1
Calif. State Univ. - Stanislauss .~ 1 - — 1
Carnegie Mellon University. 1 — — 1 .
Chicago State College 1 —_ — 1 o
City Univ. of New York - Brooklyn C. T.1..0,.~. — — 1- .
Clark University 1 _— —_ ‘ i
Brory University 1 —_ - 1
Florida State University.. ... . ..., 1 —_ — 1
Harvard Univefsity:~ =i b T -1 - 1 -
Hastings College of Law': . .. foo% — — 1 11 :
Iowa State University o -— —_ 1 1
Julliard School of Music - — 1 1
Loyola Marymount University 1 —_ — 1
Massachusetts Inst. of Technology 2 —_ 1 3
Michigan State University 1 —_ — 1
Cberlin College - -1 -— —_ 1
Chio State Un:.vexsity . 1 — — 1. -
Pennsylvania State Un:.versity 1 — —_ a 1 ’
Princeton Un:.versij:y 1 1 —_— 2 .

_ Purdue University 11 — 2 -
Rice University - : 2 —_— , 1 3 -
Rutgers State University - 1 — 1

. ' “{\ ~166~ “
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TABLE B-3

Orig:lmf Recruitment’ of New Appomtees in the -

Professorla.l Series, By Headcomt General Campuses, 1979-80 *

Prior Employer _ __

San Jose State Univ.
. Stanford University

State Univ. of New York =-
Buffalo Main Campus

Univ. of California

Univ. of Illinois - Urbana .
Univ. of Kentucky
Univ. of Massachusetts
Univ. of Michigan
Univ. of Minnesota
Univ. of New Hampshire

UnJ':v. of Oregcn

Univ. of Pittsburgh

Univ. of So. California
Univ. of Texas:.- Arlingtca
Univ. of Washington

Univ. of Wisconsin — Madison

Virginia Polytech Inst.. ~-
Washlngton State Univ— ™~ ~-, <~

Washmgton Dniversity -
Yale University . . S S
Subtotal

®

. Foreign Institutions

Institution -Tr‘ﬂhlmown-inr"e - Ilere waeny

Prior Employer - Unknown

Total Tesi

Assistant " Associate

Professor_ Professor  Professor Total
— 1 — 1--

—_— — 1 1
PAETT — — .3 3 p

22 2 ' 4 . 28

2 — —_ 2

1 — — 1

—_— —_ 1 1

1 —_ — 1

1 —_— - 1

1 —_ —_ 1

1 — - 1

1 1 — g2

oarwee 3 — e 2

1 1 —_ 2

—_ —_— 1 1

resa 1 — — 1
z- 1 ?_; — 1—

— — 2° 2
1 — — 1-

58 10 19 87

. 1 2 3 6
.2 2 — 2--

48 3 15 66
131 136 42 189«

N .
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TABLE B-3

Origins of Recmitmenf of New Appointe.es in the.
Professorial Series, By Headcount, General Campuses, 1979-80 *

1

* Excludes new academic appointees the Pi'of%soria.l Series iff the health sciences:
Schools of Dentistry, Medicine,. ing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health, .
Veterinary Medicine. . . ... . i

Source: Corporate Persannel Report — AP-10 of July 1, 1979 - June 30, 1980.

VP—Academic and Staff Personnel Relations
March 24, 1982 JGY
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TABLE B+3

_ Origins of Recruitment of New Appointees in the
Professorial Series, By Headcount, General Campuses, 1980-81 *

. : Assistant iate

* - Prior Employer Professor  Professor  Professor  Total

. Industry | | - 4 10
Student B 26 1 27 .

State of California - & - - 1 —_ 1

DOE Laboratories ‘ — — 1

Other Governmental 2 —_— 2
Self-Employed | 1 2 3

Institutions -

Amherst College ) —_— 1 — 1

Boston College 1 —_ —_ 1

Coll. of Jewish.Studies 1 — - 1

Calif. Inst. of Technology — — 1 1
Carnegie Mellon Univ. : 1 — C = 1

_ City Univ. of New York - City Coll. 1 —_ 1
. Cooper Union "' - ST — -1 —_— 1

’ Cornell University 2 —_ — 2

. Harvard 'University 2 — —_— 2

Hastings Coll. of Law — — 1 1

Indiana University:: ti. «t-cxiev 1 — — 1

Jackson State College 1 = — 1

Jobns Hopkins Upiv. ' - 1 1 S 2

~ Kenyon College 1 — —_ 1

Lock Haven State Coll. - e 1 1

Massachusetts Inst. of Tech. 7 -n == .2 —_ 2 4

Michigan State University 1 — — 1

Montana State Unlversu:y : 1 —_ — 1

New York University ' - — — 1
‘ l‘brthwestéxﬁ University - -- ~ . -—--- 1 — j 2
. Chio State University . . 2 -= — 2—-

) Portland State College 1 e — 1

. Princeton University 1 1 1 3

Purdue University — 1 — 1

BN ,.»\-..u‘ e e 1 B i A 1 kK] W ¢ § b e it e b £ s TG s v ao ok 2 R0T



. TABIE B-3

Origins of Recruitment of New Apgomtees in the

Prof&sonal Series, By Headcount, General L Campuses, 1080-81 *

.\

: \ . Assistant  Associate o .
Prior Bmployer \\ Professor Professor . Professor Total ",
Sci of the Art Inst. d;f 1 — —_ 1 i
Stanford University 2 _— 1 3
State Univ. of New York - ~ - - — 1. 1
State Un1v. of New York — 4 —_ — 1 1
Buffalo Main Campus - . . T .
State Univ. of New York — o1 - — 1
Health Sci.: Ctr. at Stony Brook s A
Univ. of Anzona o - | — 1
Univ. of California 34 -5 10 49
Tniv. of Chicago — 1 —_ 1
Tniv. of Iowa — — 1 1
Univ. of Lowell - _— 1 1 .
_Univ. of Maryland — 1 — 1
TUniv. of Minnesota 1 — - 1 "
Univ. of Nebraska —_ — 1 1
Univ. of New Haven 1 — —_— 1 -
Univ. of North Carolina e - 1 - — — 1 -
Univ. of Oregén -~ ™ - 1. el _ 1
Univ. of Pennsylvania . . wes =—-us 1 1 = 2 -
Univ. of Rocliester ..” = .fa:.o — —_ -1 17 -
Univ. of So. California 1 — 1 2
Univ. of Tennessee .. — 1 — 1
Univ. of Texas - Austin 1 — — 1
Univ. of the South 2 — —_ 2
Univ. of Utah .1 — Y 1
Univ. of Washington —_— — 1 1 ' .
Univ. of Wisconsin - Madison - t 2 —= —_ .- v
Wellesley College ‘ — S ' 1 1 >
Williams College 1 — — 1
Yale University 3 1 1 5 -
Subtotal 76 16 28 120 .
’ -170- g
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TABIE B-3 . °

. Origins of Recruitment of New Appointees in the o _
Professorial Series, By Headcount, General Campuses, 1980-81% - " °° '"°

. ‘ , .  Assistant  Associate . -’
» Prior Employer . Professor Professor Professor Total
Foreign Institutions =it & amw 4 1 2 7 0
Institutién - Unknown . ' 7 1 3 11 :
Prior Employer - Unknown ‘ ;9 4 2 15
Total 132 23 42 197
* Excludes new academic apﬁomtéé in the Profpssorial Series in ‘the health sciences:
Schools of Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health,
Veterinary Medicine. K
T - Source: Corporate Personnel Report — AP-10 of July 1, 1980 - June 30, 1981. -
VP—Academic and Staff Personnel Relations |
. March 24, 1982 JGY
. g -




| TABLE B4

. 4 ‘, |
.. Destinations of Voluntary Separations within the - - iti-in i« |
Professorial Series, ‘ByHeadcount,: General Campuses,. 1979-80% 5, 77— 3 &

Assistant’ Associate

Destination : Professor  Professor meessor Total

InduStry 3 5 1 e 10

Student : : 2 — - 2 -

Other Government ~ - - . - —_ —_ 2 2. ~

Self-Employed 10— 1 2

Not Employed 4 _ 3 32 35

Institutions

Claremont Men's Coll. 1 - — 1 t

Colwrbia University — — 2 2

. Cornell University 2 -_— —-— 2

Duke University - - 1 1

Franklin & Marshall Coll. 1 - —_ 1

Harvard University —_ —_ 1 1

Maimi University 1 — — 1

Michigan State Univ. —_— 1 — 1 -

New York University 1 —_ — 1

Occidental College 1 — r— g

Oregon State Univ.. a.c .. . — — 1 1. _

Princeton University < - *° _— C w2 1 31 ]

Rice University ' - = 1 1 '

San Diego State Univ. 1 —_ _ 1 -

Stanford University Jw\ﬁ ’ —_— —_ 1 1

State Univ. of New York - — 1 2 3

Albany ‘

Texas A & M University 1 — — 1

Univ. of Alaska , ' — u — 1 1

Univ. of Arizona : - 1. - 1

Tniv. of California . 1 4 12

Univ. of Colorado 2 - L e 2.

Univ. of Delaware ol s — L e -1 11 1

Univ. of Georgia’ ¥ Cioveia 1 -1 ' —_— 1 - .1, |
— 1 1.

tniv. of Hartford
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TABLE B-4

Dest:r.na.t:.ons of Voluntary Separatmns within the e T : S
Professorial Senes, By’ Headcount General Campuses, 1979—80 doe A
':(.{D ‘
C : ~ Assistant Associate : |
Destination Professor Professor - Professor Total o
Univ. of Illinois - Urbana —_ - 1 1 -
Univ. of Kamsas' - - ~ 1 — - 1 ) ..
Univ. of Michigan 1 — —_ 1
Univ. of Minnesotz 1 . - - 1 -
Univ. of :North Carolina - ° _ —_ ' —_ . 1 1 . |
Univ. of Texas - Austin 1 — T - 1
Univ. of Virginia 1 1 —_— 2
Univ. of Washington o — 1 1 2
Vassar College - . — 1l — 1
Virginia Polytech Inst. — 1 - 1
Washington & Lee Univ. | —_ 1 —_ 1
4 . 47
Subtotal 24 1 20 557
Foreign Institutions 2 —_ 1 3 _
Institution - Unknown 1 2 2 5 .
Destination - Unknown 11 3 5 19 .
Total oo 46 ~20 67 133.. o
Excludes faculty in the Professorial Series m‘ the health sciences: Schools of
Dentistry, Medlclne, Nursing;’ Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health, Veterinary- -~
Medicine. ) o s
Source: Corporate Pe;sonnel Report AP—11 of July 1, 1979 - Jume 30, 1980.
VP—Academic dnd Staff Personnel Relations
March 24, 1982 JGY




r : TABLE B-4

Destinatlons of Voluntary Separa.tmns -within the : .. °
Professonal Series, By‘Headoount "General Campuses;. 1980—81*

£

————— m———— . * . - - —_—

- - — e —

* Excludes faculty, in the Professorial Serles in the health sciences: Schools of
Pentistry, Med:.cme, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Heal‘th Veterinary

Medicine. / v
« L , \

i
i

"t e — o+ [

 Source: Corporate Personnel Report - AP-11 of July 1, 1980 - Jume 30, 1981,

VP-—Academc and Staff Personnel Relatlons
March 24, 1982 -JGY R [
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TABLE B-4

Destinations of Voluntarv Separa.tlons within the -

Professorial Series, By Headcount General Campuses, 1980—81 *

TN

Destination : fﬂ

-3

Industry .

Other Governemt .
Self-BEmployed -
Not Employed
Institutions

Cornell University

Harvard University .
Massachusetts Inst. of Tech.
Michigan State Uru.vers:Lty

- Mount Holyoke College.

New York University
Noréhwestern Univ.
Princeton University
Rice University

San Diego State Univ.
Smith College

Stanford University
Texas A & M Univ.
University of California
Univ. of Chicago
Univ. of Minnesota. »
Univ. of Texas - Austin
Univ. of Wisconsin - Madison
Washington State Univ.

Subtotal

" Foreign Institutions

B;stitution '- Uﬁlmown

Destination - Unknown

Jotal

)

",

16

(222

5

Assistant Associate -
* Professor @ Professor Professor Total
8 - - 8
1 — 1 :
1 1 1
1 5 26 32\
—_— 1 — 1
— — 1 Y oA
1 — - L1
— 1 - 1
1 — — 1
-— J - 1 1
1 — 1 .
— — 2 2
1 _ _— 1
1 — — /1
— 1 — 1
— — 1 1
1 — —_
. = . Q A\ 1
3 - 1 4 8
q 1 — — 1-
1 — — 1
— — 1 1
1 — — ] 1
T - — — 1
- 13 4 10 27
-— 2 1 3
2 3 3 8
v 13 "2 13 28
39 17 55 111
~176-




TABLE B-5

Pramocticns within the Professorial Series, o

- T By Headeount, General Campuses, 1979-80 and 1980-81 *
Pramcted From Promoted- From
Asst. Prof to Assoc. Prof Assoc. Prof to Professor
Headcount ‘, Headcount
- 9-Mos. - 1ll-Mos. Total 9-Mos. 1l-Mos. Total
-1979-80: 151 20 171 155 ‘21 176
1980-81: 107 8 12 125 9 134

© ame — e — -t - e e

R

P N
y ’ v ' . v._ ——
*Excludes faculty in the Professorial Series in the health sciences: Schools of

[ . Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health, Veterinary

- ¢

Sources: Academic Personnel Log Books of July 1, 1979 - June 30, 1980.
Corporate Personnel Report - AP-4 of July 1, 1980 - Jure 30, 1981,

<

VP—Academic and Staff Personnel Relations
March 24, 1982 JGY
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California State University Supplemental Information
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BARERSFIGLD - CHICO - DOMINGUEZ HILLS FRESNO - FULLERTON - HAYWARD - HUMBOLDT + 'Z‘ LONG BEACH - LOS ANGELES - NORTHRIDGE

- POMONA - SACRAMENTO - 5AN BERNARDINO - SAN OIEGO - 3AN FRANCISCO - SAN JOSE 3 :’ SAN LUIS OBISPO - SONOMA - STANISLACS
- A .
OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR . JHTTEY Y NS O M OO
. o0, - -
! LAOME) Siapmse
Unaversity 300 Coaees
April 2, 1982 °

Mr. William Storey

California Postsecondary Zducation
Commission

1020 Twelf+th Streset

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Bill:

Enclosed as attachments to this letter are seven tables with data
on salaries and benefits in the CSU and in 20 compablson institu-
tions needed to compute salary and benefit lags in accordance with
the methodology adopted -by the California Postsecondary =ducation
Commission. . .
T V N :

- You will also £ind a copy of the resolution adopted by tie Trust-
ees authorizing special salary actions Zor Assistant Professors
in Zngineering, Computer Science and Business Adm_nlst:atloq.

'If you have any gquestions regarding the enclosed materials or
need additional information, please let me know.

\ .

Sincerely, )

Z\——\ '
ey Aoy

j/f. Xoenig |
Personnel Analyst

TFX/mm
Attachments

' cc: Dr. Tyndall
Dr. Smarct :

D 1 | : R

2

* 400 GOLDEN SHORE. LONG BEACH. CALIFORNIA 30302 ) INFORMATION: 213+ 390.3306

=181~
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' Office of the Chancellor
The California State University

Fall 1981 Salaries and Benefits
of CSU Full-Time Faculty

Headcount Average Salary
Professor . 6,265 o 35,363
Assoclate Professor . 2,848 ‘ 27,276
Assistant Professor 1,655 22,178
Instructor 195 19,643
10,963 30,992

e
Y
]

*Based on $2,837 plus 19.561 of average salary.

4/02/82 v

Average Benefit
9,795
8,287
6,901 ,

5,980

8,899%




Office of the Chancellor®
The California State University

-
Average Expenditures for F;ihge Behefits‘
for CSU Full-Time Faculty’
 Fall 1981

Average Expenditures
1. Retirement . $6,062
2. Social Security . 1,618
3. Medical Insurance 1,103
4. Unemployment Insurance 58
5. Workers' Compensation 58

TOTAL $8,899

4/02/82

17y
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OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR

 THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

Instructor

TK
3/82

N

COMPARISON INSTITUTION DATA

\t

Number
6,103
5,110.
4,502

1,154

Fall 1981

EXPENDITURES

Salaries
$209,383,265
134,307,745
95,158,430

19,113,853

171

Benefits

$40,194,062
27,073,292
18,920, 351

3,826,039

AVERAGE

Salaries Benefits

$34,308 1 $6,586
26,283 5,298
21,gﬂ7 4,203
16,563 3,315




OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR

.THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
.2

Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

Instructor

TK
3/82

COMPARISON INSTITUTION DATA
Fall 1976 <
EXPENDITURES AVERAGE
Number Salaries .- Benefits ' Salaries Benefité
5,344 $134,514,046 $21,132,003 $25,171 $3,954
4,769 90,723,101 ,'15,144,113 ' 19,024 : 3,176
4,939 75,917,326 . 13,016,546 ' 15,371 ' 2,635
1,373° 16,717,573 3,099,045 12,176 , 2,257
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Office of the Chancellor | )
The California State University o

CSU Adacemic Year Faculty 4
With Tenure and With Doctorate

Fall 1981
Headcount#* No. W/Tenure No. W/Doctorate

Professor : 6,394 6,124 . 95.8% 5,306 83.0%
Associate Professor . 2,979 2,296 77.1% . 2,027 68.0%
Assistant Professor 1,717 » 236 13.7% 749 43.6%
Instructor . 206 0 0.0% .6 2.9%

TOTAL . 11,296 8,656 76.6% 8,088 71.6%
*Includes faculty on leave. ¥ ' -
4/02/82
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Office of the Chancellor

The California State University

<

To:
Professor
Q;sociate Professor

Assistant Professor

TOTAL

4/02/82.

CSU Faculty Promotions

Effective:

" Fall 1979

485

268

759

7

-
yheia

Fall 1980

. 462

269

L—‘

732

Fall 1981

436

242

o
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Office of the Chancellor o ot
The California State Universi;¥ ‘ . N

K ) . . ]
New Full-Time Faculty Appointments, Fall 1981

By Raﬁk and Highest Degree

Doctorate Master's Bachelor'g Other Total

Professor 54 10 1 5" 70 -

Associate Professor ' 137 37 \ 1 | ‘ 4 179 .
: . r -
Assistant Professor 178 119 9 : 7 313 ‘

LInstructor 2 26 _4 0 32
3 ¥ , . :
1 . \ - .
TOTAL 371 }92 15 16 594 -

4/02/82
179

17




B . Agenda Item 2
C ' ¥ - March 23-24, 1982

t . ' | COMMITTEE ,ON FACULTY AND STAFF AFFAIRS

SPECIAL SALARY SCHEDULE PLACEMENT IN ENGINEERING, COMPUTER SCIENCE
AND BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of The California State
University that from April 1, 1982 until June 30, 1983
faculty newly hired in the rank of Assistant Professor in
the Disciplines of Engineering, Computer Science and
Business Administration in those cases where it is
necessary to offer competitive salaries, following the
normal consultative process as required by Title 5,
California Administrative Code, may be placed in Range 4,
steps 1 to S5, for salary purposes only, and be it further

RESOLVED, That under the same restrictions and during the
same time period, Assistant Professors in Range 3, step 5
‘may be advanced to Range 4, step 1 while remaining in the
rank of Assistant Professor; following the normal consultative
process as reguired by Title 5, California Administrative Code.

_191_
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APPENDIX I ot
University of California Medical Faculty Salaries -
' 1981-82 |
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T c . S \
. \‘
\\‘
'S Q a - \\
| | \
! UNIVERSITY, OF CALIFORNIA \
1981-82 MEGICAL SCHOOL FACULTY SALARY SURVEY R
I o . A =)
P £ - \L
Medicine January 198
Departmgvt . Date AX ~§k :
-
' . Associate Assistant ;
Code Rank  Professor -Rank - Professor Rank Professor
B, 1 $1g2,271 . 1 §77,320, .. 2§ 53,669 .
2 9,152 2 75,007 . _1 70,643
uc 3 86,163 Fooesae0 ©. 4 . 5385
F 4 82,913 3 64,414 3.. 53,525
. : _ '_ :
A 5 82,291 7 59,723 .6 47,581
G 6. 77,738 5 61,631 7 47,3714 o
c 7 P38 6 - 61,386 5 ™ 52,039
E © 8 72,042 8 53,803 8 42,146
o 3> » .
Average ks . . @ 7
Income $ 84,088 $ 65,055 $ 52,558
. &
Standard ‘ ‘
Deviation $ 10,626 $ 7,893 . $ 8,370
!
kY
» ~\) -
© J
h=4 .
. R
~195- 175 )
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA y
1981-82 MEDICAL SCHOOL FACULTY SALARY SURVEY .
Pediatrics . , January 1982 '
Department ‘ : ‘ Date ¢
- 14
’ - &
] s Associate Assistant :
-Code . Rank Prgfessor Rank Professor . Rank Professor
B 1 $84,833 - 1§ 7,367 © 1§ 54,141 °
uc 2 81,471 2 60,980 3 47,439
F 3 77,351 3 58,867 5 44,975,
) A vy 75,211 5 55,088 4 46,795
D 5 73,332 6 55,022 2 49,925
6 S 69,900 . 4 56,750 7 44,160
, T 7 66,641 7 52,950 6 44,265,
E .8 59,023 8 50,533 - 8 41,676 )
a . R o .
. 1 .
* Average ‘ ST .
Ipgome $ 73,470 $ 57,693 | $ 46,672
Standard v o e , .
Deviation . $'8,275 + - $ 6,412 5/53,908
q v
. P
i}
/ - i3
4
N ¢ . ’
" 16y :

- O -196-
N S ’




@ X
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORMIA -
’ ?( 1981-82 MEDICAL SCHOOL FAcugTv“SALARY SURVEY
. o ) A “ )
; Surgery i ' January 198%
Department . ) Date
Associate -Assistant
Code Rank Professor Rank Professor ~ Rank Professor
D, 1 $128,328 2 $104,14 4 $ 75,360
uc 2 118,569 - 4 94 ;472 5 73,622
i 0 -
c 3 . 17,Mm 1 117,289 1 91,034
. G 4 M7,029 3 99,500 3% 77,153  °
. F 5 114,973 6 85,980 2 81,356
A ]
B ) 6 113,256 5 91,600 6 71,933
£ : 7 97,093 7 85,671 7 . 642260
A 8 86,768 8 55,095 8 46,228
‘ . g
Average o °
Tncome , $111,716 /- 2§ 91,718 $ 72,618
) Standard, - i "
. Deviation $ 13,290 ' $ 18,076 $ 13,155
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

. Report on Medical School Clinical Compensation Plans and

-

. Clinical Faculty Salaries

©

This report responds to I[tem 322 of the 1978 Conference éémmittee{s Supple- \
mental Report on the Budget Bill which recommends that:
. UC shall report to CPEC annually on (1) its fu]]-é?me clinical faculty
salaries ghd those of its comparison institutions (including a descrip-
tion of the type of compensation plans‘uti1ized by each UC school and
each comparison institution) and (2) the number of compénsation plan
| exceptions in effect at each UC school. “
“This report discusses the issues in the a;%ve suﬁb]ementa1 language by pro-
viding:
1. avdescription of the type of compensation plans utilized by each UC
! school and each ccmparison institution (Section [);
2. a discussion of the University’s full-time clinical faculty salaries and
‘those of its comparisgn institutions (Section II); and |
w

3.7 a report on compensation plan exceptions (Section III).

[. " Clinical Compensation Plans

General ~ ' .

Clinical compensation plans are compensation arrangements created by
medical schools to provide competitive income for physicians and other

T faculty with direct patient-cars responsibility as well as to further the |

academic goals:of the medical schools. As stated by the Association of

Americaq\ﬂedica] Colleges (AAMC) in their December, 1977 report-on An -
3 N

' In-Depth Study of Seven Medical Practice P¥ans, 14 ,
" "The most commonly stated nlag-objective is the attraction and retention

of quality faculty through the provision of acceptable compensation

levels not achievable through other salary sources. An additional objec-

- - -
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tive quite prevalent among the . . . plans is the use of plan rgvenue
éo help achieve departméntal and schoolwide program enrichment with
stable, flexible funds." '
The AAMC reviewad the medical practice plans of the 112 1.D. degree-gran-
ting fully acredited mediﬁal schoots in_the U.S. and concluded that the
plans could be charactarized by the degree of céhtral contral exercised
over the details of the ﬁlans' operations, along a "centralized/decantra-
lized" axis. A summary of the three basic types of clinical COQEensation
alans was developed by the AAMC as follaws: .
Tyoe A - a highly cent}aiized compensation approach, characterized by
.two Yasic and intarralatad features. 'First, a1l patient-care feas are

collectad and desgsitad to central accounts, usually with few rafersncas

to the origin of the 5117 beyond the requirements of accurate bogk-

kaeging and physician 1iability and accountability for services renderad.

Secand, physicians are placad on either individually sat or departmen-
tally fixad incomes basad on a predetenﬁined compensation schedule
which recognizes such features as academic rank, previous or current
clinical servicas, and additional merit 6; service features.

yce B - an intennedigie arrangement in which some common policy frame-
work.exiﬁts for patient-care fee cclléction and disbursement. In this
approach a general paelicy is sat for all medical scheol faculty with —
patient-care responsibilitiés, requiring that they follow specified
5i17ing and callection prUteﬁUrgs through a central of¥ica dn\departmen-
tal officas. Compensation is—detarmined by a foréula'which recognizes
the productivity of patient-care activjties as well as academic facic
such as ra2nk and schoXarshiﬁ. Such compensasion arrangements usually
set broad ranges for <otal ccmpensation, recagnizing the afcrementioned

faatures, with sat maxima either 3y department, school, or specialty.
’ A -204-
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Type C - the least disciplined arrangement, which allows wide variation
by individual department or among specialties as to how patient-care
fees are collected and subsequently distributed. The most extreme
. example permits the faculty member to bill and retain virtually all

of the billable practice income with some requirement to reimburse

_the institution for overhead cost (office Space, ‘hospital fees, etc.).
Table 2 (p. 11), pﬁovides i further description of this medical practice
plan typology, .indicating py directional arrows the kind of movement that
typically occurs in the organization 6f a practice plan--from no plan to
decentralized, to intermediate, and to centralized.

- University of California Uniform Medical School Clinical Compensation Plan

"The University of California uniforvaedica1 School Clinical Compensation 3
Plan, approved by The Regents in November, 1377 for implementation in 1978,
falls withi; the Type B ca£egory. It provides a uniform framework for
patient-care billing and sets uniform compensation maxima based on academig
pank and step. The Plan provides sufficient flexibiTi%y S0 fhat specific

_parameters for -the various medical specialties or disciplines within -’

the same department may be established as long as the maximum compensat§on

arrangements established by the Plan are not exceeded.

The key features of this Plan are: ]

1. The elevenfm;nth regular faéﬁ]ty salary scale approved by The Regents 5
for each faculty rank forms the bases salary for all mediéa] school

o | ladder rank faculty. There is no differential ithhe base salary between

medical school faculty and general campus faculty.

é._ Arrangements fé;-compénsat%on in addition.to the base salary are
1imited to three types. -

&

a. Negotiated Income - This is an amount of additional compensation
. . o . 01

-
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detarmined by a department or school that a c¢linfctan can earn via con-
tribution of income from patient-care {(and cartain other spec#fied in-.’
come sources) ta & group or pooled income system. There Jis an absolute
ceiling on this amount, as discussed below. |

b. Income Limitation Arrangements - fhese are arrangements wherebyﬂﬁhe
faculty member may reta%n, subject to assessments, income directly
from patient-care activities. Assessments are progressive and reach
a nearly confiscatary.leveT at aporoximataly three times the faculty
member’'s base salary. B

c.\Combination,PTans - These are arrangements whereby faculty members
share a predetarmined portion of a pooled amount and are aTToweq\
to retain individual earnings bexond that amount up to a maximum‘
c2iling.

3. Membership in this Plan is mandatory for all clinical faculty with
patient«care'respnnsihiTi;y who hold an appoiniment at 30% or more time,
and all inc&he from 5rofessiona1 servicas performed by these -faculty is
subject #o0 the tarms of the Plan.

4. Accounting standards and monitoriﬁg practices are specified in the
guidelfnes for imp]emenéation of this Plan. Along with the Plan and

guide]iﬁes, accounting grocadures have been developed wnich ars .

consistent with the ?lan cbjectives.
Comparison Data Survey /ff/ﬁy///

Cne of the principal faatures of the uniform Medical School Clinical

Compensation” ?lan is a provisian for periadic revisw of the established
compensation maxima. In Section IV (Compensation), which sets forth the
<«

formulae fr deriving maximum compensaciom, provision IV.3.5 statas:

Compensatiaon levels and assessment ratas will be reviewed geriodically.

4 -
by the Vics President--Academic and Sta#7 Personnel Relatians in lignt
¢7 comparison data from University of California Medical Scnools as
+206- . :
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well as from other comparison institutions. On the basis of the Vice
President's report, the President, after consultation with the Academic
éénate, may recommend adjustments in the compensation levels in this
Plan to The Regents. :

A set of comparison institutions was selected and a statistical method
gdopted that would yield the requisite data to satisfy this provision of

‘fhe Medical School Clinical Compénsation Plan as well as the requirement

for an annual regort to the California Postsecondary Education Commission.
\

N —

.Selectioﬁ\uf Comparison Institutions

Eight institutions thét represent comparable programs were selected from
public and private sectors. Five of the institutions are public in
characfer and three are private. The institutions se]eéted represent a
diverse spectrum and sufficient variation of settings and practfce[pTaq
‘arrangements to provide valid comparisons. Appendix 8 {see pp. 19-20)
orovides a brief &escription of the various compensation plans used by the

3

comparison institutions.

BUN

. - . : e
Comparison Insgitutions
®  Name Public or Private Compensation Plan
*Stanford ) Private © yes )
State Univ. of New York-
Upstate Medical School Public yes
| Univ. of Chicago Private - yes
*Univ. of ITlinois Public “ no
*Univ. of Michigan Public yés
Univ. of Teias, Houston- Public ~ q yes
A '&*Univ. of Wisconsin Public o yes
*Yale University = | Privatem' yes .
-207~ - ! g
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The comparison institutions included five that are alse in the general
campus survey (notsd by asterisks). In addition, the University of
Texas, Houston, and the State University of New York-Upstates Medical
School.were salectad because they ars part of larger multicampug\Systems

with more than one medical schaal.

Compensatijon Survey

A. Data Collection

Compensation plan information was obtained {rom the eight comgarison

medical scheols by means of‘a questionnaire (sse Appendix A, pp. 18-18).

The questionnaire was followed B} phane calls, and a special meeting

which)taok place during the October, 1978 meeting of the AAMC in New
Orleans. At that speci;} meeting of the comparison scheols, there

wag an extanded discussihn'of the practical aspects of medical salary
and practice plan management, and arrangements were made to meet and/or
consult each year and ta reqularly exchange data. Further, Mr. William
L. Storey, Higher £ducation specialist w}th the California Postsecondary

Education Commission, was consultsd about this comparison study, and

has agreed to meet to discuss.in detail the methodology and canclusions.

8. Selection of Desartments and Disciclines

<

.. Comparison of medical schools' salaries raises problams which do not

occur in comparing salaries of genéra] campusas. On general university

éampuses, overall salary averages for a given professorial rank are a

good refiection of what the individual faculty member is actuaily paid

at that rank. In medical schoaols, however, there is great variation in
" individual salaries, and an ovepgll salary average ¥or a given medical

schoal is statistically unrelfiabie. Faor that resason, it was not possible

to use erra]] salarzagy%rag s from the comparison medicai schools in
) ’ - -208- R
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. : this study. Statistics from the annual AAMC report of clinical
: salaries were similarly of 1ittle utility since they tend to aggregate

salaries from a variety of clinicians, both full and part-time, without
sufficient disaggregation in the sample to make the data useful for
this survey. Thevmethod that was devised to avoid the above problems
was to select a stratified sample of threé clinical specialties which
are commonly found in schools of medicine and which typically represent
a range of compensation within medical schools. The three clinical

- specialties selected,are (a) Pediatrics, typically at a Tower level of
compensation; (b) Medicine, typically at a mid-ievel compensation; and
(¢) Surgery, typically at a higher compensation. These three clinical
specialties are taken as representative of the medical schools at
large and are used as the base for developing the data for this study.
The salary data recaived from the thirteen medical schools (five from
UC.and eight from comparison insitutions) are treated as follows:

- ‘ a single weighted-average compensation is constructed’ from the five UC
medical school responses for each of the three specialties. That .
weighted average is displayed in a riﬁked table (ranked by professorial
compensation) togethér with the responses from the ®ight comparison ¢
medical schools (see Tables 3, 4, and 5, pp. 12, 13, and 14).

C. The Method
For each of the specialties a simple average of the resulting table of
‘nine weighted averages is then calculated, as well as thé standard

’geviation, and entered at the bottom of each of Table 3, 4 and 5.

The single average 7-r the five medicz] schools is examined in each

of the three ranked tables to determine where that average falls within

the sample qf nine weighted averages; i.e., whether or not that particu-

lar average deviates signifﬁcantly from the general average. The
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tables reftect the following:
a. where the UC_;verage talls within one standard deviation;
5. where the UC average is>§ith respact ta the average for the .
group as a whole; and
hS ¢. whether the UC average is withiin one standard deviation of the
group average. - ,
If the UC average is, in fact, within cne standard deviation from the

grodp average, :theit the UC average can be considered ta be not statis-

tically different from that of the group as a whole. e

0. Results of the Clinicat Satary Comoarisen and Universitvy of California

f Standina in Eich Category

Tables 3, 4, and 5 (see pp. 12, 13, and 14) indicata that the University's
average compensation is cansistant with the gyerall average far 2ach
specialty, as displayed below: : y

AVERAGE FULL OROFESSOR COMPENSATION - ABSTRACTED FROM TABLES 3, 4, 5.

Madicine : Pediatrics s Suragery
o 4igh 7,000 High 67,000 High 88,000
Average 50,140 uc 53,000 Averace 79,140
uc 53,300 Average 57,380 JC 75,000
" Law 54,000 Low 51,000 ) Low 57,000

>

From the taple abave, =he following conclusions are drawn:

1. In Medicine (Table 3,;.12),‘average professarial compensation ranges
fram a high of 367,000 per year 23 a lgow of $84,0CQ, with an average
af 380,44Q0. éTﬁe UC average far-Medicgne {5 333,200, slignzly :eicw‘ .

the graup average.

n
v

n Pediatrics (Table 4,3.13), averzge professorial comgensation ranges
-210-
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from a m‘{;'h of $67,000 per year to a low of $51,000, ‘m;th ‘an averagé

of $57 560. The UC average for Pediatrics is 559 000, slightly (but
not s1gn1f1cant1y) higher than the group average (within.one standard
‘dev1at1on from i(:he average).

3. In Surger§ (Table 5, p. 15), average professorial compensation ranges ..

* from a high of $88,000 per year to a low of $67,000, with an average
of $79,440. The UC average for Surgery is $75,000, somewhat (but not

significantly) ‘below the group ave;age. t /
Within each of the three specialties, the spread of salaries is not great, -
supporting the assumption that the sé]ected medical schools a}e comparable.
In each of the tap]es for the three specialties, “"the University's average

. compensation is close to the overall average, as i; displayed in the table
above. For these reasons, the compensation Be1ng\pa1d in Un1vers1ty of o
California med1ca1 schools can be cons1dered to be reprﬂsentat1ve, e{;- _

bl 2
pet1t1ve and appropriata. Therefore, there appears to.be no need at th1s

&

/

III. Exceptions to the Plan

time to alter the current comiensation fofmulas.

Requests for exceptions, including individual exceptions, to the Medical
School Clinical Compensétion P]gﬁ may.originate with the individual depart-
ment, and, subject to approval by tlre Dean, are then forwarded to the campus

Chancellor for the next approval step.’ The Chancel]dr then consults with the .

campus Academic Senate. I[f the Chanceqlore%ppr0ves the excéptfqn, the requés% B
“® {5 recommended to the President for final approval. A1l approved exceptions

to cqmpensation limits must be reported tp the Board of Regents.

As part of the implementation of the Plan it was agreed that certain 11m1ted 
existing arrangements would be permitted to continue. * Other than these ex- ‘
cehtions, no individual exceptions have been made. Irvine has been permitted

to delay implementation of the Plan until January, 1980 in order to accammoﬁate

the campus conversion from a gross to a net c11n1ca1 fee compensation plan. -j

-211- v ‘ ,
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TABLE 1

COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS - MEDICAL SCHOOLS

Stanford University

State University of New York -
Upstate Medical School

University of Chicago
University of [11inois
University of Michigan
University of Texas, Houston
University of Wisconsin

Yale University

= «L‘,.] 0 :



VLAN FEATURLS

TYIVE A

Cantrallzad ¢———r— futarmujlate <

TYVE B

<
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Drgaulzation § Partlicipation

4 Strooture

4 policy Ditusminatbon

Operat ons

4 Adwinlatratlon

4 ruu Handiing

A dlauratuly vecuynlasd
ontity, celthar withia or
uxtecrnal to the mcdlical
achool, having lte own
pocucnnal, budyat and
provaducal guldulines.

A3l practicling ollniclans
sru includud and diruutly
andZor kndiructly thouogh
thuly repyvcuuntat ivey woat
with Inatitutional officlals
to fucus only un alinloal
praotica ~ calatud lusuve,

A fol)-tima managur supus-
visua tha day-to-day plan
oporation with couponslibl-
1ty for all admiulagrative
servicys aupporting the
praciige of madicina.

M1 clinlcal practice colae-
ud cavanue flowa thsough
tho Plan Office which
rundese bible, collucta fuuy

A comman framuwork fog
ciinlcal practicu aotivity
uxlats wilhia which depart-
santal or spuclaliy yrougs
tunction,

ftout clinical diacipllnuas
agu pasticlpants in dublbare
tlons about clinlcal prac-
tlce - rulatod Susuus ddensd
fiud by tautitutlonal
otflclala. c,

A weabur of the duan’e
ragulas adminlutrativa ataff
ia the locua for coordina-
tion of many plan support
augvicos.

mnitorm frocnnurau tor bilk-
tug, colluctiun and dlu-
busscmant df feus age Impla-
auntod.

i

A variuty of clinloal prag-
tioy arcanyoments for
aoadenio departmente or
wodfcal spaclaltiva ave par-
witfed,

z;%autlvu Saculty and the
doan it aa avy
dugling the routlnu conduct
ul gunucral mustlnge.

Eihher tha deparisunt haad
gei hie doalgnute dicecla
ndLlnlatrnt ve support
adgvicua.

upklans for bibling, collec-
tiba or dleburvamcat of faes
arh wvailable to acadeals
dujpartments ov medica

T T e

and disbhorsus fncuma. sppelaliioa, o
[
privato Hedlcal Schuule 12 1] ]
vubllc Hudical 8chuule 21 17 5

.

Ihe above table ts taken from An_In-Depth Study of Seven Medical Practice Plang--Ad sncla,ﬂdn of Amerlcan
Medical Colleges, becewber, 1927, p. W4. '

Ihe arrows show the kind of wovewent that typlcally occurs in the or

plan, to decentralized, to intevmediate, and to centralized.

s
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gonlzation of a jpractice plan, from no
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ERIC

A Fuiimext provided by R

AFFEXDIX A

o

WNIVERSITY OF CALIFC2NIaA

Annual Medical School Taeulty Salarv Survav

3

Instzuccions

The Zorz will be provided for three ceparftments only, Generzl Medicine,
Pediazrics, and Surgery. Thrae categories of [compemsation are idantifiad
wich definitions. Theses aze: -

l. Base or Guaranteed Gompom=nt - the baLe salasy dezived fzom Uaivar-
sicy of Califormiz salary scales for that rank and guarantaed by
the University exclusive of frizge bemefits; -

2., Umiversiry of Califormia Uziform MHadical School Climical Compeansa-
tion, or expected compessacion, not including tha bise salary
described in 1, 2bove, which is received through or 2s 2 Tasul:t of
the operasticn of, and the individual faculty macber's participacion
in, the University of California Uniform Madical School Climisal
Compersation Plaz, and

3. Grand Total Compensation - the sum of the monies associatad with .
items 1 and 2 adove, divided by the head count for chat line of che
questionnaire. .

In each’case, one calculates the avazage for each box ia the queszion-

naire by totalling all the monies iavolvad in chat category azad thenm by
ditiding by the head counz for that lina of the questionnzire. Rezscozhle
estimztes of the ye€ar's earnimgs should be rzported . = :

'+ or last yeaz's actuzl sarnizngs with any estimatad incramanc.
Pleas2 spacify the method used in the "ecommeats" seczion 2z the botsom of
gach questionnaire,

For E&e departments specified above, -include ouly 12 mcath salariss for
full-time paid faculty utilizipng Septamber 1l budget figures whenaver possible.
Include the £ull salary of Zaculty on saboatical leave. Exclude thaese facul:zy
at affilizced instizutioms, full szlary for vacant positions, house staff and
fellows in 2ll zarks and pazt-tima and voluntear facul:ty. '

tached is a lis: of che subspecialtiss 2o be included wighi=a three
deparczencs (Gemeral Medicine, Pediatrics and Suxgery). If you have any
questions, please phome R.D. Menhenmat:z at (415) :642-1654.
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APTENDIX A T
 SURGERY VEDICHE SEDIATRICS .
ENERAL STRGERY EIERAL , | ALL, DNCLUDING
THORACIC CARDIOLCGY ., PEDIATRIC
CARDIO-VASCULAR ENDOCRINOLOGY | CARDIOLCGY
2.8.1. GASTROENTERCLCGY
UROLOGT EEMATOLOGT
NEURGSURGERY EEPATOLOGY
CRTEOFEDICS TNFECTIOUS DISEASE
TLASTIC YEFEROLOGY
. REEUMATOLOGY
PULMONARY
197
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CALIPUS ) v . :
’ N ° DATE THE BEPORT WAS PREPARED
LT - [ v .
“Kka ’ .
@
. UNIVERSLTY OF CALIFORNIA v
' MEDICAL SCIOOL FACULTY SALARY SURVEY ‘ -
DEPARTMENE EFFECTIVE DPAYE
RANK T COUPENSATLON
. ’ &
. Base Salary oc niform Compensation Grand Total
' " Guaranteed Plan Componcit Componsation
Rank lleadcount Component (Average) 4 (Averago)* (Avevage)
Professor
Associata i
Profuasor .
Agslatant - I,
Yrofeasor
Inastructor . ‘

sAverage sulary for each of the threa cowpensation columns shuuld be cowputed by dividing the total dollars by the
L Y

hicadcoont for each rank.

’
»

Comuaento ox qualificariouny | . - R . e

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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’ ~ APPENDIX B

Al

. ~ Brief Descriptions of the Medical Cdmoeg;ation Plans at the Eiéht,Cempariion -

Medical Schools BT

1) Stanford University

Stanford has a new practice plan that is currently being written and is

- Y

not yet available.

2) State University of New York - Upstate Medical School R . -

Overall management of the practice plan is vested in a governing board
consisting essentially of the President, the Dean of the Medical School
and the medical school department chairmen. The departhents‘have consi-
derable autonomy, and keep the accounts and do the billing, The State is
paid for overhead costs, and the Medical School levies a surcharge on

¢

. gross practice plan income for its own use. (A Type "8" or Type "C" Plan)

3) University of Ch1cag¥

. General guidelines are issued to the departments by the Dean's office.
Within those guidelines, individual practice plans are negotiated on &

departmental basis. The medical schooT 1s experimenting with a surcharge,

and. with various kind$ of non-salary 1nc=nt1ves Currently, - however,
the individual departments have a good deal of auto‘bmy. (A Type'fC" Plan)

4, University of IT]inois

No fonna] practice p]an exists. The medical scnhool provide ntra]ized

" Dean's office. A - ‘ /
. . 5. University of Michigan ' /
The plan is centralized, with a formal central]business office run: by a//

full-time Director who reports directly to thg Cean of the Medical z;hoo1.

dles

The central business office establishes polidy, does billing and han
' ~221-
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| gisbursements. The individual departments nave comparatively little auto-

| -~ ' (1 : § =
nomy. Tne plan was phased in gradqa11y over the {ive-year period from LT el
1973 to 1978. (A Type "A" Plan) v . . ‘ .

6) University of Texas at Houston

The plan is controlied by a 8oard of Directors consisting of the President,
V.P. for Business Affairs and the department chairmeh. The plan provides
for centraT’biﬁTing and disbursement of funds; however, in&ividual faculty
salaries are set through individual negotiation betweer a fécu]ty member
and nis department chairman. The departments haQe considerable autcnomy.

(A Type "8" or Type "C" PTan)“ :

7)‘ University of Niscsn§%n A
Although a writtaﬁ plan eXﬁsts, its net effact is to vest authority in

the individual departments. . fach department creatss in effaci its own

individual practice plan and does pretty much as it pleases, subject to

certain maximum salary constraints writien inty the cenzgél alan. (A . -
Type "8" or Type "C" Plan) '

8) Yala University

The practice plan consists of a series of brief salary guidelines gublished
by the Ceam which set up a frzmework for salary payment and astablish the

' germissible salary ranges within which an individual Faculty member may

be paid. Zach department develcps its own oractics plan, in negotiation
with the Oean's office. Individual salaries are recommended by the

deoartment chairman and approved by the Oean. (A Tyne "C" ?lan)

Pl :

-l . L o
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: - APPENDIX J

Administration Positions Surveyed by the
College andUniversity Personmel Association (CUPA)
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12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.

29,

44,

APPENDIX J

Administration Positions Surveyed by the
College and Univers_ityPersonne] Association (CUPA)

v

Chief Executive Officer, System
Chief Executive Officer, Single Institutign

Executive

Vice President

Chief Academic Officer
Chief Business Officer -

Chief Student Affairs Officer
Chiaf Development Officer
Chie

Public Relations Officer -
Chie}\Planning Officer ,

Director,

Chief Health Professions Officer L@
Chief Budgeting Officer '

Director,
Registrar
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,

Personnel/Human Resources

Legal Services"

S
Church Relations \
Learning Resources Center
Library Services
Compdler Services
Educational Media Services
Institutional Research
Special and Deferred Gifts

Administrator, Grants and Contracts

Director,
Director,

Affirmative Action/Equal Employment
Employee Training

Comptroller

Director,
Bursar

Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,
Director,

Internal Audit

Food Services
Physical Plant
Purchasing
Bookstore

Campus Security
Information Systems
News Bureau
Auxiliary Services
Admissions

Foreign Students
International Studies Education
Student Financial Aid .
Student Placement

Student Counseling

Student Union

Student Health Services

Student Housing




-

//63.

45,
46.
47.
48,
49,
50.
51.

52.

53.
54.
55.
55.
57.
58.
59.
64.
61.

62.

Z 7

64 .
65.
. 66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
" 74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.

82.

83.
84.
85.
86.
e7.
88.
89.

[

Director, Athletlcs ; T

JDigector, Campus Recreatlon/Intramurals

Director, Alumni Affairs &
Director, Information Office

Director, Community Services =

Administrator, Hospital Medical Center

Chief Planning and Budget Officer ~

Chief Development and Public Relations Officer
Director, Personnel and Affirmative Action
Director, Admissions and Finamcial Aid
Director, Housing and Food Services

Direector, Development and Alumni Affalrs
Dean; Architecture .

Dean, Agriculture
Dean, Arts and Letters
Dean, Arts and Sciences .
Dean, Business

Dean, Communications

Dean, Continuing Education

Dean, Dentistry

Dean, Education

Dean, Engineering

Dean, Experimental Programs
Dean, Extension .
Dean, Fine Arts

Dean, Graduate Programs

Dean, Health Related Professions
Dean, Home Economics
Dean, Humanities
Dean, Instruction
Dean, Law ‘

Dean, Library and Informatlon Sc1ences
Dean, Mathematics

Dean, Medicine

Dean, Music

Dean, Nursing

Dean, Occupation Studies/Vocational Education/Technology
Dean, Pharmacy » 2
Dean, Public Health )
Dean, Sciences

0

’

‘Dean, Social Sciences L.

Dean, Social Work

Dean, Special Programs

Dean, Undergraduate Programs

Dean, Veterinary Medicine o .
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CqUege and University Personnel Association
Position Descriptions Used in the Present Report
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+

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF A SYSTEM/DISTRICT/MULTI—CAMPUS OPERATION

(PRESIDENT/CHANCELLOR) : The principal administrative official respon-
sible for the direction of all operations of an institution or a sys-
tem of higher education, who reports to a governing board.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF A SINGLE INSTITUTION (PRESIDENT/CHANCELLOR) :

The principal administrative official responsible for the direction of

all operations of a campus or an Iinstitution of higher education. 3
Reports to a President/Chancellor of a university-wide system or multi-
college district. : .

CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICER: The senior administrative official =zesponsible

for the direetion of the academic program of the institution. Functions
typically include teaching, research, extension, admissions, registrar

and library activities. Reports to the Chief Executive Officer.

CHIEF WUSINESS OFFICER: The senior administrative official responsible
for the direction of business and financial affairs. Functions supervised
typically include purchasing, physical plant management, property manage-
ment, auxiliary enterprises, personnel services, ifhvestments, accounting
and related matters. ‘

CHIEF STUDENT AFFAIRS OFFICER: The senior administrative official res-
ponsible for the direction of extra-curricular student life programs.
Functions typically include student’ counseling and testing, student place-
ment, student union, relationships with student organizations and- related
functions. : '

Aoy

DIRECTOR, PERSONNEL/HUMAN RESOURCES: Administers institutional personnel
policies and practices for staff and/or faculty. Functions typically
include personnel records, benefits, staff employment, wage and salary
administration and, where applicable, labor relationms.

CHIEF BUDGET OFFICER: The senior admipistrativeyofficial with the feSpon-_
sibility for current budgetary operations. May also include responsibility
for long-range planning unless there is a separate planning officer.

REGISTRAR: The administrative official with principal responsibility for
student admissions and records. Functions typically include undergraduate
admissions, classrooms scheduling, maintenance of student records and
related matters. : ‘ ' o ' : \

DIRECTOR, LIBRARY SERVICES: Directs-the activities of all institutiomal
19braries. Functions typically include gelection and direction of profes-
sional staff, acquisitions, technical services, audio-visual services and
special collectionss , v ' .
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10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

DIRECTOR, COMPUTER CENTER: Directs the institutions major administra-
tive computing activities. Functions typically include computer pro- ‘
gramming, systems studies and computer operations.

DIRECTOR, INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH: The administrative staff official

responsible for the conduct of research and studies on the institution

itself. Functilons ﬁgiformed or supervised typically fnclude data col- :
lection, analysis, reporting, and related staff work in support of )
decision making.

COMPTROLLER: Directs accounting, payroll, cashiering and related func-
tions, = May also have responsibility for office services, such as mail
and telephone.

DIRECTOR, PHYSICAL PLANT: The senior administrative official respon—
sible for the construction, rehabilitation and maintenance of physical
facilities. Functions typically include supervision of new construction
and remodeling, grounds and building maintenance, power plant operation
and parking. ' A »

DIRECTOR, CAMPUS SECURITY: Manages campus police and patrol units;
directs campus vehicle traffic and parking; organizes security programs

‘and training as needed.

DIRECTOR, INFORMATION SYSTEMS: The senior official who directs the
development, implementation and maintenance of institutional management
information systems. Functions typically include responsibility for
developing systems requirements, systems analysis, programming, applica-
tions, and coordination with user areas. May also include responsibility
for direction of the administrative computer operationms.

L

DIRECTOR, STUDENT FINANCIAL AID: Directs the administration of all
forms of student aid. Functioms typically include assistance in the
application for loans or scholarships; administration of private, state
or federal loan programs; awarding of scholarships and fellowships; and
maintenance of appropriate records.

DIRECTOR, STUDENT COUNSELING: Directs the provision of counseling and
testing services for students.

DIRECTOR, ATHLETICS: Directs intramural and intercollegiate athletic
programs. Functions typically include scheduling and contracting for ,
athletic events, employment and direction of.athletic coaches, publicity, -
ticket sales, and equipment and facilities maintenance. <

DEAN or Equivalent Administrative Title (e.g. directors of academic

parmisimty

divisions in community colleges): Serves as the principal admlnlstrator po—
of the instructional division indigated (i e., Architecture, Agrlculture,
Nur51ng, etc.). .
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BERKELEY * DAVIS * IRVINE * LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE * SAN DIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CRUZ

Office of the Vice President--

Academic and Staff Persqnnel Relations
v BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

‘September 21, 1981

Mr. Bill Storey

Project Director CPEC,
1020° Twelfth Street ,
Sacramento, California 95814 T,

e '

Dear Mr. Storey:

Assoicate Director 0'Brien's August 10, 1981 letter to Vice President
Kleingartner regarding administrators'-salaries at the University of
California has been referred to me for response.

The Tetter referred to the use of CUPA annual reports for the years
1978-79 through 1980-81 in the development of national comparisons for
various administrative categories. We reviewed the dadministrative titles
relating to the University, and feel that the CUPA job descriptions are
inadequate and the CUPA enrollment and budget brackets are s1gn1f1cant1y
sma]]er than U.C. that a valid comparison is not possible.

Each year the University participates in salary surveys involving 10

selected private and public universities as part of its process in
determining salary recommendations for benchmark. top management and middle
management jobs. The universities which participate in these special surveys
are Harvard, Yale, Cornell, Stanford, I1linois, Michigan, Missouri, Texas,
Wisconsin and State University of New York. Attachments 1 and 2 provide
summaries of 1980-81 Special Salary Survey Data and Salary Rates for selected
top management and middle management positions.

The range of data collected from the universities listed above differs
significantly from the range of data used in the CUPA survey in the

areas of student enrollment and budget expenditures. Student enrollment
for the universities in the special survey ranges from 10,000 to 370,000

as compared to the CUPA range of 2500 or less to 20,000 or more. Budget
expenditures for the universities in the special survey range from $250
million to $1.5 billion as compared to the CUPA range of $7.5 million

or less ta $50 million or more, Student enrollment and budget expenditures
at the University of California are currently estimated at 120,000 students
and $2.2 billion dollars respectively. -

o . =233~ 205,
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As a result of the above comparisons we feel that the administrative categories
and data derived from the CUPA reports do not provide valid comparisons for
the University's top management and middle management positions.

In response to a request i the August 10th letter we have provided a list of
average salaries paid’ to academic deans in selected disciplines. The information
is summarized in Attachments 3-10. - You should note that CUPA descriptions
and data for deans are also not valid for comparative purposes for reasons
previously expressed above. T . ‘

If you have any questions on the above items please contact me at (415) 642-0637.

—

- Sincérely,

oseph B. Rodgers
Director of Compensation
and Economic Research

Attachments
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, POMONA - SACRAMENTO - SAN BERNARDINO -

OFFICE OF THE CHANGELLOR
{213) 390

September 15, .1981

Mr. Kenneth B. O'Brien

California Postsecondary Education CommlSSIOn
1020 Twelfth Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. O'Brien:

In response to your letter of August 28, 1981, and in order to
assist you in the collection of salary information for adminis-
trators within the California State University and Colleges
system we are providing you with the following information you
have requested.
: 1

First, as relates to your selection of CUPA definitions for
administrative jobs, CSUC has participated in the annual, CUPA
Administrative Compensation survey for a number of years and

\ we can concur with many of the definitions except as discussed
below or as identified in the enclosed attachment. As indicated
in your letter, and as with any study of comparative salaries,
the most difficult task is to develop common definitions, so in
addition to providing you with discussion of how our administra-
tion positions fit the CUPA definitions.we are providing you
with CSUC Classification and Qualification Standards (where
available) for administrative positions. .

Second, we have made a strong effbort to'obtain current salary

data from the 20 Comparison Institution Group for the selected

CSUC Administrative positions involved in this study. We believe
these data to be very significant since they will provide a common
base of comparison with CSUC faculty salaries if such a comparison
should be drawn. It is our notion that the legislature may well

be interested in that particular picture. The institutions were
reached by telephone and, most if not all, agreed to provide us
with current salary data immediately. These data will be forwarded
as soon as possible to you.

#

400 GOLDEN SHORE, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 - INFORMATION: {213) 590-5506
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Mr. Kenneth B. O'Brien
September 14, 1981
Page two \

(4

A

Third, in the interests of providing the most ,accurate salary data
possible, and for reasons discussed by telephone with Bill Storey,
and with respect to any current or future data, we would prefer to
provide your staff with actual salaries of incumbents within the
CSUC survey classes rather than rely exclusively upon salary figures
generated from the Salary Supplement in the Governor's Budget.. In
the 'interests of time and convenience we will accept the figures fo;?"g -
fiscal years 1978-79 and 1979-80; however, because actual salary
figures for fiscal year 1980-81 are readily available to us, we are
providing you with those figures.

We now leave our general comments as to your letter of August 28, .1981,
and move to some of the specifics owtlined in your letter. In your
letter you expressed concern as to how to obtain data for. academic and
administrative Vice Presidents. With respect to our Academic Vice
Presidents we can agree that thé CUPA definition for "Chief Academic
Officer" is appropriate; however, we cannot agree that the CUPA T
definition for "Chief Business Officer" corresponds to our Administra-
tive Vice President's role. Firstly, we view the CUPA definition of .
"Chief Business Officer" as corresponding to the CSUC administrative \
class of Business Manager. Secondly, with the exception of two

CSUC campuses, the class of Vice President is used to cover both J
academic and administrative Vice Presidents. This arrangement allows
campuses flexibility to assign responsibility for coordinating and
directing major academic or administrative programs to either Vice
President depending upon campuses' needs and individual expertise.
Specific examples of this phenomena include responsibility for ad-
.mission, registrar, financial aid, housing, library activities and %
institutional studies, any.of which might be ‘assigned to either CSUC
Vice President and are not necessarily restricted to the "Chief
Academic Officer" as suggested by the CUPA definition. The point is
simply this, while we have no objection to separating academic and
administrative Vice Presidents for salary collection purposes, we do
not view the CUPA definition of."Chief Business Officer" as represent-
ative of the €SUC Administrative Vice President position. This objection
is based upon a broader role for CSUC Administrative Vice Presidents )
than is captured by the CUPA "Chief Business Officer” definition which’
is essentially restri¢ted to business and financial affairs, and which
is more in line with e responsibility of the CSUC Business Manager
class. Our recommendatidn, therefore, is to report CSUC salary data
for both Vice President positions and in turn, compare such datasto.j.
the CUPA "Chief Academiq Officer"class, or to data specifically
collected for Administrative Vice Presidents but not the CUPA "Chief
Business Officer" definition. '

;
!

ot
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Mr. Kenneth B. O'Brien | - @
September 15, 1981

Page three

With regard to your question concerning "Chief Budget Officer",
and in line with our comments as to the CUPA definition of
"Chief Business Officer", we view the responsibility of the
CSUC Financial Manager class as most nearly eduivalent to the
CUPA definition for "Chief Budget Officer". It should be noted’
however, that the CSUC Financial Manager class, having responsi-
bility for both budgeting and accounting, is somewhat broader
than the CUPA definition. 1In reviewing the other suggested
CUPA matches, we concur with the sé&lection of corresponding

' CSUC classes "as identified in your letter..

In addition to the above specifics, conversation with Bill Storey.
resulted in our identifying additional administrative positions
worthy of review. Our suggestion include the following, all of

° which correspond to the CUPA definitions:
: ¥ y ' il
P p
CUPA TITLE . CSUC TITLE
s L a4

Chief Student ‘ Dean of Students
Affairs Officer . .
Director, Personnel/ ,# ‘( Personnel Officer
Human Resources K X

_ |

Director, bhysical Plant Director of Plant Operation§

}
|

Director, Campus Security ﬁ}‘ Director of Public Safety

. L < . - ~ . .
Finally, attached are actual salary-figj%gs for each of the CSUC
identified positions for fiscal year 1980-8l. I trust the data
we are providing will be of assistance to you in meeting your
obligations to the législature. -

Sincer;l , y | ' | .
» Mu‘f//?, l1/ B

Robert E. Tyndal
Acting Vice Chancellor ’
Faculty and Staff Affairs ‘

RET:bb




J CUPA CLASS i

-

-

CUPA NUMERICAL
~ REFERENCE E

I. CUPA Deginitions which acceptably equate’to CSUC positions.

7
;','
I

CSUC CLASS

- 2

Chief Executive
Multi campus operation

Chief Executive Officer "2
Single Institution

Y

Chief Academic Officer 4
Chief Business Officer 5
Chief Budget Officer 12
Registrar 14
Direéto&, Student 39
Pinancial Aid
-
Director, Student 41
Counseling
Director, Library 17
Services
Director, Institutional 20
Research
Academic Dean 62-94
Director, Athletics 46
Dean, Extension 74

-

Fi
g a
Chance{ior, csuc
Presi@%nt
Vicé}President
(See cover letter disi;fsion)
Business Manager
Financial Manager
- Student Affairs Program
Officer IV & V (Admissiohs

and Records Officer)

Student
Officer

Affairs Program
Iv/v

Student

Affairs Program
Officer '

Iv/v

D%Eector of the Library

Birector of Institutional
Research

Dean vof Instructionv

Director of‘Athletics

Dean of Education Services
and Summer Sessions

@
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IT. CUPA Definitions which do not adequately equate to €SUS positions.

CUPA CLASS

-Chief Business
Officer

Chief Budget
Officer

.

.

CUPA NUMERICAL,
REFERENCE

/
& ©

12

~

CSUC CLASS

‘Vice—PEesident

Business Manager

III. CUPA Definitions which acceptably® equate to CSUC positions
{expanded survey)

CUPA\ CLASS

Chief Student
Affairs Officer

Director, Personnel/
Human Resources

Director, Physical Plant

o
(<]

Director, Campus Security

Y

CUPA NUMERICAL

6
10
29

32

. ¥

CSUC CLASS #

Deaﬁ of Students

Personnel Officer

Director of Physical

Plant

Director, Public
Safety

-
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August’9, 1979 . .-

Gerald Hayward

Director of Legislative apd |
Public Affairs

California Community Colleges

1238 S Street .

Sacramento, uallfornla 95814

Oear Jerry:

rent session concerning the repoxting of salary data. The first of
these emanatad 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 collectad.

As you know, the Legislatu%ngzok several actions durind the cur-

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

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

Full-time faculty

1. A listing of §11 salary classifications (e.g., BA + 30,
MA, etc. ) for each Community College district.

2. The actual salary at each step of each c]ass1f1cat13§

3. The number of faculty. at each step of each c1ass1f1cat1on

4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the
number of faculty rece1v1ng them, the total salary of every
faculty member rccelv1ng a bonus, and the reason for granting
the bonus .




Gerald Hayward
August 9, 1979
Page 2

The percentage increase in salary granted i.a., the
. range adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the
report. -®

(82}

The total number®f, full-time facuTty in each d]Scr1cc.

()]

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

3. The total doliar amount paid to fu11-*1me racu1+/ as a‘
group. .

)

Part time faculty

1. The total numbedfof part-time faculty emp101ed by each
district on both a headcount and full: t1me equivalent
(FTE) basis. _ -

2. The mean salary paid to each headcount Taculty member 1in
each district.

-
-

3. The mean salary paid to each FTE facu]t/ nember qn each’
district. : '

4. The total doliar amount paid co a11 part-time facultj in ‘ 'vf
each district. . :

A summary of the compensation plan for part:time faculty
members in each district. .
< ©

(§ 3]

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 agployees occupying each
administrative position.

4, The actual salary paid to each employee in each adm1n1stra*1ve
position.

: eS. The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e., the range
adjustment) for the fiscal year coverad by the report.

~246~




" Gerald Hayward ' L o .
August 9, 1979 , '
Page 3 - \

) 2,xp1anat10n may be in order. The data requested
zulty is very similar to that wnich has been collected .
Qffice 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 wh1cn was not clearly pre-
santad in prior reports

We are asking for data on part-time faculty beﬁause af objections
raised by Community College representatives. At the time our pralimi-
nary report on Community Calleae salaries was prasented, many Commu -
nity CoTTege represantatives, includi ng those from the Chancallor's
Office, complained that the data were misleading because part-time
facu1ty were not- included. To avoid that difficulty in the ‘uture, it
is imperative that data on these faculty be 1nc1uded in next year's
regort to the Legislature. .

We are also asking for data cn administrators because of the con-
cerns expressad by both the L°g1sTature (on the subject of academic
administration generally) and various Commun1uj College facujty organi-
zations. I am not sure we will publish any of the data on administrators
but'we do want to be able tc 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 Novemper 1, we think
it wouid be aporopriata to set November 1 as a resorting date {for the
1978-79 data) for the Chancellor's Office as well. For the 1979-80
data., we would Tike to have a report by March 1 so that we may include
~ it in our final report to the Legislature. ~In-future years, tne March 1°
' -data should become permanent. B :

It you have any. questions concern1ng any of these watters, please

let me Xnow.
-~ 4 /
. Sincerely
// ! ) : . ‘ °
, " /—\l_’ ! )
“ Kenneth 8. Q'8rien, Jr.
Associate Oirector
¥B0B:mc ' o . o g
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Memorandum = « | .
.Te : Ken 0'Brien ' S Dote : January 27, 1982
Postsecondary Education Commission E(J'

\.\‘ .' lFiIeNo:: ASU MEMO NO. 82-2 . N
. ‘ ‘ L @_‘ " - \LL\\V / .
( \,V ’ \J(” o
From Chuckm : J\V‘L : 1

Director of Analytical Studies twv \ JL ///
‘ - L/ f\v L)/
Sublect:  COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY DATA (/ \ -

@

1'd 1ike to clarify our reporting responsibilities fdr the Cdmmission'syfaCUTty
salary report to the Legislature. The last official communication we have on =«
this matter is an August 9, 1979 Tletter from you which I assume is current.

As you may know, the Fall 1981 data for our segment is being collected by a
system implemented for the first time last Fall. Unlike past years, this new
system collects unit record information on each community tollege employee.

As in prior years, we plan to publish our own report on community colliege
staffing and related factors which'go beyond the salary data requested by the
Legislature. The following reviews your specific requirements in the 1979
Jetter in terms of what we are able to provide:

FULL-TIME FACULTY

No. Ref. Item
in 8/9/79 , ‘ : . )
Letter . : . .

1.-3. A Tisting of salary class;f1cat1ons (e.g., BA + 30, MA, ’etc.) for
each community college district will be provided on the copy of
the districts' salary schedule, showing the actual salary and
number of faculty at each step of each classification. :

4, The amounts,of any stipends granted to faculty, ‘as extra compensa-
tion received for educational, longevity, athletic, or added ,
responsibility). It will not be possible to break down compensa-
tions received for any one of these stipend areas or the reason
for granting the stipend, except that these are reportable for
STRS and/or PERS purposes and are not part of an.overload/overtime
or summer session assignment.

-




o

No. Ref. . Item
-in 8/9/79 :
Letter

5.  The percentage increase in salary granted (by district) for the
fiscal year covered. This percentage increase will be computed
by comparing the mean district salary plus stipends ahd step
adjustments for the prior and.present reporting periods. It will
not be possible for us to compute a mean increase based solely on
range adjustment. o ' : ‘

6.-8. The number, mean salary, and total dollar amount paid to district
full-time faculty. In addition to these data, we wi ide a
table on total compensation of full-time facult 1ich sums) base
salary, overload assignment earnings and stipénds but excluges
fringe benefits. ‘ '

PART-TIME FACULTY

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

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

3. The mean salary paid to.each FTE level in each district.

4.0' The total dollar amount paid to all part-time faculty in each
district. . ’ \

5. A summary of the compensation plan for part-time faculty members

in each district. This summary will show the low, mean and high
hourly rate of compensation for each district.

ADMINISTRATORS

It is our understanding that the Legislature requested information only on
faculty compensation. I'm not aware of either the UC or . the CSUC segments pro-
viding information on administrative salaries for this report. We do intend,
however, to publish information on administrative salaries in our report.

To date, about 51 of the '70 districts have provided us complete data and 8
districts have provided partial data. We have sent one follow-up letter to
remind districts. of their December 1 deadline. We are also directly contacting
each nonresponding district by telephone. '




)

Q

We expect about 35 districts ta respond 9y February 22, allowing us about

one week tO prepare 3 computer® analysls for your purposes.

8y the and of

March, we expect to rsceive the remaining district data it which time we can

update our analysis.

-

9lease let us know if this arrangement 4111 be satisfactary. : ¢

°

" ¢cc: Gus Gyichard
Leonard Shymaniak
Euelyn 3eaver.

&
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State of California : California Community Colleges .

Memorandum ;
To Ken 0'Brien - <3 Date : January 27, 1982
Postsecondary Education Commission s(,' ’

From :

Subject:

NVEREN A
-Chuckm - U\QV{\}&

Director of Analytical Studies ' tﬁ' ' @\
. L S .
COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY DATA : U 'X \6,/>

?

I'd like to clarify our reporting responsibilities for the Commission's fach]tyaf
salary report to the Legislature. The last official communication we have on
this matter is an August 9, 1979 letter from you which'l assume is current.

N :
As you may know, the Fall 1981 data for our, segment is being collected by a
system implemented for the first time last Fall. Unlike past years, this new
system collects unit record information on each community college employee.
As in prior years, we plan to publish our own report on comunity college
staffing and related factors which go beyond the salary data requested by the
Legislature. The following reviews your specific requirements in the 1979 '
letter in terms of what we are able to provide: .

w

FULL-TIME FACULTY

No. Ref. Ttem
in 8/9/79
Letter

1.-3. A listing of salary classifications (e.g., BA + 30, MA, etc.) for.
each community college district will be provided on the copy of
the districts® salary schedule, showing the actual salary and
number of faculty at each step of each classification.

4, The amounts of any stipends granted to faculty, as extra compensa-
tion received for educational, longevity, athletic, or added
responsibility). It will not be possible to break down compensa-
tions received for any one of these stipend areas or the reason
for granting the stipend, except that these are reportable for
STRS and/or PERS purposes and are not part of an overload/overtime
or summer session assignment. : : :

-2 51~
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No. Reft.
in 8/9/79
Letter

5.

< —

[tem

The percentage increase in salary granted (by district) for the
fiscal year covered. This percentage increase will be computad
by comparing the mean district salary plus stipends ‘and step
adjustments for the prior and present reparting periods. [t will
not be possible for us to compute a mean increase hased solely on

range adjustment.

The number, mean salary, and total dollar amount naid to district
full-time faculty. [n addition to these data, we will provide a
table on total compensation of full-time faculty, which sums base
salary, overload issignment 2arnings and stipends but axcludes
fringe benefits.

PART-TIME FACULTY

The total number of part-time faculty employed by =2ach district

1.
on both a headcount and fgwﬁ-time equivalent (FTE) basis.

2 The mean salary paid to each nheadcount faculty member in 2ach
district. _

3. The mean salary paid to each FTE level in aach district.

4. The total dollar amount paid to all part-time faCU1ty in each
district. '

3. A summary of the campensation glan for part-time faculcty members
in each district. This summary will show the low, mean and high
nourly rate of compensation for each district. =

ADMINISTRATORS - , : >

tis dur understanding that the Lagislature requestad infarmation only an

facylty compensation. _
viding information on administrative salaries for this report.

{'m not aware of either the UC or the CSUC segments gro-
e do intand,

_ however, to publish information on administrative salaries in our report.

To dats, about 51 of the 70 districts nave provided us complete data and 8

districts have provided partial data.
remind districts of their Oecamber 1 deadline.

We have sent one follow-up letter to .
We are also directly contacting

each nonresponding district by telephone.




We expect about 55 districts to respond by February 22, allowing us about
one week to prepare a computer analysis for your purposes. By the end of
March, we expect to receive the remaining district data at which time we can
update our analysis.

1 7 o
Please let us know if this arrangement will be satisfactory.

g
3
R

cc: Gus Guichard -
Leonard Shymoniak
Evelyn Beaver




REFERENCES

American Electronics Association. Technical Employuent Projections,
1981-1983-1985. Palo Alto, 198l.

Bank of; America. Economic Qutlook--California 1982. San Francis-
co: Bank of America, September 1981.

Byrnes, James C., and others. "Monthly Estimates of Personal
Income, Taxes, and Outlays," Survey of Current Business.
Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Ecomomic Analysm, U S Depart-
ment of Comnerce, November 1979 L ‘

California Association of Realtors. California,Real Estate Trende
Newsletter. Los Angeles, January 10, 1982.

'Callfornla Postsecondary Education Commission. Approaches to
Studying Faculty Fringe Benefits in Californid Higher Educa I
tion: An Analysis of the Feasibility of Alternatlve Measuré:
ments “Commission Agenda Item, Policy Evaluation Commtte%
November 16, 198la.

-=-, Director's Report, April 1981: Sc:.ence and Engineering
Education for the 1980s and Beyond. Commission Report 81-9.
Sacramento: The Commissiom, 1981b.

~==. Final An.nual Report on Faculty Salaries in California Public
‘Higher Education, 1981-82. Commssmn Agenda Item, Policy
~~Development Committee, May 18, 198lc.

===, Preliminary Annual Report on Faculty Salaries and the Cost of
Fringe Benefits at the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State University, 1982-83. Commission Agenda ltem,
Policy Evaluation Committee, December 14, 1981d.

---. Administrative Salaries at the University of California and
s the California State University, 1980-81. Commission Agenda
Ttem, Policy Evaluation Committee, February 15, 1982. o

California State University, Trustee Commlttee on Faculty and Staff
Affairs. Agenda Item 2, March 23, 1982

Chancellor's Office of the California Community Calleges. acult
and Admmlstratlve Salar:.es, 1979-80. Sacramento April

— Faculty and Administrative Salanes, 1980-81 Sacramento,.
Max:ch 1981. ‘ Y




-==. Report on Faculty Emplovment. Sacramento, January 1982.

Congressional Budget Office: The Economic and Budget Guclook: -An

Update. Washington, D.C.: Govermment Printing Office, Sep-=
tember 1981. . : IR DR

Council of Economic Advisers. Economic Indicators.  Washington, -
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Offics, February 1982.

Cypart, Pauline ‘1 , and Clucas, Robert T. bommerce Yews. Washing-
ton, D.C.: - Bureau of Ecomomic Analysis, U.S. Department of
Commerce, October 20, 1981. ) : :

Gordon, Robert J. «"The Consumer Price Index: Measuriag Inflation
and Causing It," The Public laterest, No. 83 (Spring 1981) pp.
112-134. ‘

Hansen, %. Lee. ."Annual Report oa the Economic St‘atu's'of the Pro-
fession,"” Academe: (August 1981). s

Liaison Committee of the State Board of Education and The Regeants
of The University of California. A Master Plan for Higher

v r—

Education in Califormia,-1960-1975° Sacramento: “Taliformia

State Department of Education, 1960.

Lowenstein, Roger. "Surge in Engineering Enrollments Begias to
Easa Industry's Shortages but Stirs Trouble at Collages,” The
Wall Street Jourmal. New York, sugust.20, 1981.

McIntyre, Charlas. Memorandum to District Staff Data Contact n

Persons, Septamber 28, 1981, from Director, Apalytical Studie
"Unit, Chapcellor's Office, California Community Collsges.

Office of the Legislative dnalyst. Aﬁalzs:’;‘s of the Budget Bill,
1979-80. Sacramento, L979. » """“ N

-—--. Analysis of the 3udget Bill, 1980-8l. Sacramento, 1980.

 e==, Analysis of the Budget 3ill, 1981-82. Sacramento, 1981.-
---. Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1982-83. Sac;:amento, 1982.

Research Institute of Amerjca. Research [nstitute Recommendations,
Septamber 1981 Throu April 1982. Washington, D.C.- -

Salkin, Michael S., and Durning, Dan. Housinchricesi._g Calffor.;nia;
Changes and Implicatioms. San Francisco, Bank of America,
1981L. ' ' L

i

 =256=

232

i




3

United Professors of California. UPC Advocata. Sacramento, March
1982. » ? :

"United States and Technological Preeminence," Science, Volf 213:

No. 4514 (September 18, 1981).

*  U.S. Department of Labor,.Bureau of Labor Statistics. Handbook of:
Labor Statistics, 1980. Washington, D.C.: U.S. “Government ' B
FriqtingVOfi'ice,.lQEO7 - _ :

===, National Survey of Professisnal, Administrative, Technical,
and Clerical Pay. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, September 1981. . :

¢

University of Califdrnia:gt Los Angeles Graduate School of.Manage-a . :
ment. The UCLA Business Forecast for California. Los Ange- : :
les: The School, December 1981. .

’

»

)




