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INTRODUCTION

I Item 6420-001-001(5) of the 1984-85 Supplemental Budget Report, the
Legislature directed the Commission to study how the California State University's
faculty classifications and =alary schedules for those classifications
relate to hiring and promotion. It instructed the Commission to consult on

the study with the State University and its faculty bargairning unit repre-
seutative and to submit a report to the fiscal committees and the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee by January 1, 1985.

The Commission reviewed a prospectus for the study on September 7. 1984, but
because an impasse had been declared in collective bargaining between the
State University and the California Faculty Association, it alerted the
legislative committees that it might not be able to consult with officials
of the State University and the Faculty Association and complete the study
by the January due date. After eight months of Largaining, the State University
and the Faculty Association ratified the 1984-85 contract on December 14,
and thereafter Commission staff proceeded with the study in cooperation wit1
the State University and the Association.

Officials of the State University provided staff with needed data on salaries.
recruitment, retention, and promotion, and Commission staff surveyed the
State University's comparisen institutions about their use of overlapping
salary schedules; the number of discrete salary steps ‘they use in each
range, if any; and the frequency of using increases in rank rather than in
salary as incentives. Where necessary, it verified their salary data with
that gathered by Maryse Eymonerie Associates of Fairfax, Vl;ginia -- the
processor of salary data for the annual faculty salary surveys of the American
Association of University Professors.

Meanwhile, a Technical Advisory Committce comprised of representatives of
the Commission, the Department of Finance, the Office of the Legislative
Analyst, the State University, and ‘the University of Califorgia had begun a
review of the methodology for the Commission's annual faculty And administrative
salary comparisons for the State University and the University -- and, in
particular, the appropriateness of the current list &f 20 compariﬁon institu-
tions for the State University. It has now agreed on changes in this list
of comparison institutions (California Postsecondary Education Commission,
1985), and salary data were gathered from new institutions in the proposed
group of 20 for use in this report along with comparable data from the
current list.

While the Legislature's Supplemental Language directed the Commissisn to
study the effectls of the State University's faculty classifications as well
as its salary schedules on hiring and promotion, the Commission has concluded
from its review that the State University's four faculty classifications --
tnstructer, assistant professor, associats professor, .and professor -- have
far less impact on its hiring and promotion problems than does its salary
schedules. As a result, most o¢f this report focuses on issues of salary
structure rather than of faculty classification.

Q , . _. -1- t’
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This report 1s Jivided into four sectivns:

Chapter One traices the history of the many attempts made by the Trustees
ot the Stute University to revise the facully structure they igheritod
from the Departmen® of Education when the Californmia State College system
was established 10 1901,

Chapter Two compares the State University's present salary schedule to
tts current and proposed compariscn institutions and describes how those
institutions allocated increased salary funds for 1984-85. .
Chapter Three describes the deleterious effects of the State University's
salary structure on faculty hiring and premotion -- the major concern of
the Legislature in its request .for the study.

And Chapter Four identifies the essential characteristics of a desirable
faculty salary structure.

-

The Commission wishes to acknowledge the coaperation of the Office ot Faculty
and Staff Relations in the Office of the Chancellor of the California State

University and that of :he Oalifornia Faculty Association, and, in particular,
the assistance of Mr. Thierry Koenig of the State Universi*y, and of Wiliram
Crist, president of the Association, in consultations on this report.
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ONE

PAST EFFORTS OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE
LUNIVERSITY TO REVISE ITS SALARY STRUCTURE

In the 24 years since the creatiqn of the California State University system,
1ts Trustees have had little success 1n changing 1ts civil-service type
faculty classification and salary structure that they inherited from the
State Board of Education and that dates back to the 1940s.

Over these vears, the Trustees have made numerous efforts to implement a
classi1fication and salary structure that is more consistent with those of
other anstitutions of higher education, involving overlapping salary ranges
by rank, flexibility of salary.steps, and relating salary adjustments to
merit. But their four major efforts in this direction -- the first initiated
by the Coordinating Council in 1970, and subsequent efforts by the Trustees
in 1972, 1980, and 1981 -- failed because special funding for these changes
was not provided by the State.

Only during the past two years were changes in the salary structure negotiated
through collective bargaining that permitted increased salaries in certain
hard-to-hire disciplines and that set aside funds for special merit awards.

But no general changes 1n the salary structure that apply to all faculty

have yvet heen implexented by the Trustees.

This chapter describes the salary structure that the Trustees inherited and
their attempts over the past two decades to change it.

THE FACULTY..CLASSIFICATION AND SALARY
STRUCTURE INHERITED BY THE TRUSTEES IN 1861

when California's "State College System” was created on March 1, 1961, under
provisions of the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education, its Trustees inhexited
from the State Board o Education a faculty classification and salary structure
that consisted of the commonly used four ranks of instructor, assistant
professor, associate professor, and professor, with five salary steps in
each rank. The salary ranges for instructors and assistant professors
overlapped by three steps, and the top step for assistant professor %as the
same. 3s the bottom step of the salary range four associate professor, but the
salary ranges for the three professorial ranks did not overlap. The most
unijque feature of the salary structure was its two classes -- Class I for
taculty who did not possess 2 doctoral degree, and Class Il {or those who
Jid == with a S5-percent differential at each step between the two classes.
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Prior to the creation ~f the State College Svstem, salaries at the State
Cclleges had not been seriously out of line with those paid by other comparable
colleges elsewhere i1n the country =-- for example, they averaged only $§31
less than those of a comparison group of nine institutions as of 1956-57.
But by 1958; the State Personnel Board had authorized hiring above the first
step in each rank in order to alleviate the growing faculty hiring problem,
and i1t warned that "the need to cofitinue to pay a starting salary above the
minimum of the range suggests that the range 1s too low” (California State
University, 1964, p. 3).

By the late 19;53, the State Colleges were having te hire 70 percent ot
their new assistant professors at or above the third or middle step of the
five-step schedule for this rank, and by 1961-562, only 16 percent of all
faculty were being hired as:instructors, compared to 33 percent in 1954-55.
The new Trustees of the State College Svstem sensed that this upward shift
in the use of ranks for recruitment was symptomatic of the need for an
overall revision of the syvstem's salary structure. Thus in December 1962,
together with the presidents of the campuses and faculty repreasentatives,
they rel. ascd a report that, among other things, sought funding for changes
in the sqalary structure.

EFFORTS AT CHANGE FROM 1962 TQ 1969

The December 1962 plan called for an interim salary structure revision to be
implemented as of July 1, 1964, that would (1) reduce the five salary steps
to four for the rank of instructer; (2) increase the stzps from five to seven
for assistant professor; and (3) increase to eight fne steps for associate
professor. The Trustees were advised that this structural change could not
br funded. In December 1963, the Trustees thus passed a resolution appraving
only an additional sixth step for the ranks of assistant and assaciate
professor. This sixth step was also not funded. Meanwhile, 1963-64 salaries
at the State Colleges fell $933 below the averagze of the institutions used
by the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in 1its new series of annual
salary reports. By 1964-65, the lag increased to $1,078, or approximately
15 pereent.

In 1905, the Trustes. agiin agreed that additional steps at each rank would
reduce the pressure to promote in rank for salary increase purposes. Aglin
they limited their request tu the addition of extra steps for the assistant
and associate profesxor ranks; butl once again this sperial request was

turned down.

Bv 1%, the sState found atself in the midst of o fiscal crisis, and the
Legislature ndd Gouserner tuor 3 aumber of actions to reduce budpets:

e Stute izencien (1ucluding the State Colleges) were advised sbout proposed
teducticns 1o thear requestsd 1967-68 support levels =- despite the neeld
for a 13,5 percent aincrease in average State College salaries in order to
rematn competitive with comparable institutions.
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e Authorizations tor new ftaculty weyrs placed under a moritorium pending
action by the new State administration -~ despile the fact that the State
Colleges hw@ﬂ.éﬂu vacant faculty positions.

e Restrictions were placed on promotions so that no more thup o0 percent ot
the colleges' faculty could be 1n the upper-twa ranks.

& Because more than ob percent of the assistant professor appointmesnts in
1966 were made at the third step oxr -above, this limit onfthe percentage
of faculty :n the upper-twa ranks resulted 1o “compaction” with 1,330 of
t e 2,957 assistant professors being at the top salary step for thear
rauak. THe Trustees thus sought salary schedule increases of 18.5 percent
that wonld make first- and second-step recruitment feasible -- but received
only a4 6.6 percent increase.* Not coincidentally, aithough the Master
Plan had projected faculty turnover :t the State Colleges to remain about
6 percent, by 1966-67 1t had climbed to 10.6 percent.

EFFORTS FROM 1969 To 1980

By 1969, all four faculty membership organizatyons at the State Collrges =~
the American Federation of Teachers, the California State Employees Asseciation,
the Assocration of California State College Professors, and the California
College and University Faculty Association -- were pressing demands for
collective bargaining and seeking largesr salary 1ncreases than the Trustees.
The latter two placed their members on "sanctions alert” and sought salary
increases o 20 peccent ard o 50 percent 1ncrease in benefits,

A major thrust to restructure the salary schedule of the:State Colleges took
place in 1969-70. 1In May 1969, the Coordinating Council directed its staff
to commence work with the State Colleges on revising the schedule, and staff
di1scussions daring July and August 1969 used as a- model the salary structure
of the University of Califormia, which included two- and three~year waiting
periods between steps within ranks and salary overlap among ranks for movement
to higher steps. It was alsc propesed to move away from the existing five-step
salary range for each rank, which had been used on a "lock-step” basis to
grant step i1ncreases virtually automatically until faculty members either
reached the fifth (tep) step or were promoted to a higher rank.

After consultation with the Academic Senate and the Council of State College
Presidents, Chancellor Dumke recommended and the Trustees adopted the tollowing
resolution, which contained four fundamentasl principles developed by the
Coordinatine Council and State College staft (The California State Univer=-
sity, 1970, p.5):

RESOLVED, By the Brard of Trustees of the Calitornia State Colleges,
that any new salary schedule shall ewbody the tollowing fows
pranciples: (1) emlimination of Class 1; (2) overlapping of salary
ranges by raak; {3) flexibility of use of salary steps; and (4)
evaluation for merit 1increases, details to be determined upen
completion of the Board's study on the retention and procurement
of a quality fuculty; and be 1t further

G-
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RESOLVED, That the Coordinating Council for Higher Education and
the Governor be urged to recommend, and the Legislature be urged
to provide, funds equal to at least a 2.7% salary budget increase
for 1970-71, solely to convert-to a new salary structure effective
Septembher 1, 1970, and thereby improve the competitive pesifion of
the California State Colleges; and be it further

RESOLVED, That in accordance with Board policy, the implementation
of structural changes will include adjustments which recognize the
interrelationship between the salaries of teaching faculty (the
key class) and other schedules in the academic salary group,
including appropriate differentials for acagdemic-administrative
pesitions . . . .

In addition, the Trustees, supported by the Academic Senate, requested an
additional 10.2 percent salary increase to achieve parity. Despite the
cooperation of Trustees, administrators, and faculty, however, their efforts
were unproductive: The faculty of neither the California State Colleges ner
the University of California received salatry increases, although all other
State employees, 1including support staff at the State Colleges and the
Unmiversity, were granted a 5 percent cost-of-living increase.
»

Then an ad hoc committee comprised of members of the Academic Senate, the
Council of Presidents, and Chancelldr's Office staff continued to develop
details of the new revised salary structure and faculty evaluation procedures
that would be necessary to relate salary adjustments to merit. Their plan,
endorsed by the Presidents and the Academic Senate, and affirmed by a
referendum of the general faculty during June 1970 and approved by the
Trustees in November, elaborated on the four principles of the resolution as
follows: :

»
1. Elimination of Class I: Class I and Class II designations of faculty

would be eliminated and all faculty members would be moved to a single
« ¢lass. Distincticns for those professors who did not hold the doctorate
may sti1l]l be made, as warranted, by step placement and rank designation.

2. oOverlapping of Salary Ranges by Rank: Three ddditional steps of approxi-

mately 5 percent were to be added to the assistan; professor, associate

/ professor, «nd professor ranks to provide a three-step cverlap between
the salary schedules of these three ranks and extend the professor range

. by three steps. This feature would allow salary advancement without
thange of rank, thus providing a means for greater flexibility in personnel
decésions, : .

»

3. Flexibility of Use of Salary Steps: Flexibility would be increased by
provading that 1n any vear in whigh a merit evaluation was required, the
\ncrement 1ncrease could be denled or granted, and moce than one increment
could be warded, based on individusl performance. ‘

4 Eviluation for Merat Increases: The most importsnt new feature of the
proposed salary structure, accordiag to the Trustees, was its introduction
of the requi ement >f performance reviews and merit evaluation bpefore
movement to certain designated steps. These Teviews were to follow the
processes then followed for faculiy retention, promotion, and tenure




evaluations. For the rank »f instructor, review was to be required
before advancement to Steps 2,-3, 4, and 5; for assistant professor,
before Steps 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8; for associate professor, before Steps 4,
6, 7, and 8; and for professor, before Steps 4, 6, 7, and 8. The schedule
introduced a stated normal occupancy period of two years in Steps 6 and
7 of the associate professor rank and three years for Steps'5, 6, and 7
of the professor rank.

. The Trustees again requested additional funds to implement the new salary
schedule in the 1971-72 budget, but the denial of any salary increases by
. thF Legislature and the Governor precluded its adoption.

In November 1971, the Trustees reaffirmed the need fcr the new salary structuré
and proposed the schedule shown in Table 1 below to remove what was commonly
known as the '"squiggle" -- an uneven interval of 4 percent between Step 5
assistant professors and Step 1 associitc profess‘rs: rather than the preferred
5 percent -- which had resulted from fiscal constyaints in 1966 that had
necessitated a mid-year reduction of approximately ] percent in the salaries
of associate professors and professors.

-

The Tiustees requested $1.9 million from 1972-73 academic salary inequity
funds to permit initial implementation of the proposed schedule, and they

TABLE 1 Existing and Proposed Salary Schedules for California

State University Faculty by Rank, 1972-73

INSTRLCTOR ASSISTANT PROEESSOR ¢« ASSOCIATE PROEESSOR FRUFENSOR
Exusting Proponed imlm;' Propowed h-unl' Progreed Exulm;' Prorpese
; -
Qe el s [Class it whegdeiw osg g | Ul UL wonagle |owooSquggte] Casl [Clandl LTS SRR
L TN TN Fepiea Ty 1 -
GANY S TaTa T ! !
1200 | 41 b DR WY oly HUINLE §)
LA R T E N BT TTRSIN 10 S 3h 110 SR 1 e [NRRE |
y ERTLE N FUS-IR B IFRTIN o< b HOST | afon '
11730 M N i atn (il oin 1y nta %% gt
' AU IERCHE SRPEVAR AT
| [ B LA M 130 [RERISRES B N 3 ! ,
LI TN ] R S0 [RRETEE & JUSIN Yoo IR 511t f
! apyuny epd e Proso Hvase e 14 o
! LT SIS RO [FYPERIEYEE| 1404 14 =0 .
! FCd= 18 pix LERERTIN LIRRT {1 .
I . JAn e T %l At e S N IR
| | i | e oM L errpigd | X freaar b4
. ! t i wted R RTLEY AR FAL LIS Poasn 1T
‘ ! l T RIN g RuK LRI FER TN LRSI B TR
° | IS I IR IR |
’ | | Npera nreea® Lot
! e ey g
. | ! | ! - ; et e
. ! LT RY LIPS
[EVORS R
ST TORENYN o o PRI Cmviga el
SRt e ey " AL A N S
- . )
oo dtame rhier ta o E g
LTS LILEYENEREI N RS

Sourcé: The California State Univers:ity, 1973, p. 38.
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asked that 51.4 million in the second year and $1 million 1in the third vear
be authorized to complete its implementation. No funds were provided to
accomplish the changes, and the 1972-73 Budget Act prohibited use of salary
increase funds "for the purpose of funding or partially funding a revised
salary stricture."

The Trustees repeated their request for 1973-74 but again were denied.
Thereafter, they discontinued until 1980 their request of funds for the
purpose oi overall salary-structure revision and concentrated instead on
four specific changes: (1) elimination of the Class I-Class il salarv
schedule distinction, (2) removal of the 60/4C upper lower-rank ratio limi-
tation, (3) increases in fringe benefits, which had fallen behind the average
of comparison 1institutions by 44.7 percent (approximately 5.3 percent of
salary), and (4) reinstatement of a S-percent salary differential for depart-
ment chairpersons and 12-month administrative faculty that had been paid
during 1972-73 from salary inequity funds in the 1972-73 Budget Act but that
had been deleted by the Legislature from the Governor's Budget for 1973-74.

Severdl actions by the Legfslature and the Governor in 1974-75 accemplished
the first three of the Trustees' objectives:

e Effective August 30, 1974, the Trustees were permitted to set aside $1.4
million to delete the Class I range from the faculty salary schedule.

e The Legislature adopted ACR 70 (Meade), expressing its intent that promo-
tions witnin the State University and Colleges be made on the basis of
merit and ability. Subsequently, Chancellor Dumke instructed campus
presidents that promotion actions for 1974-75 should be taken within
budgeted funds based solely on the basis of merit and ability without
regard to the 60/40 limit.

e And by passing SB 1764 (Berryhill), which granted substantial improve-
ments in fringe benefits for all State employees, the Legislature provided
approximately $7.8 million for improvements in health insurance, life
insurance, disability leave, and retirement benefits for State University
academic employees -- an amount equivalent to 3 percent of their average
salary.

EFFORTS DURING THE 1980s -

The years of 1979 through 1981 praved a period of transition for faculty
personnel practices at the State University. The Higher Education Employer-
Employee Relations Act went into effect on July 1, 1979, and it presented
many challenges to the State University's personnel system.

L
Tu September 1980, Chancellor Dumke proposed a revised faculty salary schedule
to the Trustees, citing the increasing difficulty which the State University
faced 1n rewarding merit and recruiting new faculty into high-demand disci-
plines, particularly 1in business administration, computer science, engineering,
and nursing. The schedule, reproduced in Table 2 eon the next page, wonld
have made four changes in the exigting salary structure:

-8~ 1 "




the 1981~-82 Salary Structure

TABLE & Exlsting California State University Faculty Salary
Structure for 1980-81 and September 1980 Proposal for

Provide additional steps
. 1930-31 Salary for “"distinguished" prcfessors

merit steps of 2.5 percent rather than 5 percent;

') Increased the upward raage of each rank;
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Structyge s
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Source: The California State University, 1980.
. Inserted an additional step between each existing step, thus creating
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. Restricted movement above the top :trp&«r/the existing schedule by
subjecting the first five steps of these new levels to merit review,

approval of the campus president, and availability of funds; and

® Included three additional steps abqve professor to be reserved for

distinguished professors. o '
During Fall 1980, Chancellor Dumke conferred with the Academic Senate,
employee groups, faculty members, and presidents about the plan and, because
of a lack of agreement on it, presented the three alternative salary structures
to the Trustees in January 1981 that are displayed in Table 3. N

TABLE 3 Existing California State University Faculty Salari/
Structure for 1980-81 and January 1981 Proposals for
the 1981-~82 Salary Structure

. OPTION § OrTION I orTioNm
IN THE MARKETPLACE MERITORIOUS PERFORMANCE  OF THE MARKETPLACE
. AND REWARDING MERIT
Add steps t8 major ranks Add hal{stepe to nncrease Add new halfl-steps to
loma-n-ra:f:of the range ol rewards maor ranks te increase
salanes avala posmble to 24, 5, or Th% range of rewards possibie
T\ sz 39.732 19,732
33 308 38 3CK
v 3T 35 37.896 3™ 49y
37.008 ITon
in 144 36,144 Jo.id4
35 304 38 304
\ 3347 kYT T3
- 34478 3%"72 e
- jeds2 32892 32492
e 31380 32324
. ITI8G 3rIas0 1 31380 31380 31 380
Poaenors-| 11,380 30648 30,648 30,048
" I/ v 9940 29340 29940 9 3
29340 29.244 25244 29 244 0
. 3560 Y560 5460 28560 18560
3380 27500 27,900 SR
a=agn Y2 27282 FERLH 17252 3TIED
16.628 -16.62
5,004 16004 16004 26.004 5,004 26004
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Protemarn—~| 4 838 3408 lasls 4828 249828 N 48y
14282 14252 242582
* 230 370 BTG 3700 WS 23700 23700
23,148 13138 23,148
13820 Iielg Iteld 22,620 22820 22626 2220
22,104 23 104
1) 800 ~1 200 I1.6% 21 600
Asmsiant 4 21.096
Frotessors=| 20 1t 0els 20616 0.6l
20.14
1903 19832 13497 13932 19692 194692 19652 19492
19248 19248
18204 | 18 204 el 1304 8804 15404 18,304 [8%0a
18384 18353 )
ructars 4TI | LT Sed ] I e 1, 964 17 ed 17.564 17 304
Y856
17.1:0 IRETO) I".lﬁu 17,163
16,77¢
bin2az R 16,192 18392
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Source: Adapted from The California State University, 1981, pp. 5-7.
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e Option I was, designed to meet the competition of the marketplace by
adding several 5-percent steps to the existing schedule -~ five for
assistant professor, and three for assotiate and full professor.

e Option II, like Chancellor Dumke's September proposal, sought to reward
faculty for meritorious performance by extending the schedule upward in
the three professorial ranks and increasing the number of steps by using
increments of 2.5 percent. Annual merit reviews conducted in accordance
with Trustee criteria for retention, tenure, and promotion could result
ir increases of one, two%;or three salery steps and thus of 2.5, 5, or
7.5 percent. Unlike the September proposal, however, neither Option II
nor the other options proposed creation of "distinguished professor"
steps.

e Option III claimed to offer both the opportunity to meet the competition
of the marketplsce and to reward merit. It combined the existing 5
percent increments with extended ranges having 2.5 percent increments.
Movement up the lower steps would continue to be automatic, but merit
reviews or marketplace pressures would be necessary for movement to the
extended ranges. ' .

The Trustees adopted Option III and requested an augmentation of §i.6 millicen
to the 1981-82 budget for'its implementation. Its request was dexied.

In March 1982, the Trustees adopted two "annotations'" of the existing salary
schedule -~ one directed toward improved recruitment,.whereby new faculty
hired at the level of assistant professor in certain disciplines could be
placed, if necessary, at associate professor levels for salary purposes
orly; and-the second directed toward improved retention, whereby top-step
assistant professors could be advanced to the first salary step of Associate
Professor while retaining their rank of assistant professor.

The Trustees sought funds to implement these two annocations from April 1,
1982, until June 30, 1983 either from the "Investment in People" program or
through special legislative action, but neither of these sources materialized.
The Legislature added Supplemental Language to the 1982-83 Budget Act preclud-
ing the use of Investment in People funds to augment faculty salaries except
when additional work was provided and prohibiting top-step assistant professors
from being advanced to the first salary step for associate professor without
a change in rank. The Legislature further stated, "CSUC shall not add
additional steps or step advancement procedures to the 1981-82 faculty
salary schedule because specific funds for such purpose have not been provided
by .the Legislature,” and "It is further the intent of the Legislature that
proposed alternatives to the current faculty pay schedule be determined
through the appropriate collective bargaining process" (Supplementary Report,
Item 6610-001-001, Number 6).

In 1983, the Trustees and the California Faculty Association came to an
agreement on their first collective bargaining contract, which (1) added two
5-percent steps above Step 5 for the ranks of assistant professor and assoc-
1ate professor and four steps above Step 5 for the rank of professor, subject
to specific legislative appropriation for this purpose; (2) established
merit service awards of $1,500 that could be given for documentable meritorious
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service to no mere than 10 percent of the tull-time taculty at each campus;
and (3) created "market-condition salary supplements” that could be paid to
faculty to ameliorate critical recruitment and retention problems of depart-'
ments or teaching specializations, so long as these supplements did nqt
exceed 10 percent of the salary savings obligation in 1983-84 and futurws
obligations contingent ¢n categorical funds to be provided by the Legislature.
The Legislature, however, appropriated a lump sum for salary increasex,
which the Trustees and the Association considered as a denial of those
elements for which they had sought special funding. Nonetheless, in accordance
with the contract, the Trustees granted 110 market-competition salary supple- ‘
ments and 547 merit service awards in 1983-84.

For 1984-85, the Legislature and Governor approved (1) sufficient funds for
a l0~-percent general compensation :ncrease for all employees of the State
University, effective July 1, 1984; (2) $1.9 million for faculty compensation
increases for market condition salary supplements i1n hard-to-hive disciplines,
effective July 1, 1984; and (3) $2.92 million for a special l-percent faculty
salary increase effective January 1, 1985, '

Atter ei1ght months of intensive bargaining, the Trustees and the Faculty
Association reached an agreement that (1) provided a 9-percent faculty
salary raise retroactive to July 1, with additional 0.5-percdent raises on
January 1 and June 30, 1985; (2) set aside 51.5 million for 600 one-time
awards of 52,500 each for meritoxious performance 1n 1984-85; and (3) speci-
fied that $J.9 million would be used for additional salary increases for
faculty in the three high-demand fields of business administration, computer
science, and engineering. This special salary schedule represents a salary
differential of 22 percent for assistant professors, ll percent for associate
professors, and 8 percent for professors. Because the $1.9 million is
insufficient to include all faculty in these three harxd-to-hire disciplines,
the contract calls for an additional $3.175 million for full implementaticn
of the special schedule in 1985-86 and the same amount for 1,270 additional
one-time mer:t awards for that year.

CONCLUSION

Thus, 24 years after the creation of the State College system, the State
University still operates under the general salary structure that i1t inherited
from the State Board of Education in 1961. Apart from the recent changes to
permit higher salaries for faculty in hard-to-hire-disciplines than for
other faculty, and to offer one~time merit awards, the Trustees have succeeded
1n making only two major changes in the salary structure: They won approval
to abandon the two-class salary schedule for 'doctorates and non-doctorates
that had dated back to the 1940s, and they overcame the 60 percent limit on
upper faculty ranks that the Legislature had adopted in 19€7.

The problem cannot be attributed merely to legislative or gubernstorial
ir.transigence. The Trustees have, by and large, had the flexibility to usc
1ncreased salary funds however they deemed best == whether for acrossz-the-board
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increases or for revisions in the salary schedule, but because of rampant
inflation over the past decade the Trustees were moved to grant these in-
creases across the board. The Legislature and Governor have seldom specified
how these increases had to be used, but because the Trustees consistently
requested spegial funds to implement changes in the salary structure, rather
than using i;itoased salary funds for this purpose, no action was taken to
chaqge the salary structure; and in at least two instances, the Legislature
stated specifically that increases in the salary budget could not be used to
implement a revised salary schedule. As a result, while the State University's
average faculty salaries have generally been competitive with those of
comparable institutions, its salary structure has never been competitive
with them.
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INADEQUACIES OF THE STATE UNIVERSITY'S SALARY STRUCTURE

-

The State University's salary structure differs in five major ways from
those of its comparison institutions that pose problems for it in faculty
recruitment and promotion: (1) it lacks salary overlap among its three
professorial ranks; (2) it has short salary ranges for each of these ranks;
(3) it has only five salary steps within each of these ranges; (4) it is
unable to recognize market differences among disciplines beyond the three -
hard-to-hire fields of business administration, computer science, and engi-
neering; and (5) it offers only limited recognition of meritorious service.
This~chapter compares the State University's salary structure on these five
characteristics with those of its comparison institutions.*

LACK OF SALARY OVERLAP

Although the State University's salaries overlap at the instructor and .
assistant professor ranks by three steps, no overlap exists ‘among the ranks
of assistant professor, associate professor, and professor. Figure 1 on
page 16 shows that as of 1983-84 -- the latest year for which comparable
national data have been available -- salaries for instructor began at §$18,432
and rose to $22,080, while those of assistant professor ranged from $20,148
to $24,216; associate professor went from $25,368 to $30,564; and professor
covered from $32,028 to $38,664 -- resulting in a $3,648 overlap between
instructor and assistant professor, but gaps of $1,158 and 51,464 respectlvely
between the professorial ranks.

*The current comparison group consists of Bowling Green State University;
Illinois State University; Indiana State University; Iowa State University;
Miami University (Ohio); Northern Illinois University; Portland State
University; Southern Illinois University; the State University of New York
at Albany; the State University of New York College at Buffalo; Syracuse
University; the Universities of Colorado (Boulder), Hawaii, Nevada (Reno),
Oregon, Southern California, and Wisconsin (Milwaukee); Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University; Wayne State University; and Western Michigan
University.

The proposed list consists of Arizona State University; DePaul University;
Georgia State University; Lewis and Clark College; Mankato State University;
North Caroclina State University; Rutgers-The State University of New Jersey
{Newark); the State University of New York at Albany; the Universities of
Bridgeport, Colorado (Denver), Miami (Florida), Nevada (Reno), Southern
California, Texas (Arlington), and Wisconsin (Milwaukee); Virginia Polvteuhnxc
Institute and State University; and Wayne State Un1versxty

~15=- 22
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Salary Ranges for Instructional Ranks of the California
State University and Average Salary Ranges of Its
Current and Proposed Comparison Institutions, 1933-84
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In contrast, all of the State University's current and proposed comparison
institutions use overlapping salary ranges for their professorial faculty.
In these instituttons there exists sufficient flexibility for sowe assistant
professors and associate professors to earn salaries that are higher than
those of some professors. The extent of these overlaps .s evident from
Figure 1, which shows the average low and high salaries among thesec institu-
tions for each of their faur ranks -- not, it should be emphasized, ierely
the low salary cf the lowest-paying institution and the high of the highest~
payving. (The range of the comparison group salaries for professors actually
extends higher than Figure 1 indicates, for the reason that the categories .
on the survey forms by which these data were collected extend only to $60,000;
but si1x of the existing 20 comparison institutions pay some professors more
than $60,000, as do 10 of the proposed comparison group.)

As can be seen from Figure 1, the State University’s current ecmparison
institutions have average overlaps of $11,550, $13,950., and $19,940 among
their four ranks., Particularly significant, their average maximum for
tnstructor ($27,270) and for assistant professor {(534,060) exceed their
average minimum salary for professor ($25,560) by 51,710 and $8,500, resper-
tively.

Similarly, the proposed group of 20 compzrison institutions has overlups of
510,880, 515,000, and 517,000 among their four ranks, and the average high
salary for instructor exceeds the average low salary for professor by $§350,
while their average high for assistant professor exceeds this low for professor
by $8,330.

This meins that the State University's comparison institutions can recruit
and reward thear faculty members with salaries that are not linked te specitac
protessorial nks -~ and thus do not need to offer unjustified i1ncreases in
rank as the only way-to keep their salaries competitive.

SHORT SALARY RANGES

A sccond chararteristic of the State Universaity's salary structure == one
that 15 related to 1ts luck of salary overlap among professorial ranks is
the severely limited range of salaries that can he offered for any rank.
That 1s, the State University’'s salary ranges are high compressed, comp. red
to thoss of competing institutions. For example, the span of i1ts salary
range for the rank of professor is only $6,594, compured to $28,050 and
$30,860, respectavely, in its existing and proposed comparison groups.

firgure I on page 18 i1llustrates this compression by assigring the minimum
<3lary for iastructor a buse value of "1™ and then relating all other salary
trvels to this baese, both for the State Univers:ity and its two comparison

proups. M Figure 2 shows:

e The top salary for the instructor rank a4t the State Lniversily is only
1.20, or 20 percent higher than the lowest salary -- compared to 2.10 or
iy

110 percent higher for the current compariven group and to 1.85 or 55
percent hizher for the proposed comparison group.

=17~



FIGURE 2 Salary Ranges of the California State University and Its
' Current and Proposed Compariscn Institutions, 1983-8+4,
Normalized to the Minimum Instructor Salary
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. For assistant professors, the 8tate Univexsity's salaries range from
1.C9 to 1.31 above the base salary for iastructors =-- a spread of only

22 points. But at tha two groups of comparison institutions, t?ey
range between 1.16 and 2.50 and between 1,12 and 2,38 -- with spreads
of 134 and 126 points each. i

. For asassclate proiessors, State University salaries range from 1.38 to
l.6b above the base =- a spread of only 28 points. In contrast, at the

. comparison groups of institutions, they range from 1.48 to 2.84 and

from 1.38 to 2.96 -- with spreads of 136 and 158 points.

. And for professors, State University salaries range from 1.74 to 2.10
above the base, with a spread of only o6 goints, compared to ranges of
from 1.88 to 3.94 and from 1.83 to 3.88 at the comparison groups of
mstitutions =- or spreads of 206 and 205 points, respectively.

In the State Unmiversity, the top salary for protessors is only 2.1 times the
lowest pay l-vel for ipstructors, compared to 3.94 1n the current comparison
group and to 3.58 1n the proposed group. As 4 result, the State University's
comparyson anstitutions can continue to increase their faculty members'
nalaries a4t each rank over 2 wider amount and, 1f necessary, over a longer
time than can the State Lmiversity, which runs cut of monetary incentives
carlier in the carrers of (ts most capable professors. ‘

FEW SALARY STIFS WITHIN £ACH RANGE

The State University’s repular salary structure (as well as 1ts new separate
salary scale for the thres nard-to-hirxe disciplines) is limited to five
steps for eich rank and an overall totalef 17 -- since three of the steps
overlap at the i1nstructor aad ass:stant professor ievels, Only half of the
40 existing comparison institutions =:se discrete steps. The other ten
operate without specific steps. They specify the minimum salary for each
rank, but thev have 3 wide range of poss:b:livies for salaries within the
range of each rank.

fable 7« on page 20 1llustrates the ditference 1n this regord between the
Californra State University and one of 1ts current comparisomn institutions.
It shows the number of faculty members i1n both the State VYniversity and the
comparison 1nstitution whoe earned 1983-84 salaries 1a each of 45 51,000
salary intervals, from $14,0n0 up to $59,000. As can be uLeen, the State
University steps occupied 17 of these 45 intervals. In contrast, the compari-
son state nniversity used 42 intervals -- or all but thrre of them. As may
be cbvious, the greater an institution’'s number of salary steps or possible
increments, the greater 1ts flexib:ility 1o using salary funds and in attracting
and rcwg;dxnx faculty.

Q -19= 23-)
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TABLE ¢ Distribution of Nine-Month 1983-84 Faculty Salaries at
the California State University and a Comparison
Institution, by Thousand-Dollar Intervals, 1983-8+4

The California State University Sample Comparison Institution
All AN

Salary Intervals Rank Ranks Rank Ranks
58,060 to 58,999 . . 1 1
57,000 to 57,999 . 1 1
56,000 to 56,999 :
55,000 to 55,999
54,000 to 54,999 2 2
53,000 to 53,999 1 1
52,000 to 52,999
51,000 to 51,999 1 1
50,000 to 50,999 2 2
49,000 to 49,999 4 4
48,000 to 48,999 4 4
47,000 to 47,999 4 A
46,000 te 46,999 5 5
45,000 45,999 6 6
44,00, * . 44,999 10 10
43,000 fo 43999 77
42,000 to 42,999 6 6
41,000 to 41,999 12 12
40,000, to 40,999 2 12
39,600 te 39,999 2 14 16
38,000 to 38,999 4,780 4,780 31720
37,000 to 37,999 1 19 20
35,000 to 36,999 454 454 T2 22 24
35,000 to 35,999 459 459 5 21 26
>+ 000 to 34,999 3 11 11 25
33,390 tao 33,99¢ 429 429 2 19 14 35
32,000 to 32,999 408 408 21 9 30
31,000 to 31,999 2 7 21 9 139
30,000 to 30,999 1,180 1,180 5 2 19 4 30
29,000 ta 29,999 386 386 3 5 20 7 5
28,000 to 28,999 2 2 5 27 2 38
27,000 to 27,999 386 386 1 5 10 29 45
26,000 to 26,999 311 311 4 14 22 40
25,000 ro 25,99y 287 287 3 9 15 23 50
25,000 to 24,999 378 978 1 5 12 14 i3
23,000 to 23,999 257 257 3 15 13 31
L4,000 to 22,999 70 200 270 7 22 4 33
21,000 to 21,999 34 61 95 1 6 26 33
20,000 to 20,999 35 24 59 7 24 31
19,000 to 19,999 24 24 11 26 37
18,000 to 18,999 13 13 1 11 9 21
17,000 to 17,999 21 1 ¢ 22
16,000 to 16,999 8 8
15,000 to 153999 4 4
14,000 to 14,999 1 1
TOTAL 176 1,520 2,532 6,530 10,758 9 114 199 256 227 805
Sote. The Californrs Stale University's salaries are those after Janaary 1, 1984,
Tource.  Office of the Chancellor, the California State Universaity, and Califormia

Postsecondary Eduvation Commission staff survey.
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LITTLE FLEXIBILITY TO ADJUST TO DISCIPLINARY DIFFERENCES

Except for the three hard-to-hire disciplines of business, computer science,
and engineering, the State University has no flexibility other than its four
ranks and 17 salary steps to adjust to market iifferedces among disciplines.
That market differences exist even within the three high-demand fields is
well known: The demand for electrical engineering and petroleum engineering
faculty is considerably higher than for agricultural or civil engineering
faculty, just as the market for accounting faculty is far more competitive
than for business education faculty. Even though some would argue that all
professors in all disciplines should receive the same compensation for
similar competence, even the American Association of University Professors
recognizes the reality of salary differences among disciplines. It notes in
its annual survey of faculty salaries that "differences in average faculty
salaries by disciplines provice few surprises tc anyone who is familiar with
faculty salary structures" (1983. p. 9). -
1% AAUP has 1llustrated these differences with data from thd 198182 faculty
salary survey of institutlons belonging to the Natzonal Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, which show ;he average salaries of
full profcs<ors and new assistant profeSQQrs in 22 different f1elas as shown
in Tahle 5'on the next page.

As can be seen, average salaries in 1981-82 for full professors cover a wide
rangze, from 546,310 in law down to $30,980 for fine arts -- a difference of
49.5 percent. Average salaries of newly hired assistant professors in
1981~82 range from $285,790 in law to $17,290 in foreign languages -=- a 66.5
percent difference. . 7 ; .

The State University and the California Faculty Association havé begun
responding to this problem in 1984-85 by establishing the separate salary
scale for business, computer science, and engineerimg But unlike the State
University, none of its comparison institutions use such separate scales for
disciplines other than the two of law and medicine. Instead, they adapt to
the fact of differences in scarcity and supply of faculty among disciplines
through salary adjustments. This is true even at those 1nstitutions where
faculty engage in collective bargaining over salaries.

At eight of the 20 existing comparison institutions and seven of the proposed
comparison group, faculty members are represented by a union, but there
appears to be no relationship between union representation and the naturc of
the institution's salary schedule.

¥

An administrator at one of the comparison institutions states that "as”is
true of many institutions, this universaty attempts to strike a balance

between the market value of various disciplines and the notion of equal pay
for equal qualifications regardless of discipline.” So far, however, apart
from the three fields specified in the recent agreements between the State
Un*vercity and the California Fuculty Assoc1at10n, the State University

cannot strike such a balance.



TABLE 5 Average Salaries of Full Professors and New Assistant
Professors in Institutions Belonging to the National
Assocliation of State Universities and Land-Grant

Colleges, ' 1981~82,

Average Salary Levels

Full Professors

Listed In Descending Order of

Average

Discipline Salary

Law $46,310
Computer Science 38,610
Business 38,480
Engineering 37,380
Physical Sciences 36,210
Mathematics 35,770
Interdisciplinary Studies 35,320
Socia'l Sciences 35,140
Psychology 34,940
Public Affairs 34,830
Biology 34,330
Technical and Occupational 34,300
Foreign Languages 33,730
Letters 33,620
Home Economics 33,360
Architecture 33,090
Communications 32,840
Area Sludies 32,790
Agriculture 32,680
Education 32,510
Library 32,480
Fire Arts 30,980
All Combined 35,230

New Assistant Professors

Average

Discipline Salary

Law $28,790
Business 25,590
Computer Science 25,400
Engineering 25,200
Agriculture 21,100
Technical and Occupatioconal 21,020
Public Affairs 21,010
Architecture 20,950
Library 20,680
Home Economics 20,220
Physical Sciences 20,130
Mathematics 19,870
Area Studies 19,790
Communications 19,670
Biology 19,640
Education 19,240
Psychology 18,830
Social Sciences 18,730
Interdisciplinary Studies 17,950
Fine Arts 17,710
Letters 17,590
Foreign Languages 17,290
All Combined 21,070

Note: Salaries have been rounded to nearest 510. Data are from the 1981-82
Faculty Salary Survey by Discipline of Institutions Belonging to the
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges,
conducted by the Office of Institutional Research, Oklahoma State

University.

Source: American Association of University Professors, 1982, p.-'9.

LITTLE PROVISION FOR RECOGNIZING MERIT

Until recently, most faculty members at the State University were subject to
perr review for financial reward at only two times -- once when promoted
from assistant-to associate professor and again when promoted from associate
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professor to professor. Beginning in 1983-84, the, State University and the
Faculty Association agreed on awards of $2,500 to faculty members for merito-
rious performance, but these "one-time" awards do not become part of their
recipients' base salagy. s

In contrast, the State University's comparison institutions evaluate faculty
for merit recognition every year, and they are not limited to "one-time"
awards: They can grant merit incregses that become a permanent part of
meritorious faculty members' salaries.

During this current academic year, in fact, six of the present comparison
group and five of the proposed comparison group are distributing their
salary increases entirely on the basis of merit. An additional 12 of the
current comparison group and all remaining 13 of the proposed group are
granting merit increases to faculty along with other types of indreases --
including adjustments to market differences among disciplines and across-the-

. board increases. As Table 6 on the next two pages shows, only two of all
the 34 comparxson institutions (Nos. 3 and 5 in the current group) _are
distributing their salary increase funds totally by across-the-board raises,
as has been the custom until this year at the State University.

CONCLUSION

Though the recent addition to the State University's salary structure of a
special salary scale for business, computer science, and engineering, and of
one-time merit awards, has conferred some urgently needed flexibility of
salaries for these three disciplines,. the State University continues to lack
the essential characteristics of salary structures that afford its comparison
institutions flexibility in recruiting and rewarding outstanding faculty
across all disciplines.
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TABLE 6 Distribution ¢f Faculty Salary Increases at the State

University’s Current and Proposed Comparison Institutions,
1984~85

Current Comparison Institutions

Institution Action on Faculty Salary Increase

1

2

i3
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S percent awarded acroas the board.

Funds for a 6 percent jincrease wete lpp!!;rzated. 4.0 porcent was used for across-the-board
cost-of-living increases, 2.0 percent waa awarded on a merit basis.

Appropriations were increaaed 6.75 percent. Funda were used as follows:

a. 3.0 perceat acrosa the board on July 1, 1984.

b. 3.0 percent across the board on January 1, 1985. (A plus b total to an effective 4.5 percent
for the fiscal yeax). .

¢. "Step" increases amounting to 1.75 percent.

d. 0.5 percent for merait.

Funds increased by approximately J percent. 8 percent was awarded across the board, | percent
was used to recognize merit, limited funds were used for "disparity" {(market}.

Seven percent used as follows:

(a) 2 percent zeneral increase, (b) 3 percent for merit, {c) 1 percent for market adjustments,
(d4) 1 percent for internal equity adjustments.

5 percent, all used for recognition of merit. .

Still negotiating. 5-5.5 percent expected. Prior contract included 3 percent across-the-board,
"step” 1increases, and 0.7 percent of salary base for recognition of individual merit.

Appropriations inCreased 5.5 percent. 1 percent used for general increases, 4.8 percent for most
continuing faculty. Limited funds available for market factor adjustments and mer:it.

Funding increase of 5.0 percent used entirely on individual merait basis. Increases ranged trom
2.0 to 9.0 percent.

Increase of 3.84 percent distributed entirely sn i1ndividual merit basis.

Appropriation increased by 6.0 percent. 1 percent was allocated for market 3djustments, remarnder
granted on individual merit basis.

The 4.5 percant increase in funds was used to provide & 2.5 percent across-the-boatd salary increase,
2.0 percent used to recognize individual merat.

Funding i1ncrease of 10 percent. 7.0 percent was applied across the board, 3 0 percent for merat

9.5 percent used entirely for merat.

Total increase 1a funds of 7.92 percent, 3 percent applied across the buard, 4.1 percent for
merit, 0.75 for market adjustments, balance for internal inequities.

4.5 percent used on a merit basis.

6 0 percent allecated. 2 percent used across the board, I pereent for merit, I percent tor
market adjustments.

Small increase of 1.5 percent applied across the baard

Funds increased approsimately 6 & percent. 4 percent used for genersl inireises, balance based
on individual merat.

Total 1ncrease of 2.3 percent used entirely for merit, some departments allecated xreater
1ncreases thau others.
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TABLE 6 {Continued)

_Proposed Comparison Institutions

Institutyen Action on Faculty Salary Increase#”
1 1984-85 salaries are still 1n negotiations. No salary increases were provided diring the preceding
. year -- the final yecar of the existing contract. For the prior year, salary increases were
. granted as follows* (1) 3 percent across~ths=~board increase, (2) “step" i1ncrease for those below

salary maxama, and (3) 0.7 percent of salary base used for recognition of individual merit.

[

New contract has not been ratified. For 1983-84, increases of 9 25 percent were pranted across
the board and 0.4 of salary base was used to recognize individual merit.

k] No increase granted for 1984-85. The 1983-84 increase in funds was distributed entirely across
the board.
b No increase granted for 1984-85. All i1ncreased salary funds in 1923-84 were Jdistributed on a

merit basas,

5 All 1ncreased funds, approxamately 1.5 percent, were :astributed icrous the board

6 3.84 percent increasec was distributed entirely on a merit basis.

A 4 5 percent increase 1n salary funds was distributed entirely on an individuil meryt basas

8 Five percent increase contained two components; (1) 3 percent hecame avarlable wn Apral I, 1984
and was distributed across the board, (2) 2 percent will become avarlable January 1, 198% and
w1ll be distributed across the board. Campus has flexihility to adjust salaries on a merit basis

up to 25 percent above regular schedule for faculty 1n "h:igh demand™” areas.

9 Salary budget for 1984-85 included a 5.5 percent increase. Five percent wis allocated to department .
for irndividual merit, 0.5 percent was retained for merit recogniticn 4t the Univers ity level

10 5.5 percent increase was distributed entirely for marat

i1 198485 salary budget increased o percent. 0 5 parcent allocated to various schouls for matket
adjustments, the balance granted on merit basis.

12 1984~85 salary budget increased 6 percent 0.5 percent used for taculty promotions aud market
adjustments. Remaining 5.5 percent was davided 25-75 with the 25 used for g $37 Pet month s rosses
the-board adjustment, and the 75 used for individual merit.

13 Salary budget increased by 7 percent. 4.2 prrcent was used for an across=the=board rost=of=
laving adjustment, and 2.7 percent for recognition of merit,

Is 1984-55 salary budget increased by 7 5 percent. One percent was allocated ta varzosus schools tor
market ad)ustments. The balance, 6.5 percent, was allocated to departoesnts who decide internallv

what amounts to use for merit and/or general increases.

1s Of the B percent increase in salary funds, 3 percent was used for across-thes=boagd Cust- 1t - Lavaing
adjustments, the balance, 5 percent, was used to recogaize merit

113 The 8.5 percent increase was distributed entirely on the hasis of merat

17 Salary fund increase of 9 percent of which 8 percent was used to grant dcronse=the=hoird incressey,
4nd 1 perc-nt was used for both merit and market conditions.

18 Salary fund increase of 9 percent B8 percent was used acrosn the bosrd, | prerient owoed tor mer
and “d1sparity” (market}

19 Salary fund inrrease ot 9 5 percent devoted PAtITe LY Lo mergt
.0 State appropridtion was for & 9 percent increage  University used 1tx own fuads oo [ s SN ST

percent iicrease throughout mast o! the departaents and 13 percent ihcredse 1u Sard=t .~Xire
disciplines.

Ssvur.er Lalifernia Postsecondary Educarion Commission -taff survey and au,l.oi-.
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THREE

EFFECTS OF THE STATE UNIVERSITY'S SALARY STRUCTURE
ON RECRUITMENT, RETENTION, AND PROMOTION

.

The characteristics of the State University's salary structure and salary
administration policies that are described in the previous chapter have at
least four detrimental effects on faculty recruitment, retention, and promotion:
(1) "excessive hiring of faculty at advanced ranks; (2) virtually automatic
salary increases; (3) cokpaction of the faculty at the highest professorial
step; and (4) noncompetitive salaries in high-demand disciplines and high
costs in other fields.

EXCESSIVE HIRING OF FACULTY AT ADVANCED RANKS

In American higher education, beginning faculty appointments are commonly
made at the assistant professor level rather than at the associate professor
or full professor levels. But according to the State University's most
recent study of faculty recruitment ~- that of 1981 =-- the State University
has had to ignore this tradition and thereby in some cases sacrifice the
meaning and order of professorial ranks in order to offer sufficiently high
salaries to attract candidates. According to the Office of the Chancellor,
"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 qualifications normally
required by that level of appointment" (The California State University,
1982, p. 2).

This practice has not been confined to the three disciplines of business
4dministration, computer science, and engineering. for which the special
salary schedule has now been created. As Table 7 on the next page shows,
over one-half of all new faculty appointments during 1679, 1980, and 1981 in
agraculture, architecture, and public affairs were made at a rank above
assistant professor, as were those in business administration, computer
science, and engineering. .

In contrast, none of the State University’s comparison institutions in
either the existing or proposed group admit to appointing individuals at
advanced ranks in lieu of, or to be able to offer, adequate salary. Thus,
even though administrators at five of the institutions reported that their
overall faculty salary levels had deteriorated in recent years to the point
where the quality of faculty was becoming a major campus concern, thz salary
schedules of the comparison group institutions provide sufficient flexibirlaty
to allow them to make reasonable offers to qualified candidates without
sacrificing the meaning of rank.
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TABLE 7 Level of Appointment of New Tenure-Track Faculty at
the California State University Between Fall I979 and
Fall 1981 by Major Disciplinary Group

Percent of Appoirntments by Discipline

Assistant Associate '
Discipline Professor Professor Professor
Computer Science 22% 47% 31%
Engineering 25 50 25
Architecture 25 50 25
Business Administration 29 43 28
Agriculture 40 - 40 20
Public Affairs 46 27 27
Psychology 50 16 31
Biological Sciences 53 21 26
Home Economics 53 32 16
Health Related 58 30 13
Education: 58 28 14
Mathematics 59 33 8
Communications 59 2 9
Physical Sciences 65 22 13
Fine Arts 68 . 20 9
Letters 71 16 13
Foreign Languages 71 14 7
Social Sciences 72 18 10
All Disciplines 47% 32% 20%

Source: The California State University, 1982, Item 2, Attachment E.

AUTOMATIC STEP INCREASES ;

As mentioned earlier, the Trustees and the California Faculty Association

agreed in their 1983-84 contract to establish merit performance awards; but

automatic step increases continue to be provided to all faculty who have not
reached the fifth salary step for their rank. Because of this "lock-step”

approach to granting salary increases, salaries have become highly compacted
at ‘the top salary step for each rank.

Figure 3 on the next page shows this fact graphically by illustrating the
distribution of faculty among the five salary steps at each rank 1in Fall
1978 and Fall 1983. As can be seen, the largest numbers of faculty in the
three professorial ranks occur at the fifth step. In 1978, 64.8 percent of
the assistant professors had reached the fifth step, as had 42.3 percent of
the associate professors and 65.8 percent of the professors. As of 1983,
64.3 percent of the assistant professors were at the fifth step -- virtually
the same percentaze as in 1978; but the percentage of fifth-step associate
professors had risen to 46.6 percent, and fifth-step professors made up 73.2
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FIGURE 3 Distribution of Full-Time Faculty Among Salary Steps
at Fach Rank, The California State Unzversztg,
Fall 1978 and Fall 1983
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percent of their rank -- a 7.4

percentage-point increase, Overall, this

compaction had grown worse over the half-decade: in 1978, 57.7 percent of
the faculty were at the fifth step of their rank, but by 1983, &5.1 percent
had reached this level.

This compaction does not occur at institutions with wider salary ranges for
as illustrated by the example in Table 4 on page 20 above. Iu

each rank,

each rank at that institution,

far more faculty members earn saliries in the

lower half of each range than in the upper level.

PROFLSSCRIAL COMPACTION

Advanced rank appointments, coupled with virtually autcmatic step increases,
and promotions to upper ranks, have distorted the distribation of State

39



University faculty across the professorial ranks, increasing the percentage

of faculty 1n the rank of professor while reducing the percentage at the

other ranks. Table 8 illustrates this top-heavy distribution in the rank of

professor at the State University, compared to that in its existing and

proposed groups of cComparison institutions. Its number of full professors

now exceeds 50 percent of its total faculty, comparxed to only 37.7 percent

at its existing comparison institutions and 34.8 percent at its proposed .
Comparison gRroup.

TABLE 8 Number and Percent of Faculty at Each Rank in the
California State University, and its Current and
Proposed Comparison Institutions, 1983-8+4

The California Current Proposed
State University Comparison Group Comparison Group
Rank (1984-85) (1983-84) {1984-85
Professor Number 6,539 6,024 4,385
Percent 60.77% 37.7% 34.8%
Associate Number 2,532 4,842 4,334
Professor Percent 23.5% 30.37% 34.4%
Assistant  Number 1,520 4,122 3,387
Professor Percent 145.1% 25.8% 26.9%
Instructor Number 176 983 512
Percent 1.7% 6.2% 4. 1%
Total Number 10,758 15,971 2,618
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

' . - 3 ' ,
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analvsis.
L 4

Part of this top-heaviness stems from the increasing age of the faculty: as
of 1978-79, only 51.0 percent of the State University's faculty were full
professors. But aging is not the major cause, since even among all the
member institutions of the Naticnal Association of State Universities and
Land~-Grant Colleges, professors make up bnly 40.0 of their total faculty

Table 9 on the next page shows how various fields of study at the State

University compare in their percentage of full professors with those of the
land-grant colleges and state-universities. At the State Universaty, the
biological sciences, physical sciences, and psychology all employ over 70
percent of their faculty at the rank of professor. and in every one of the
17 disciplinary areas, the percentage of professors at the State Umiversity

excemds that in the othear institutions -- and sometimes by a ratio of 2:1.

Compaction at the professorial level in the 3State University can also hn
illusyrated in terms of promotions. Between Fall 198l and Fall 1983, 70.
percent of 1ts faculty promotions were to the rank of professor, Lumpdxed Lo
only 29.0 teo acsociate professor and 0.5 percent to assistant profe.sor or
iastructor. (California Postsecondury Education Commission, 19851, p. %i).

-
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TABLE 9 Percentage of Faculty at the Rank of Professor i1n the

California State University and in Member Institutions
of the National Assoclation of State Universities aad
Land-Grant Colleges, by Disciplinary Categcory, 1983 -84

Disciplinary Area State University Land~Grant Coalleges
Biological Sciences 75% 4L48%
Physical Sciences 71 59
Psychology 70 48
Social Sciences 69 42
Foreign Languapes 69 33
Letters 67 33
Architecture 65 34
Education 62 a5
Fine and Applied Arts 61 35
Engineering 59 48
Mathematics 55 45
Agriculture 53 46
Business 51 35
{ommunications 50 28
Public Affarrs 49 29
Home YTconomics 40 _ 19
Health 34 27
All Drscaplines 61 40

Source: Caiiforpig Postsecondary Educttion Commission staff analysas.

Promotiens to full professor exceeded those to associate professor by a
riatio ot pearty 2.4 to one. -—
Even more significant has heen the compaction of the faculty at the top step
of the full professor rank. Between 1978-79 and 1983~84, the percentage of
41l State University facuity in this highest salary step increased from 31.9
Lo 44.4 percent. Few, 1f any, colleges and universities -- and other organi=~
zations as well =- employ such a high proportion of thesr professional
personnel a%t the highest step of their salary scales. Among the State
University's full professors, 73.2 percent currently are 4t this step.
Numerycally, while the total size of the Stute Umiversity's faculty decreased
by 635 indiv:iduals during the past hatf-decade, 1,149 faculty 1advanced to
this top step.

This excessive compaction 1t the top step of the State Univercaity's enbire
salary syructure anfluences the distribution of 1ts salaries, as Figure 4 on
the next page shows. It 1llustrates the distribution of mininum, MmJ4xmon,
mean, average and upper aml lower quartile salaries for full professors at
the Stute Upiversity and its current and proposed vemparison groups. hat
only do both the median sslary and the upper quartile salary at toe State
University hoth occur at the maxumum ($38,614), 1n contrast to the tao
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FIGURE + Salary Ranges for Professors at the California State
University and Its Existing and Proposed Comparison

Croups of Institutions, 1983~8+4
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comparison groups, but also the State University's median salary for prolessors
is higher than its average -- again, unlike that of its comparison groups.

The fact that a high proportion of the State University's faculty hold the
rank of professor affects the calculations that the Commission uses in its
annual salary reports, which adjust the comparison institution salaries by
rank to the State University's staffing pattern. Among other consequences,
1t results 1n requests for average faculty salaries at the State University
that are currently nearly $4,0(0 higher than the average of the existing
comparison group.

COMBINATION OF NONCOMPETITIVE AND
UN.NECESSARILY COMPETITIVE SALARIES

Despite the introduction of the State University’s separate salscy scale for
business, computer science, and engineering, the short range of its regular

3=
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salary scales and 1ts limited number of steps within those scales means that
tn othér high-demand fields 1t remains nonrcompetitive in salaries, while 1in
low=demand tields it cannot aljust its salaries down toward those of 1ts
comparison institutions and the academic marketplace in general.

Table 10 below lists the fields in which the State University scught to f1ll
at least five tenure-track positions in Fall 1981 and indicates the percentage
of unsuccessful recruitment efforts. Its new special salary schedule will
help resolve the problems evident in Table 9 regarding the three “hard-to-hire"
fields, but 1t wili not help other high-demand fields such as special edurcation,
allied health, nursing, and Eompunications.

)

Tatle 10 Areas at the Californza State University with Five or
More Unfilled Tenure~Track PoslItions in Fall 1981 for
which RBecruitment was Attempted

yumber of Fall 1980 Unsuccessful
Unsuccessful Tull-Time Efforts as % of

Efforts Faculty Ffall 1980 Faculty

Accounting/Business luformatiou 78 309 25.2%
Computexr Science 19 100 19.0
Finance i9 150 12.7
Electrical Engineering . 14 140 10.0
Mechanical Engineering 11 116 9.5
Management/Marketing ol 437 © 9.4
Business Administration 16 192 8.3
General Eungineering 12 152 7.9
Special Education 6 105 5.7
Allied Health 9 162 5.6
Nursaing 11 235 4.7
Communications 10 235 4.3
Industrial Educition b 146 4.1
Civil Epgineering 6 169 3.6
Public Administration 6 202 3.0
Economics 7 245 2.5
Mathematics B : 485 1.6
Music 5 317 l.e
English 6 553 1.0

Sub=Tot il 280 4,450 6.5
All Other rrelds Conbianed 33 &,335 0.v
Scurce: Tie CiliYornrr State Unmiver ity 1962, Item o, Attachment B,

3
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Table 11 and 12 show one reason for these recruitment problems. For all
faculty (Table 11) and for only full professors (Table 12), they list the
average sularies paid 1n 1983-84 by the State University and the institut:ions
belonging to the National Association of State Universities and land-Grant
Colleges 1n each of 17 major disciplinary areas or fields of study, along
with a "salary factor” that indicates the ratio 8 these salaries to the
total average salary. For example, the salary factor of 0.99 in Table 11
for cng;neerxng‘faculty at the State University means that this salary was
99 percent of the State Universicy’s average salary for all faculty. In

TARLE 11 Nine-Month Average Salaries and Salary Factors for All
Faculty Ranks, The California State University and Member
Institutions of the National Assoclation of State
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, by Major
Disciplinary Area, 1983-39+4

The California State Universities and
State University Land-Grant Colleges Amount of

Average Salary Average Salary State Univ.
Disciplinary Area Salary Factor Saiary Factor Lead or lLag
Engineering $32,470 .99 536,537 1.15 $ -4,127
Business 31,454 0.9¢6 35,614 1.12 -4,160
Physical Sciences 33,951 1.04 34,975 1.10 -1,024
Health Professions 28,869 0.88 32,877 1.03 ~-4,008
Binlogical Sciences 34,567 0.92 32,780 1.03 +1,787
Psychology 34,161 1.05 31,902 l1l.00 +2,259
Mathematics 31,803  0.97 31,599 0.99 + 204
Social Sciences 33,805 1.04 31,454 0.99 +2,351
Architecture : 33,204 1.02 30,660 0.96 +2,544
Public Affairs 31,314 0.9 30,584 0.96 + 732
Agriculture 31,351 0.9¢ 30,550 0.96 + 801
Education 32,722 1.00 28,979 0.91 +3,743
Foreign Languages 33,881 1.04 28,242 0.89 +5,639
Communications 31,279  0.95 27,993 0.88 +3,286
Letters 33,209 1.02 27,924 0.88 +5,285
Fine and Applied Arts 32,491 1.00 27,243 0.86 +5,248
Home Economics 50,399 0.93 26,392 0.83 +4,007
All Disciplines Combined 32,652 1.00 31,860 1.00 + 792

Note: Included 1n "health professions”™ at the land-grant colleges
and state universities but not at the California State
University are medicine, dentistry, cptometry, oSteopathic
medicine, pharmacy, and veterinary medicine.

Seurce; California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.
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TARLE 1.2 Nine-Month Average Salaries and Salary Factors ror
Frofessors, The California State Unlversity and Member
Institutions of tae National Assoclation of State
Universities and Land~Grant Colleges, buv Major
Disciplinary Area, 1983-84

The California  State Universities and

State University Land-Grant Colleges  Amount of

Average Salary Average Salary State Univ.
Discirlinary Area Salary Factor Salary  Factor Lead or lLag

Health Professions 536,265 .98 $44,082 1.11 $§ -7,817

Business and Management 36,555 .99 43,872 1.11 -7,317

Engineering 36,688 1.00 42,875 1.08 -6,187

Phyvsical Sciences 37,216 1.01 40,563 1.62 =3,347

Psycholegy 37,166 1.01 39,270 0.99 -2,104

Sncial Sciences 36,882 1.60 19,173 0.99 -2,291

Birological Sciences 37,210 1.01 39,008 0.99 ~1,798

Fublic Affairs 36,748 1.00 38,955 0.98 2,207

Architecture 36,147 0.98 37,798 0,95 =1,651

Letters 36,922 1.00 37,120 0.94 - 198

Foreign Languages 36,951 1.00 37,079 0.94 - 128

Communication 36,800 1.00 36,563 0.92 + 237

* Agriculture - 36,448  0.99 36,025 0.91 + 423

Education 50,959 1,00 35,819 0.91 +1,140

Home Economics 36,389 0.9 5,607 G.90 + 782

Fine and Applied Arts 36,723 l.¢nh 34,20 0.86 +2,521

All Disciplines Combined 36,858 1.00 39,601 1.00 =2,743

Note. "Health professions™ in the state universrties and land-grant colleges
but not in the California State University includes medicine, dentistry,
optometry, osteopathic medicine, pharmacy, and veterinary medic:ine,

Fource: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis,

contrast, among all of the land-grant colliepes and state universities, the
salary factor of 1.15 for engineering faculty means that their average
salary was 115 percent of {or 15 percent above} that of the average of all
their faculty.

Tables 11 and 12 list the 17 fields of study in crder of amount of averaye
salaries among the land-grant colleges and state universicies -- tor cgample,
from engineering with its salary facter of 1.15 down to home ecousmics, with
7 salary factor of .83. Two facts stand out ip these tubles:

e First, the State University's salaries cluster close to ats averaye, s
indicated dy the small range of ts salary factors sround 1,00, In
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& contrast, among the total group of state umiversities and land-grant »
colleges, average salaries vary widely among discaplines. Among professors,
for example, the difference between high and low salaries at the State
University 1s only 51,069, compared to $8,475 at the other institulions.
Expressed as percentages, these State University salaries vary only 3
percent from the bighest- to lowest-paying dasciplines, compared to 25
percent among the land-grant colleges and state universitaes.

e Second, the lags of the State University's salaries behind those of state
universities and land-grant colleges in general are fewer and smaller
than those of its leads. In other words, its lags in "hard-to-hire!
disciplines have been fewes in number and smaller in amount than 1ts
leads in other fields. Among six of the 17 fields, average salaries at
the State University exceed those at the land-grant institutions and
state universities by 33,000 or more.

N In short, apart from the three disciplines of business, computer science,

and engineering, the salary schedules and salary admimistration practices of

the State Umversity effectively preclude salary differentiation among
disciplines, These schedules and practices encourage the best faculty in

all but the lower-demand disciplines to consider other optiens for employment.

The evidence suggests that the State University would be more successful in ‘
1ts recruitment and retention efforts if i1t adopted at least some differentials

among fields beyond business, computer science, and engineering.

»

THE ISSUE OF TURNOVER

Between Fall 1981 and Fall 1983, the State University hired 3,143 new full-
time faculty and had 2,902 separations from retirements, death, veluntary .
resignations, o: non-rehiring. Its separation rate has been running semewhat
above that in the 1960s =-- 12.5 percent annually, compared to 10 percent
varlier. Some of this high separation stems from 1ts Early Retirement
Incentive pregram, which has had substantial impact on turnover at the
assortate and full professor ranks, and tne Commission has no evidence that
the rate of turnover at the State University stems from the characteristics
ot 1ts salary structure. Yet officials at both the State University and the
Califormia Farulty Association-have indicated that the system loses some of
its best faculty to other institutions because of factors related to ats
~.ldary structure -- in particular, to the lack of increased monetary reward
throughout their carver, compared te that possible at other institutions.

Ju this connection, it 15 significant that at least six of the State Univer-
s1tv's current comparison group of 20 institutaons and ten of 1ts proposed
compariseon group can designate some faculty as "distinguished professors”

tnd pay them above the maximum for professors.
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CONCLUSION

4

In -esponse to the Legislature's concern about the impact of the State
University's faculty classification and salary schedules on faculty recruit-
ment and retention, the Commission can report that faculty classifications
at the State University do not seem to pose major problems for recruitment
and retention and are in general comparable to those of its comparison
institutions. The addi§ion of a classification of "distinguished professor,"
as advocated in the past by the Trustees and faculty, might help improve its
recruitment and retentfion efforts somewhat, especially among exceptional
faculty. Overall, howkver, changes in its classifications would have only
minimal benefit on recruitment and retention compared to changes in its
salary structure, Yet the differences in its salary structure and salary
administration policies from those of its comparison institutions clearly
create problems for recruitment, retention, and promotion.
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FOUR

CHARACTERISTICS OF AN EFFECTIVE SALA..Y STRUCTURE

Faculty members, administrators, and trustees do not appear to differ greatly
on their views of a desirable salary structure for attracting and retaining
the best possible faculty. Over the years, all parties at the California
State University have agreed on the problems of its salary structure and
salary administration and have at several times offered joint proposals for
reform. In this chapter, the Commisgion offers a synthesis of ideas about
desirable changes to improve the salary structure and salary administration
in the State University.

SALARY OVERLAP AMONG RANKS

An ‘effective salary structure allows for the possibility that some assistant
professors earn higher salaries than some professors. Academic institutions
in general hold to the position that extensive ranges at each rank age
needed in order to pay salaries that are competitive in the marketpluce
without sacrificing the meaning of rank and to reward exceptional faculty
who, because of other circumstances, do not meet an institution's standards
for promoticn tn higher rank. All of the State University's comparison
institutions provide for such overlap among professorial ranks. Only for
the three "hard-to-hire" disciplines of business, computer science, and
engineering do the State University's salaries for the three professorial
ranks overlap with x1ts general salary schedule.

EXPANDLD SALARY RANGES

At the State Univers:ity, the salary range from the lowest instructor's
salary to the highest professgr's is only 210 percent -- from $18,432 to
$38,664. The State University's existing group of comparison institutions
has an average range of 394 percent -- from $13,600 to $53,610, while its
proposed comparison group has a similar range (388 perceat) but from $15,000
to $58,260. To allow for continued increases in salary over the career of
faculty members as well as to remain competitive with other institutions, an
adequate salary structure should have a range of somewhere around 350 percent
across all four ranks.

Because more and more institutions have abandoned the rank of imstructor for
that of assistant professor as the basic entry level faculty rank, ranges
may in the future be better calculatad on only the three professorial ranks
rather than across the instructor rank as well. At the State University,
this range from the lowest assistant professor's salary to the highest
professor's salary is 192 percent, compared to 341 and 345 perceat for its
existing and proposed comparison institutions. Using this range across the
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three professorial ranks, an effective salary structure would have a range

of somewhere around 325 percent.
J

NUMERQUS SALARY STEPS WITHIN RANGES

The State University currently has only 17 steps in its general salary
schedule, apart from its separate schedule for business, computer science,
and engineering. The result is that if new highly qualified faculty members
are recruited at what has become the nominal beginning point on the salary
schedule -~ Step 3 for the assistant professor rank, they can move to the
top step of ilhe full professor rank in only 12 years, if they continue to
perform except.ionally. After these dozen years, their salary will have
increased by only 75 percent, excluding cost-of-living adjustments. Salary
administrators tend to agree that the minimum time to advance through a
salary structure should span a normal career of 35 to 40 years. Thus an
effective salary structure should have between 30 and 40 steps, if it involves
any discret= steps at all.

»
In addition, effective faculty salary schedules are not capped at the level
of school or college deans or other adminigtrators. Thiz way, exceptional
faculty members may receive salaries above those of their administrative
colleagues and thereby reduces pressure to promote a good teacher to an
administrative position in order to pay a higher salary.
Figure 4 on page 41 shows a typical career path of a faculty member through
a salary structure that embodies these characteristics. As can be seen, the
three tenurable ranks of assistant professor, associate professor, and
professor encompass some 30 to 40 salary steps, and the salary range between
the beginning assistant professor salary and the highest professor salary is
some 325 percent.

MARKET CONDITION ADJUSTMENTS

Recognition of differences in the availability of quality faculty within
disciplines and sub-~disciplines should be an element of salary policy. A
wide-ranging salary structure with overlap among ranks and some 30 to 40
incremental salary steps can provide an institution with the opportunity to
respond to these differences in market conditions among all fields, rather
than only among certain specified "hard-to-hire" areas.

Institutional practice regarding salary differentials among fields can be
guided by such annual surveys as those of the National Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges or the College and University Personnel
Association, which examine faculty salaries by rank and by discipline in a
large number of colleges and universities. (The annual state university and
land-grant college survey covers some 68,000 faculty at 94 institutions and
reports data for four separate regions of the country and for over 200
disciplines, including ten separate foreign languages -- Chinese, French,
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FIGURE 4 Possible Career Path In an Effective Salary Structure
]

Possible career path

Assoclate
Professor

Assistant Professor

Total salary
- rang= of 3.25:1

Thirty to forty
salary steps

y Ll v

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.

German, Hebrew, Japanese, Latin, Russian, Russian and Slavic languages,,

Slavic languages, and Spanish.) Such comprehensive information is useful to
colleges and university administrators for long-range budget planning and

for knowing how much to pay without committing more funds than néeessary to
salaries in each field. Alternatively, faculty members can know what salarias
are being paid to their peers at other institutions.

Some institutions establish salaries across disciplines on an ad hoc basis,
but a more systematic approach is to base these differences on annual "market
condition adjustments" using comparative data. For example, if a particular
specialty or sub-discipline requires salaries that are 10 percent higher
than average, faculty in that field receive a 10 percent increment that
remains discretionary and subject to gradual adjustment as market conditions
evolve over the years, rather than accruing permanently to base salaries.
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RECOGNITION OF MERIT

Institutional expectations of faculty performance can be communicated to
faculty through the salary structure. Extellence in teaching, scholarship,
and service should be subject to periodic review and to reward. While a
large naumber of faculty should be expected to meet an institution's published
policies and procedures for merit consideration, it is inappropriate for the
salary schedule or salary administration plan to guarantee automatic annual
salary increases. Furthermore, added flexibility can be obtained if each
campus can acknowledge exceptional merit by awarding multiple step increases,
recognizing unsatigfactory performance by withholding incremental increases,
and even, in rare cases, reducing a step level in strict accordance with
written policies and procedures. )

According to research, the awarding of automatic step increase through
continual across-the-board salary increases -- an approach to faculty compen-
sation that is easily administered -- has substantial long-run costs in
‘terms of professional performance and job satisfaction (Keaveny and Allen,
1983, pp. 11-24). These costs result in mediocre performance and widespread
feelings of undercompensation, which lead to reduced effort and performance
and to increased effort at finding alternative employment (p. 23).

As an example of one method of recognizing merit, Bowling Green University
in Ohio, one of the State University's comparison institutions, distributes
20 percent of all salary increases according to merit, with each department
permitted to devise its own evaluation process based on the University's
general criteria of scholarly productivity, service, and teaching (Partin,
1984, p. 31).

COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS

Salary adjustments in response to inflation are frequently called "across-

the-board" increases and generally take the form of a percentage increase

applied to the entire salary structure proportionally, independent of all

other salary considerations such as market conditions or merit. Such adjust-
ments fluctyate with economic conditions, although they do not necessarily

have to be related di{ectly to changes in the Consumer Price Index or other

measures. These adjustments are made for the purpose of retaining purchasing
power of faculty and should best be labeled the "salary maintenance" component
of a salary administration plan rather than as a "salary increase" element.

LEVELS OF SALARY ADMINISTRATION

Salary dacisions in terms of these several salary factors are most effectively
made at different organizational levels ranging from the governing becard to




the department. For example, once the amount of funds available for salary
increases is known, the governing board typically designates a portion for
"across-the-board" cost-of-living adjustments for inflation. The balance of
the funds are then used for recognition of merit, market conditions, and
promotions.

Campus decisions on salaries for new faculty and for merit awards are fre-
quently made by department chairs and approved by the appropriate dean when
the salary under consideration lies in the lower quartile for the rank. In
contrast, salary offers or merit adjustments that would bring the salary

between the lower quartile and the median may need prior approval of the

vice president, based on written evidence. A salary offer or increase that
would bring the individual between the median and the upper quartile of the
range for the rank must generally have prior approval of the president and
be justified by written evidence of superior performance or experience and
credentials relevant to the position. And in some systems, appointment or
advancement to a salary above the upper quartile must have prior approval
from the systemwide office and, occasionally, the governing boerd, and it
must be justified with appropriate evidence of outstanding qualifications.

In addition, adjustments for differences in market conditions among disciplines
are frequently determined by the president or systemwide office.

THE IMPORTANCE OF CLARITY

The final essantial characteristics of an effect:ive salary system are clear
policies and procedures. For example, if faculty and staff expect an overall
10.5 percent compensation increase to result in across-the-board increases
of 10.5 percent for everyone, this misimpression will raise hopes unnecessarily
and damage the credibility of salarv administration as well as any bilateral
agreements between the faculty and the governing board.
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