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Executive Summary

Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legislative
Session, the Commission submits to the Governor
and the Legislature an analysis of faculty salaries in
the University of California and the California State
University for the forthcoming fiscal year.

In this report for the 1988-89 year, the Commission
analyzes the data submitted to the University ard
State University by their respective groups of com-
parison institutions and shows how those data are
formulated into the parity percentages presented on
pages 5-11. It estimates that for 1988-89, University
of California faculty members will require an aver-
age salary increase of 3.0 percent to bring them to
the mean of their comparison group, while Califor-
nia State University faculty members will require
an increase of 4.7 percent.

This report is based on the changed methodology
that the Commission adopted on Fehruary 8, 1988,
when it agreed to substitute Massachusetts Institute
of Technology and the University of Virginia for Cor-
nell University and the University of Wisconsin-
Madison as comparison institutions for the Universi-
ty of California.

The Commission adopted this report at its meeting
on March 21, 1988, on recommendation of its Policy
Development Committee. Additional copies of the
report may be obtained from the Library of the Com-
mission at (916) 322-8031. Questions about the
substance of the report may be directed to Murray J
Haberman of the Commission staff at 1916) 322-
3021.

Later this summer, the Commission will publish a
supplement to this report that will describe faculty
members’ salaries at California’s Community Col-
leges and salaries of administrators at the Universi-
ty of California and the California State Uruversity
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Introduction

ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legisla-
tive Session (reproduced in Appendix A on page 17),
the University of California and the California State
University submit to the Commission data on facul-
ty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits for their re-
spective institutions and for a group of comparison
colleges and universities. On the basis of these data,
Commission staff develops estimates of the percent-
age changes in salaries and the cost of fringe bene-
fits required to attain parity with the comparison
groups in the forthcoming fiscal year. The methodo-
logy requires that parity figures for both segments
be submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Office of the Legislative Analyst by December 5 of
each year.

The methodology by which the segments collect
these data and the Commission staff analyzes them
(Appendix B, p. 19) has been designed by the Com-
mission in consultation with the two four-year seg-
ments, the Department of Finance, and the Office of
the Legislative Analyst, and has been published in
the Commission’s Methods for Calculating Salary
and Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons (March 1985).

Additional reports, requested in previous years by
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and subse-
quently incorporated into Supplemental Language
to the Budget Act, discuss faculty salaries in the
California Community Colleges, administrators’
salaries in the four-year segments, and medical fac-
ulty compensation (salaries plus clinical fees) in the
University of California. The first two of these are
annual reports; the third is presented only in odd-
numbered years. In the current cycle, the reports on
Commuanity College faculty salaries and administra-
tors’ salaries in the four-year segments, will be dis-
cussed by the Commission at its meeting on June 12-
13, 1988.

History of the fazulty salary reports

The imnpetus for the faculty salary report came from

the Master Plan Survey Team in 1960, wt.ich recom-
mended that:

3. Greatly increased salaries and expanded
fringe benefits, such as health and group
life insurance, leaves, and travel funds to
attend professional meetings, housing, park-
ing and moving expenses, be provided for
faculty members in order to make college
and university teaching attractive as com-
pared with business and industry.

8. Because of the continual change in faculty
demand and supply, the coordinating agen-
¢y annually collect pertinent data from all
segments of higher education in the state
and thereby make possible the testing of the
assumptions underlying this report (Master
Plan Survey Team, 1960, p. 12).

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continu-
ally sought information regarding faculty compen-
sation, 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 repor-s 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, es-
pecially by the Assembly, which consequently re-
quested the Legislative Analyst to prepare a specific
report on the subject (House Resolution No. 250,
1964 First Ext. aordinary Session reproduced in
Appendix C, p. 27).

Early in the 1965 General Sessior, the Legislative
Analyst present, d his report (Appendix D, p. 27) and
recommended that the process of devcioping data for
use by the Legislature and the Ciovernor ir deter-
mining faculty compensation be formalized. This
recommendation was embodied in Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 51 (1965), which specifically
dirzcted the Ccordinating Counc.l to prepare annual

8 1




reports in cooperation with the University of Cali-
fornia and the California State Colleges.

Since that time, the Coordinating Council, and more
recently the Commission, have submitted reports to
the Governor and the Legislature. Prior to the 1973-
74 budgetary cycle, only one report was submitted,
usually in March or April. Between 1974-75 and
1985-86, the Commission compiled two -- a prelimi-
nary report transmitted in December, and a final re-
port in April or May. The first was intended princi-
pally to assist the Department ¢ Finance in develop-
ing the Governor’s Budget, while the second was
used by the Legislative Analyst and the legislative
fiscal committees during budgst hearings. Each of
them compared faculty salaries and the cost of fringe
benefits in California’s public four-year segments
with those of other institutions (both within and out-
side of California) for the purpose of maintaining a
competitive position.

Changes in content and methodology

Over a period of several years, the Commission’s
salary reports became more comprehensive Where
they originally provided only comparison institution
data, they were occasionally expanded to include
summaries of economic conditions; comparisons
with other professional workers; discussions of sup-
plemental income and business ard industrial com-
petition for talent; analyses of collective bargaining;
and Community College faculty salaries, medical
faculty salaries, and administrators’ salaries. The
last three of these additions to the annual reports
were all requested by the Office of the Legislative
Analyst: Community College and medical faculty
salaries in 1979, and administrators’ salaries in
1982.

In 1984, the Commission convened an advisory com-
mittee consisting of representatives from the seg-
ments, the Department of Finance, the Office of the
Legislative Analyst, and other interested parties to
review the methodology under which the salary re-
ports are prepared each year. That committee’s deli-
berations led to a number of substantive revisions
which were approved by the Commission in March
1985 in the previously mentioned Methods for Cal-
culating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost Compari-
sons. Among the more significant of the changes

were those to create a new list of comparison in-
stitutions for the State University, to produce only a
single report rather than a preliminary and a final
report, and to provide University of California medi-
cal faculty salary information biennially rat’ier
than annually.

In past years, particularly in the late 1970s and ear-
ly 1980s, the Commission’s faculty salary reports in-
cluded comprehensive surveys of economic condi-
tions and salaries paid in othes occupational fields.
There was a need for such data at that time since
evidence had shown that faculty salaries at most
institutions of higher education across the country
were not keeping pace with changes in the cost of
living or with salary increases granted to other pro-
fessional workers. Since faculty salaries in Califor-
nia are based primarily on inter-institutional com-
parisons, those at the University of California and
the California State University were undergoing an
economic erosion comparable to that experienced
nationally. That erosion made it increasingly diffi-
cult to recruit the most talented teachers and re-
searchers, especially in competition with the sub-
stantially higher salaries generally available in bus-
iness and industry. Consequently, in order to pro-
vide the Governer and the Legislature with as much
information as possible on a complex situation, the
Commission expanded considerably the scope of
those salary analyses.

In the past four years -- 1984-85 to 1987-88 -- the sal-
ary deficiencies experienced by faculty in the two
public four-year segments have been corrected, as
have those of most other institutions of higher edu-
cation across the country. With the impressive re-
covery of the national economy, and the even more
impressive recovery of California’s economy, funds
have become available to restcre faculty salaries to
levels where the segments are better able to com-
pete. As a result, there is less need for the extensive
economic conditions and occupational salary data
that the Commission published in prior years.

Two years ago, due primarily to issues of confidenti-
ality and technical difficulties in collecting data in a
timely fashion, the advisory committee met again to
consider changes in the methodology. The commit-
tee suggested several revisions to the methodology
at that meeting to address those issues. The Com-
mission acted on those recommendations when it
adopted its report, Faculty Salary Revisions: A Re-
vision of the Commission’s 1985 Methodology for

9




Preparing Its Annual Reports on Faculty and Ad-
ministrative Salaries and Fringe Benefits, at its Ju..e
8, 1987 meeting.

At that time, the University of California agreed to
continue to use the eight comparison institutions it
has nsed for the past 16 years. After further anal-
yzing salary trends at these eight institutions later
in the summer, however, the University determined
that the economic situation, especially in the mid-
west, had adversely affected at least one of its
comparison institutions -- the University of Wiscon-
sin, Madison -- causing only marginal increases in
its faculty salaries in contrast to increases else-
where. Furthermore, the University sought to build
into its list of comparison institutions the compe-
titive edge it has enjoyed in recent years. Thus it
asked the Commission that “in the best interest of
the University and the State,” that other insti-
tutions be considered for its comparison group. The
University formally requested that the Commission
“approve a change in the list of institutions that
serve the University as a comparison group for fac-
ulty salaries, with the substitution of the University
of Virginia for the University of Wisconsin, and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology for Cornell
University.” Aspart of this proposal, the University
agreed to abandon requests for the 1988-89 and sub-
sequent fiscal years for “margin of excellence” funds,
noting that “the traditional methodology of projected
lag to parity will be sufficient given the new compar-
ison group, making the competitive edge no longer
necessary.” (For the past two years, the margin of
excellence was set at 3.6 percent.)

e

In response to this proposed change in the methodol-
ogy, Commission staff again convened a meeting of
the Advisory Committee on the Facuity Salary
Methodology to discuss appropriate replacement
institutions. Acknowledging that the State of Wis-
consin has experienced economic problems for many
years, which have resulted in serious erosion of its
institutions’ faculty salaries, the advisory commit-
tee recommended replacing the University of Wis-
consin with the University of Virginia. Further-
more the committee recommended that the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology would ke an appro-
priate replacement for Cornell to alleviate the need
for "margin of excellence” funds. The Commission
approved this change in the University's comparison
institutions at its February 8, 1988, meeting, as
noted in Appendix B on page 19. (A complete discus-
sion and justification for these changes appears in
Agenda Item 13 of the Commission's February 8,
1988, meeting.)

Contents of this year’s report

For the 1988-89 cycle, this report contains only data
on faculty salaries at the Unjversity of California
and the California State University. This summer,
the Commission will review a supplemental report
on Community College faculty and four-year seg-
ment administrators’ salaries. Pursuant to the re-
vised methodology, the Commission will include as
part of its 1989-90 report on faculty salaries info:-
mation on the cost of fringe benefits.




Projected Salaries at California’s Public

2

Universities Required for Parity with Comparison
Institution Salaries, 1987-88 and 1988-89

THIS year's salary analysis continues to present a
comprehensive examination of faculty salary com-
parison institution data. With the advent of comput-
erized spreadsheets at the Commission, the time in-
volved to complete a comprehensive analysis of the
raw data has been reduced to a matter of days, and
this reduction in time has allowed for the more de-
tailed segmental analysis that follows.

niversity of California

On November 19 and 20, 1987, the Regents of the
University of California met and requested the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature to approve funding suffi-
cient to grant University facuity an average salary
increase of 3.0 percent. This amount was to main-
tain parity with the University's eight comparison
institutions. This percentage increase is based on a
new set of comparison institutions, the composition
of which alleviates the need for a "margin of excel-
lence” -- an amount that provided an additional per-
centage increase above the parity figure which in re-
cent years gave the University a competitive edge in
its hiring of faculty. The Commission, in appreving
the change in the University’s cumparison institu-
tions, acknowledges that the the University's com-
petitive edge wil! be incorporated into the base cal-
culations used in computing the parity figure.
Clearly, more faculty will be recruited in the next 15
years than were recruited previously, and the cost of
living is higher in California than nationally. If the
University is to attract the best and brightest from a
national pool of applicants, the methodology used for
computing faculty salaries should not be contingent
on special factors. The revised list of comparison in-
stitutions should preclude such contingencies.

Display 1 on the next page shows the average sal-
ariesby rank at the coinparison institutions in 1982-
83 and 1987-88 and includes the University of Vir-

Zinia and the Massachusetts Institute of Technolo-
gv, as well as the University's position in each of
these two vears. It indicates that, over the past five
years, the University has improved its position from
far below the average at all three ranks to slightly
sbove it at the ranks of professor and associate pro-
fessor and strongly above it for assistant professors.
Since most of the University’s new hires will be at
the assistant professor level, this should place the
University in a streng competitive position if the
margin is maintained. It should be noted, however,
that the University's relatively strong upward
movement in its ranking among its comparison in-
stitutions was heavily influenced by the fact that its
faculty received no increase in salaries in the 1982-
83 fiscal year -- a year in which its ranking was
eighth.

Display 2 on page 7 shows the parity calculations for
the 1988-89 fiscal year, and it indicates that the
University will require an increase of 2.98 percent to
maintain parity at the mean of its comparison
group. An important element in deriving institu-
tional average salaries is the factor used to convert
11-month salaries to nine-month salaries. In most
cases, this conversion is derived by dividing nine by
11 to produce a factor of 0.8182. In the University's
case, however, a factor of 0.86 has been used for
many years and is applied to the entire comparison
group. Historically, the University has used a con-
version factor of 0.86 to adjust 11-month salaries to
9-month salaries. To assure consistency, the 0.86
factor is applied to each of the University's compari-
son institutions. Display 3 on page 8 shows the Uni-
versity's 1987-88 salary schedule, with the actual
conversions.

The California State University

Over the past five years, and principally because of




DISPLAY | University of California Comparison Institution Average Salcries. 1982-83

and 1987-88

Comparison Institution

1982-83 Data Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor
Institution H $53,553 (1) $30,533 (6) $26,677 (3)
Institution A 50,271 (2) 35,800(1) 28,286 (1)
Institution D 49,154 (3) 29.0€5(7) 23,010(7)
Institution F 48,600 (4) 34,480 ¢(2) 27,200(2)
Institution C 45,676 (5) 32,1283 25,154 (3)
Institution B 44,800 (6) 30.760 (4 22.600 (9)
Institution E 41,854 (7) 30,580¢(5) 25,659 (4)
University of California 41,645 (8) 27,664 (9) 22,820 (8)
Institution G 40,582 (9) 28,390(8) 25,100 (6)
Comparison [nstitution $31,450
Average $46,811 $25 461

Comparison Institution

1987-88 Data Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor
Institution H $73,031 (1) $40.069 (8) $35,021 (6)
Institution A 70,263 (2) 49,627 (1) 39,872 (1)
Institution D 67,811 (3) 41,136 (7 32,981 (8)
University of California 65,881 (4) 43,574 (5) 38,424 (3)
Institution F 65,376 (5) 48,383 (2) 38,586 (2)
Institution C 61,401 (6) 44,483 (3) 35,321 (5)
Ins:itution B 60,808 () 41,744 (6) 33.191 (7
Institution E 57,811 (8) 44,403 (4) 36,950 (4)
Institution G 53,248 (9) 37,3099 32,964 (9)
Comparison Institution
Average $63,719 $43,394 $35,573

Note: The datain the 1987-88 table for the Univorsity of Califorma reflect salary increases awarded in January 1988. Actual
salaries earned by University faculty for the 1987-88 fiscal year are thus shghtly lower than histed here, and these differences
could affect the University’s ranking. The rankings for several comparison institutions may also be affected by salary increases
given attimes other than the first day of the fiscal year.

Source: Office of the President, University of California.




DISPLAY 2

Unuversity of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1982-83 and 1987-38,

Compound Rates of Increase. Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1988-89.
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 1988-89 Staffing Patterns

Comparison Group Comparison Group

Comparison Group

Average Salaries Average Salaries Compound Rateof  Projected Salaries
Acadermic Rank 1982.83 1987.88 Increase 1988-39
Professor 46,811 63,719 6 361% 7772
Associate Professor 31,450 43,394 6 651% +5.280
Assistant Professor 25.461 35.573 6 913% 38.034
Percentage Increase Required in
University of Cahfornia Average
.. . Salaries to Equal the Comparison
University of Comoarison Group Average Salaries Institution A erage
Calforma
Actual Average
Academic Rank Salaries 1987-88  Actual 1987-88  Projec’ed 1988-89  Actual 1987-88 Projected 1988-89
Professor 65,381 63,719 67,772 3.28% 2.87%
Associate Professor 43,574 43,394 46,280 -0 41% 6.21%
Assistant Professor 38,424 35,573 38,034 -T7.42% -1.01%
All Ranks Averages
(UC Staffing) 57,541 55,664 59,258 -3 26% 2.98v%
Institutional Budget Associate Assistant
Year Staffing Pattern Professor Professor I~ofessor Total
tFull Time Equvalent)
Universitv of California 3,425 1009 757 5191
Comparison Institutions 4,232.5 1,858.74 1,815.35 7,906.57

Source: Umiversity of Califorma, Office of the President. reproduced in Appendix E.

salary increases granted in the past two years, the
State University has imprcved its competitive posi-
tion nationally. Displays 4 and 5 on pages 9 and 10
show average salaries at its comparison institutions
in 1982-83 and 1987-88, as well as the State Uni-
versity faculty’s relative position on each list. These
displays irdicate that while the State University’s
faculty ranked eighteenth in each of its top three
professorial categories in 1982-83, it improved to
between fourth and eighth by 1987-88. Because of
the large number of State University faculty at the

13

full-professor level, the weighted average actually
placed the faculty in sixth position in 1982-83 and
fourth position in 1987-88. If something near this
ranking continues, it will place the State University
in a very competitive position in the years ahead,
when so many new faculty are expected to be hired.
Like the University, the relatively strong upward
movement in the State University’s ranking among
its comparison institutions was heavily influenced
by the fact its faculty received no increase in salaries
in the 1982-83 fiscal year.




DISPLAY 3

Nine Month

University of California 1987-88 Salary Schedule for Nine and Eleven Month Faculty,
with Percentage Differences

Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step4 Step 5 Step 6 Step7
Professor $44,800 349,400 $54,200 $59,300 $64,500 $69.800 375.500
Associate $37.200 $39,400 341,400 344,700 $49,300 N/A N/A
Professor
Assistant $31,500 332,700 $33,900 $35,400 $37,100 $39,300 N/A
Professor
Eleven Month
Facuity by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step3 Step ¢ Step 5 Step 6 Step7
Professor $52.000 $57,300 $62,900 $68,800 $74,800 $81,000 387,600
Associate 343,100 345,800 $48,100 $51,900 $57.200 N/A N/A
Professor
Assistant 336,600 $37,800 $39,300 341,100 $43.000 $45,700 N/A
Professo~
Percentage
Difference oy Overall
Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 3 Step 6 Step 7 Average

Professor 86.15% 86.21% 86.17% 86.19% 86.23% 836.17% 36.19%
Associate 86.31 86.02 86.07 86.13 86.19 N/A N/A
Professor
Assistant 86.07 86.51 36.26 86.13 86.28 86.00 N/A
Professor
Average 86.18% 86.25% 86.17% 86.15% 86.23% 86.09% 86.19% 36 18%

Source: University of California, Office of the President.

In its 1986-87 report, the Commission noted that the
State University encountered considerable difficulty
in its sttempts to obtain reliable data from its new
list of comparison institutions. Four of the institu-
tions declined to participate with the annual survey,
and several others were not prepared to supply the
data in a timely fashion. After the advisory commit-
tee was reconvened in 1986 to discuss the problem, it
unanimously approved replacements for the four in-
stitutions that would not provide data.

Following that meeting, State University officials
worked to develop relationships with personnel at
the comparison institutions, but it soon becamgfevi-
dent that complete current-year data could rt be
obtained from all of them in November of each year,
nor from any other list of institutions that could con-
ceivably be established, because many universities
do not make computer runs of their faculty payrolls
until after the November deadline required by the
curgent methodology Because the Department of
Fix:.ance requested this information by December 5

14
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DISPLAY 4 California State Unuwersity Comparison Institution Salary Data. by Rank. 1982-83

Associate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor Instructor Toral Facuity
Werghted
Average Average Average Average Average
Institution No. Salary No. Salary No. Salary No. Salary No. Saiary
Institution J 128 $548.100(1) | 133 $34.600¢1r | 123 $25.600:2) 16 19.900:6) 400 33565
[nstitution Q 355 45.045(2) 347 31.500¢] 285 257331 30 2228412y | 1017 34340(D)
Institution N 230 44984 235 32,4342 154 24691 0 0 85i9 351712
Institution R 396 10,761(4) 432 30,4024 47 2425015 136 1846912y | 1411 30.210¢13)
Institution P 81 40.712(3 102 29,555(% 99 234334D 6 19.083(10) 288 30.370¢1D)
Institution D 143 40.200 (6) 233  29.700t6) 97 24600 29 20,0004 502 31,145:8)
Institution F 248 40.100(7) 263  29,600¢7) 173 24000 38 17.700¢1] 722 31.23%(T)
Insuitution A 522 39.300(8) 438  29.800¢5) 327 241006 30 1890011y { 1317 31.902¢H
Institution S 325 39,1549 320 29.430¢100| 236 23.364.14: 28 17.30714) 909 30.553¢10;
Institution [ 50 39.012(100] 116 28,643(14) 63 236520101 35 16.723(16) 264 2783718
Institution C 80 38,900(11) 64 29,6067 61 22500¢17 0 0 205 3117«
[nstitution T 245 38317A12)| 278 27.993(1T) | 202 23.272:15 0 19 19.843:8) 744 2920314
Institucion K 292 38,000(13) | 259 28.200(16) | 235 23.700:9) | 17 20.000 b 303 30.273¢12;
Institution M 136 37.8291H | 111 293911 66 23442120 12 20,6153 325  31.3903)
Institution O 165 37.300¢16: 1 221 28.800013){ 175 23.200:16) 14 16.800¢15) 365 29.100¢16)
Institution B 101 36,900¢16) 98 28,400(15) 53 2340003 20 19.900¢6) 272 2995713
Institution G 139 36,700¢17) | 204 29,300012) | 201 24.100:6) 30 22,500¢1) 574 2891611
The California 6,553 S35.427 | 2646 S27.322 | 1,562 22.255(18) 175 19,594(9) {10,936 31.3316)
State University 118) 18)
Institution E 76 33.600.19% 93 25.500:¢21) 77T 22.200¢19 12 15,100(18) 258 2641720
Institution L 35 32.300¢20) 27 26,300120) 34 21400200 0 0 96 26.752419
Institution H 181 31,000¢21) | 100 26.400¢1% 163 21.000:21) 34 158001 478 2555421
Comparison
Institution Totals 3918 339679 1074 529673 3.271  323.865 506 $18.769 11,769 3530.221

Source: California State University, Office of the Chancellor

of each year for consideration in the Governor’s Bud-
get, estimates continue to be necessary for those in-
stitutions not supplying current-year information.

Ir. its attempts to make the estimates as accurate as
possible, the Office of the Chancellor analyzed the
differences between the cost-of-living adjustments
projected to be given to faculty, and those actually
distributed to them. This analysis showed that the

actual clianges in any institution’s average salaries
increased by only about 95 percent of the projected
percentage increase -- a difference caused by
changes in staffing patterns at the institutions in-
volved. Accordingly, the State University suggested
that, when current-year data cannot be obtained,
but the projected cost-of-living adjustment is known,
that that percentage be multiplied by 0.95. This

K
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DISPLAY 5

California State University Comparison Institution Salarv Data. by Rank. 1937-38

Associate Assistant
Professor Profeswor Professor Instructor Totai Faculty
Weighted
Average Average Average Average Average
Institution No Salary No. Salary No. Salary No. Salary No. Salarv
[nstitution J 122 $62.999(1) | 154 $46.59911) 94 537372« 9 $527.6345) 379  49.1391:
Instituticn Q 412 61.101¢2) 411 $3.264¢ 316 36.083(2) 22 36.088(1) | 1,161 47.503:3
Institution N 235 603193 251  44.0242) 120 32.787(6) 0 0 606 48.11& 2
Institution R 1457 57.065:4: 136  40.462(5) 327 35.040¢] 85 23.964(15)| 1305 43.343 5
Institution | 66 56.549(5) 108 37.829(15; 101 30.316¢1T 42 22341007 317 3744001+
Institution K 372 55.136.6) 296 39.91616) 236 34.4844 10 26.513(D 914 44361 2
Institution P 38 53410 124 38.732(10) 96 30.809(18) 3 26.8336) 321 40.732:11
The California
State University 7.409 323573:8) | 2.468 40.792(4) | 1.491 32.888(5) 176 28324 ) j11.544 47.140¢4,
Institution F 272 52,068« 251 38.226(14» 185 31.257«13 37 22.966(16) 745 407911190
Institntion A 496 51.7091100{ 446 39.212(T 312 323308, 34 246144123} 1.288 41.972-%
Institution D 151 50.846(11)| 232 38483(12) 104 30.893(16) 28 258519 515 39.888:12
Institution S 306 50.575(12) 306 3854611 148 32773(D 11 24148013 T7T1 42,007y
Institution C 80 5049311 61 38.344(13) 84 31.164(1d 2 18.750¢19 227 39796133
Institution G 151 50.000¢14€ 221 39.000(® 171 31.800(10 24 31,400(2) 567 39.466:13,
Instituuon B 89 49.091(15) 83 39.171.(® 15 32.326(9 13 24808011y 230 40.8599
;;s-titunon T 254 48.854(16) 300 36.292(1% 165 31.603(11 5 28917 724 39.580tid)
Institution O 165 47.428(1D 227 35.234¢200 141 306.567 (19 2 24100414 535 377230
Insutution M 121 47.001(18) 124 36.865(16) 81 31.58712: 1 25.199(10» 327 39.273(16)
Institution E 37 4589319 | 117 3661417y 91 31.008¢15» 15 26.32248) 310 37.07401%
Institution H 196 45.817120: | 144 36.471(18) 132 29.121¢20 12 21.246(18) 514 36.9031:20
Institution L 33 44.098121) 21 348721 31 26.865:21: 0 0 85 35.1912%;
Comparison
Institution Totals 4.163 $33.294 4313 $39.431 2,980 $32.737 385 325.087 11,841 342,154

Note: The datain thisdisplay for the California State Univarsity reflect salary increases awarded in January 1988. ..ctual salaries
earned by State Umiversity facuity for the 1987-88 fiscal year are thus slightly lower than listed here. and these differences couid af-
fect the State University’s ranking The rankings for several comparison institutions may also be affected by salar: .icreases given
at times other than the first day of the fiscal year.

Source; California State University, Office of the Chancellor.

relationship will be monitored to determine if the 95
percent adjustment continues to be valid.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Another issue unresolved in the 1986-87 salary re-
port concerned the adjustment for law school faculty.
The salaries paid to law faculty at the comparison

it




institutions are included ir the raw data supplied to
the American Association of University Professors
and published in its “"Annual Repe~c on the Econom-
ic Status of the Profession.” That report, which ir-
cludes data also collected by the Center for Educa-
tion Statistics of the U S. Department of Education,
constitutes the primary source of faculty salary data
in the United States. At present, eight of the State
U niversity’s 20 comparison institutions operate law
scheols. and since law faculty are paid more than
regular faculty, a deduction is made in the State
University’s parity figure to reflect the fact that it
operates no law schools.

In th~ 1986-87 report, the effect of law faculty sal-
aries on tnose of the new list of institutions was un-
known, so a rough estimate of 0.8 percent was de-
ducted from tne parity figure, In 1987-88, however,
the Office of the Chancellor analyzed the data from
the eight comparison institutions that operate law
schools, compared them to the data from the old list,
and determined that the true deduction should be
only 0.2 percent. Commission staff then verified the
accuracy of the Chancellor’s staff analysis, and the
0.2 percent deduction was reflected in the 1987-88
parity figures. The 0.2 percent adjustment is con-
tinued this year as is shown in Display 6 on page 12.
Other deauctions of 0.2 perceat for turnover and pro-
motions, and 0 68 percent to reflect an additional
appropriation for merit salary adjustments, are also
included. The first is unchanged from last vear’s
cycle, while the second is reduced from last year’s es-
timate of 0.75 percent. Complete current-yvear data
were obtained for 17 institutions, with est:mated
1987-88 cost-of-'iving adjustments supplied ‘or the
remaining three. Furthermore, it should be noted

that because the State University faculty received
their final salary adjustment on January 1, 1988,
the computed average annual by rank salaries dis-
played for 1987-88 is greater than the salaries actu-
ally earned by the faculty for this entire vear

One of the required calculations to derive an average
salarv figure for each comparison institution is a
conversion from eleven-month to nine-month facul-
ty, since all average salaries are based on nine-
month contracts. In its annual report on the eco-
nomic status of the profession, the AAUP uses a factor
of 0.8182, a figure derived by dividing nine by elev-
en. In some cases, however, institutions use differ-
ent conversion factors to build their budgets, and
these are all specified by the AAUP in footnotes to its
report and used to derive average salary figures. In
many cases, especially in independent institutions,
a0 published salary schedules or institutional con-
version factors exist, since all faculty contracts are
negotiated individually in terms of both length of
annual service and compensation. In these cases, all
conversions used to derive average salaries are arti-
ficial, and the AACUP simply applies the 0.8182 factor
as areasonable estimate.

In the State University, as shown in Display 7 on
page 13, the actual relationship between eleven-
month and nine-month faculty is almost 87 percent,
but for the purposes of the annual salary reports,
and reporting to the AAUP, the 0.8182 figure con-
tinues to be used for the purposes ot ussuring analy-
tical consistency with the comparison institutions.

With all of the adjustments discussed above, the
State Universily's parity figure for 1988-89 hecomes
4.67 percent.




DISPLAY 6 California State University Faculty Salary Parity Calculations, 1988-89 {Comparison
Institution Average Salaries, 1982-83 and 1987-88. Five-Year Compound Rates of Increase:
Comparison Institution 1988-89 Projected Salaries: State University 1987-88 Average
Salaries; 1988-89 Projected Percentage Salary Deficiency; 1987-88 Staffing Patterns,

Comparison Group  Average Salaries Five-Year Comparison Group

Weighted by Total Faculty at Each Percentage Rateof Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1982.33 Rank 1987-38 Change 1988-89
Professor 39,679 53,294 6.078% 56,533
Associate Professor 29,673 39,431 5.851% 41,737
Assistant Professor 23,865 32,737 6.526% 34.874
Instructor 18,769 25,087 5.974% 26.585

Percentage Increase Required in CSU
Salaries to Equal the Comparison

California State .
University Comparison Group Average Salar:es Institution Average
Average Salaries

Academic Rank 1987-88 1987-88 1988-89 1987-38 1988-89
Professor 52,573 53,294 56,533 137% 7.53%
Associate Professor 40,782 39,431 41,737 -3.31% 2.34%
Assistant Professor 32,888 32,737 34,874 -0 46% 6.04%
Instructor 28,324 25,087 26,585 -11.439% -6.14%
All Ranks Averages:
Weighted by Staffing 47,140 47,245 50,116 0.22% 6.31%
Weighted
by Comparison
Institution Staffing 42,536 42,154 44,719 -0.90% 5.13%
Mean All Ranks
Average and Gross
Percentage Amount* 44,838 44,699 47,417 -0.31% 5.75%
Adjustments:
Turnover and
Promotions -90 0.20%
Effect of Law Faculty .90 0.20%
Merit Award
Adjustment -305 068%
Net Parity Salary
and Percent 46.933 4.67%
Institutional Staffing Associate Assistant
Patterns: Professor Professor Professor Instructor Total
California State 7,409 2,168 1,491 176 11,544
University
Comparison Institutions 4,163 4,313 2,980 385 11,841

Source: Office of the Chancellor, The Califorma State University (reproduced in Appendix F).
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DISPLAY 7 California State Unwersity 1987-88 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month
and Eleven-Month Regular Faculty, with Percentage Differences

. Nine Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step ¢ Step 5
Professor $43,896 345,984 $48.204 $50,544 $52,968
) Associate Professor 34,740 36,408 38,136 39,960 11,368
Assistant Professor 27,588 28,884 30,252 31,680 33,192

Instructor 25,248 26,376 27,588 28,884 30.252

Eleven Month

Facuity by Rank Step ! Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Sten 5
Professor $50,544 $52,968 $55.548 $58,224 361,044
Associate Professor 39,960 11,868 43,396 15,934 18,204
Assistant Professor 31,680 33,192 34,740 36,408 38,136
Instructor 28,884 30,252 31,680 33, 192 34,740

’
Percentage Overall

Difference by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step4 Step 5 Average
Professor 86.85% 86.81% 86.78% 86.81% 86.77%
Associate Professor 86.93 86.96 36.88 86.90 86 86
Assistant Professor 87.08 87.02 87.08 87.01 87.04
Instructor 87.41 87.19 87.08 87.02 87.08
Average 87.07% 87.00% 86.96% 86 94% 86 94% 86 98%

Source: California State University, Office of the Chanceilor.
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Conclusions

THIS 1988-89 faculty salary report contains detailed
data on average salaries in the comparisen insti-
tutions of the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State University. Again, due principally to
the introduct an of electronic spreadsheets in the
Commission’s offices, the Commission has been able
to analyze the raw data submitted by the comparison
institutions in time for inclusion in this report, and
to provide a detailed written analysis. That analysis
revealed no errors in the segmental computations.

Comparisons of the University of California and the
California State University with their respective
comparison groups revealed that both segments im-
proved their competitive positions over the past five
years -- the University moving from about eighth to
fourth position on its list of eight comparison institu-
tions, and the State University moving from eigh-
teenth overall to about fourth on its list of 20 insti-
tutions.

The University of California obtained actual 1987-
88 data from all of its eight comparison institutions.

The California State University collected actual da-
ta from 17 of its 20 comparison institutions, with the
remaining three being unable to offer current data
for various reasons As specified in the salary met-
hodology agreed to by State officials, estimates were
made for the three unable to supply current informa-
tion.

For 1988-89, it is estimated that University of Cali-
fornia faculty members will require an average sal-
ary increase of 3.0 percent to bring them to the mean
of their comparison group. The University Regents
have requested that increase, and they have allevi-
ated the need for the special “margin of excellence”
by the change in the list of comparison institutions.

A salary increase of 4.7 percent is estimated to be
necessary to keep State University faculty at the
mean of its list of 20 comparison institutions. The
State University’s Trustees, following a practice in-
stituted since the implementation of collective bar-
gaining, have not approved a faculty salary request
for the coming year.
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Appendix A

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session,
Relative to Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits

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

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee found that the re-
porting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has been made previously to the Legislature
has been fragmentary and has lacked necessary consistency, with the resauit that the
Legislature’s consideration of the salary requests of the institutions of higher learning
has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the Governor sheuld re-
ceive each December 1 a report from the Coordinating Council for Higher Education,
plus such supplementary information as the University of California and the California
State Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive and consis-
tently 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 essential
data on the size and composition of the faculty, the establishment 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 .o1.pensation to the faculty,
special privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of supplementary
income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties and involve implications to the
state now, tixerefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly thereof concurring, That
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in cooperation with the University of
California and the California State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and
the Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare benefits report
containing the basic information recommended in the report of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee as filed with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the As-
sembly, under date of March 22, 1965.




Appendix B

NOTE: The following material is reproduced from
Chapter Two, “The Revised Methodology,” of the sec-
ond edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-
95: A Revision of the Commission’s 1977 Methodolo-
gy for Preparing Its Annual Reports and Faculty and
Administrative Salaries and Fringe Benefit Costs.
Commission Report 85-11. Sacramento' California
Postsecondary Education Commission, March 1985
pp. 7-16 (second edition issued February 1988)

The following procedures will be employed by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to
develop its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefits in California public higher education

1. Number and timing of reports

One report wiil be prepared by the Commission each
year. That report will coatain current-year data
from both the University of California’s and the Cal-
ifornia State University’s ¢comparison institutions,
such data to be submitted by the segments to the
Commission, the Department of Finance, and the
Legislative Analyst not later than December 5 each
year. The segmental submissions are to i.:clude to-
tal nine and eleven-month expenditures, and the
number of faculty, at each rank specified in Section
4 of this document for each comparison institution.
Comparison institutions should be identified only by
letter code. Commission staff shall verify the accu-
racy of the segmental calculations and report the
results of its analysis to the Department of Finance
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst on Decem-
ber 5, or the first working day following December 5
if the latter falls on a weekend. The Commission
shall submit a report on the subject to the Depart-
ment of Finance and the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee not later than February 15.

2. Principle of parity

The report will indicate needed percentage increases
(or decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year in sala-
ries and fringe benefit costs for University of Cali-
fornia and California State University faculty to
achieve and maintain parity with comparison insti-
tution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, and (at the State Uni-
versity only) instructor. Parity is defined as the
mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institu-
tions as a whole at each rank. A separate list of com-
parison institutions will be used by each of the four-
year California segments of higher education.

3. Comparison institutions

Unuwersity of California

Comparison institutions for the University of Cali-
fornia, with independen* institutions asterisked (*),
will be the following-

Harvard University*

Massachusetts Institute of Technology*

Stanford University*

State University of New York at Buffalo

University of Illinois, Urbana

University of Michigan. Ann Arbor

University of Virginia

Yale University*

tOn February 8, 1988, the Commission voted to re-
place Cornell University >nd the University of Wis-
consin-Madison with MIT and the University of Vir-
ginia, respectively.)

The California State University

Comparison institutions for the Californ.a State
University will be the following for the years 1987-
88 through 1996-97.

Northeast

Bucknell University®

Q DD
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Rutgers the State University of New Jersey, Ne-wark
State University of New York, Albany

Tufts University®

University of Bridgeport*

South

Georgia State University

North Carolina State University

University of Maryland, Baltimore County
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

North Central

Cleveland State University

Loyola University, Chicago®
Mankato State University

Wayne State University

University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

West

Arizona State University

Reed College*

University of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Reno
University of Southern California®
University of Texas, Arlington

* Independent Institution

4. Faculty to be included and excluded

University of California

Faculty to be i. ‘uded in the comparisons are those
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and as-
sistant professor (the University does not use the
rank of instructor) employed oa nine and eleven-
month (prorated) appointments, with the exception
of faculty in law, the health sciences, summer ses-
sions, extension programs, and laboratory schools, to
the extent that these faculty are covered by salary
scales or schedules other than those of the regular
facuity. Faculty on the special salary schedules for
engineering, computer science, and business admin-
istration will be included with the regular faculty.

Faculty members to be included are those assigned
to instruction (regardless of their assignments for
research and other University purpuses), depart-
ment chairmen (if not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave.

The number of University faculty will be reported on
a full-time-e juivalent basis.

Q

The California State University

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are thcse
with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes-
sor, associate professor, assistant professor, and in-
structor, employed on nine and eleven-month (pro-
rated) appointments, department chairmen, and fac-
ulty on salaried sabbatical or special leave. Faculty
teaching seminar sessions or extension will be
excluded.

Funds appropriated for "outstanding professor
awards” will be included in the State University's
mean salaries.

The number of State University and comparison in-
stitution faculty will be reported on a headcount ba-
sis.

5. Computation of comparison
institution mean salaries

As indicated below, the University and the State
University use different methods to compute mean
salaries in their respective groups of comparison in-
stitutions. The Commission will provide a detailed
explanation of these differences in its annual report.

University of California

For the University’s comparison group, the mean
salary at each rank will be obtained for each com-
parison institution. The mean salary at each rank
for the comparison group as a whole will then be cal-
culated by adding the mean salaries at the eight
comparison institutions and dividing by eight.

The California State University

For the State University’s comparison group, the
total actual salary dollars paid at each rank for the
group as a whole will be divided by the number of
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to de-
rive tl.e mean salary for each rank

6. Five-year compound rate
of salary growth

In order to compute the estimated salaries to be paid
23




by the comparison institutions in the budget year, a
five-year compound rate of change in salaries wili be
computed using actual salary data for the current
year and the fifth preceding year.

Each segment will compute the mean salary, by
rank, for their respective comparison groups as spec-
ified in Section 5 above. Each will then calculate the
annual compound rate of growth at each rank
between the current year and the fifth year preced-
ing the current year. These rates of change will then
be used to project mean salaries for that rank for.
ward one year to the budget year.

In the event that neither current-year staffing nor
mean salary data can be obtained from a comparison
institution in a timely manner, the staffing pattern
and salary expenditure data from the prior year will
be used with the expenditures at each rank being in-
cremented by 95 percent of the anticipated current-
year salary increase. If current-year staffing data
are available, but not current-year salary expendi-
ture data, the staffing data will be used with the
prior-year expenditures at each rank being incre-
mented by 100 percent of the anticipated current-
yearsalary increase.

When a comparison institution does not supply both
its current-year staffing and salary expenditure da-
ta, and when that institution does not anticipate a
general faculty salary increase in the current year,
the prior-year staffing and expenditure data will be
assumed to remain unchanged for the current year.

When current year staffing and salary expenditure
data are available, but do not reflect the full extent
of planned salary adjustments (e.g., reported data do
not include a specified percentage to be granted after
July 1 of a given fiscal year), the salary expenditures
at each rank will be adjusted to reflect the full extent
of the planned adjustment.

When complete staffing and expenditure data are
available for neither the current nor prior years, the
most recent year for which complete data are avail-
able will be used. In such a case, expenditures at
each rank will be incremented by 95 percent of the
anticipated salary expenditures increase for each
year in which complete data are unavailable.

If the University of California or the California
State University are unable to obtain complete cur-
rent-year staffing and salary expenditure data from
all of their respective comparison institutions by De-
cember 5 of any year, a supplemental report will be

filed with the Commission, the Department of Fi-
nance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst as
soon as the data become available, but not later than
April 1 of the subsequent calendar year, such update
to include all additional data received since Decem-
ber 5. If the comparison institution data remain in-
complete as of the April 1 date, a final report will be
filed on June 30, or at such earlier time as the Uni-
versity or the State University are able tv supply
complete data.

7. Fringe benefits

On June 39, 1989, and every fourth year thereafter,
the University of California and the California State
University shall submit reports on faculty fringe
benefits for the preceding fiscal year, such reports to
incl ade the following information for their own sys-
tem and for each comparison institution:

a. The mean employer and employee contribution
for retirement programs; health insurance pro-
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any
other medical coverage); Social Security; and life,
unemployment, workers’ compensation, and dis-
ability insurance;

b. The mean contribution needed to fund the "nor-
mal costs” of the retirement systems; and

c. Any further information available, in addition to
the cost data, on actual benefits received.

8. All-ranks average salaries

All-ranks mean salaries will be calculated for each
segment in the current year, and the comparison
institutions’ mean salaries in the current 2ad bud-
get years, by using the following procedures.

University of California

Both the University's and its comparison institu-
tions’ mean salaries at each rank will be weighted
by the University's projected budget-year staffing
pattern. The all-ranks mean salaries produced
thereby will be compared and percentage differen-
tials computed for both the current and budget
years. The percentage differentdal between the Uni-
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versity's current year all-ranks mean salary and the
comparison group’s projected budget year all-ranks
r qan salary will constitute the percentage amount

. which University salaries will have to be in-
creased (or decreased) to achieve parity with the
comparison group in the budg ¢ year.

The California State University

Both the State University’s and its comparison in-
stitutions’ current-year staffing pe tterns will be em-
ployed. The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat-
terns for both the current and budget years so thec
two sets of all-ranks mean salaries will be derived.
The two all-ranks mean salaries for the State Uni-
versity in the current year (the first weighted by the
State University's staffing pattern ané the second by
the comparison group's staffing pattern) will be add-
ed together and divided by two to produce the overall
mean. Similarly, the current and budget-year all-
ranks mean salaries for the comparison institutions
will be added and divided by two to produce overall
means for both the current and budget years. The
State University's current-year all-ranks mean sal-
ary will then be compared to the current and budget-
year comparison institution ali-rinks mean salary
to produce both current and budget-year parity per-
centages. The percentage differential between the
State University's current-year all-ranks mean sal-
ary and the comparison group's projected budget-
yecr all-ranks mean salary will constitute the
"Gross Percentage Amount” by which State Univer-
sity salaries will need to be increased or decreased to
achieve parity with the comparison group in the
Pud‘get year.

The “Gross Percentage Amount” will be reduced by
applying three adjustments:

¢ First, two-tenths of one percent (0.2 percent) will
be deducted to account for the effect of turnover
and promotions in the budget year.

o Second, an additional two-tenths of one percent
(0.2 percent) will be deducted to account for the ef-
fect of higher paid law-school faculty in eight of
the State University’s comparison institutions.

¢ Third, an additional percentage amount, to ac-
count for the effect of unallocated merit salary

awards, shall be deducted when applicable. The
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed
to by Commission staff and the Chancellor's Of-
fice of the State University.

9. Administrative, medical,
and community college salaries

Administrative salaries

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission
will report the salaries paid to selected central-office
and campus-based administrators at the University
and the State University. The Commission shall al-
so include data on comparable campus-based posi-
tions from both the University's and the State Uni-
versity's respective comparison institutions. The
University and State University will use the same
group of comparison institutions as for their faculty
surveys,

The campus-based administrative positions to be
surveyed shall include those listed in Display 1:

In addition to these campus-based positions for
which the national survey shall be conducted, the
University and the State University shall also re-
port the salaries paid to all central office personnel
with the position titles listed in Display 2.

Medical faculty salaries

The Commission will include data on comparative
salaries and compensation plans for the University
of Califernia and a select group of comparison insti-
tutions on a biennial basis commencing with the
1985-86 academic year. Comparison institutions to
be surveyed wiil be Stanford University, the Univer-
sity of Chicago, the University of Illinois, the Uni-
versity of Michigan, the University of North Care-
lina, the University of Texas at Houston, the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, and Yale University. Disci-
plines to be surveyed will be internal medicine, pedi-
atrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will be
considered representative of the medical profession
as a whole,

Community college faculty salaries

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Commis-

( N
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DISPLAY 1

University of California

Chief Academic Officer

Chief Business Officer

Director of Persornel/Human Resources
Chief Budget Officer

Director of Library Services

Director of Computer Services

Director of Physical Plant
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Dean of the Graduete Division

Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution

Campus-Based Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries at the University of
California, the California State University, and Their Respective Lomparison Institutions Are
to Be Reported in the Commission’s Annual Administrators’ Salary Survey

The Celifornia_State University
Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution
Chief Academic Officer
Chief Business Officer
Director of Persennel/Human Resources
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Director of Library Services
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Vice President
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DISPLAY 2 Central-Office Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries Are to Be Reported
in the Commissicn's Annual Administrators’ Salary Survey

The California State University

Chancellor
Provost-Vice Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor
Deputy Provost

Vice Chancellor

Associate Vice Chancelior
Assistant Vice Chancellor
Generai Counsel

Associate General Counsel
Director of Governmental Affairs
Auditor




sion shall include such comments as it consideis ap-
propriate to satisfy the recommendation of the Leg-
islative Analyst cor.tained in the Analysis of the
Budget Bill, 1979-80. Cemments shall be directed
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the An-
nual Repert on Staffing and Salaries of the Commu-
nity Colleges’ Chancellery.

10. Supplementary information

Supplementary information shall be supplied annu-
ally by both the University of California and the
California State University. The University of Cal-
ifornia shall continue to submit its "Annual Aca-
demic Personnel Statistical Report.” The California
State University shall submit a report to the Com-
mission on faculty demographics, promotions and
separations, origins and destinations, and related
data. Both the University and the State University
will submit their supplemental reports not later
than April 1.

’

11. Criteria for the selection
of comparison institutions

University of California

The following four criteria will be used to select com-
parison institutions for the University:

1. Each institution should be an eminent major uni-
versity offering a broad spectrum of undergradu-
ate, graduate (Master's and PhD), and profession-
al instruction, and with a faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching.

2. Each institution should be one with which the
University is in significant and continuing com-
petition in the recruitment and retention of fac-
ulty.

3. Each institution should be one from which it is
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on a
timely, voluntary, and regular basis. (Not all in-
stitutions are willing to provide their salary and
benefit cost data, especially in the detail required
for comparison purposes.)

4. The comparison group should be composed of both
public and private institutions.

In selecting these institutions, stability over time
in the compesition of the comparison group is im-
portant to enable the development of faculty sal-
ary market perspective, time-series analysis, and
the contacts necessary for gathering required da-
ta.

The California State University

The following five criteria will be used to select com-
parison institutions for the California State Univer-
sity.

1. General comparability of institutions: Compari-
son institutions should reflect the mission, fune-
tions, purposes, objectives, and institutional di-
versity of the California State University system.
Faculty expectations at the comparison institu-
tions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload, and pro-
fessional responsibilities, should be relatively
similar to those prevailing at the California State
University. To those ends, State University com-
parison institutions should include those that of-
fer a wide variety of programs at both the under-
graduate and graduate ievels but that grant very
few if any doctoral degrees. Specifically, the 20
institutions that awarded the largest number of
doctoral degrees during the ten-year period be-
tween 1973-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded.
The list should include both large and small, and
urban and rural institutions from each of the four
major regions of the country (Northeast, North
Central, South, and West). Approximately one-
fourth to one-third of the institutions on the list
should be private or independent colleges and uni-
versities, and none of these institutions should be
staffed predominantly with religious faculty.

2. Economic comparability of institutional location:
The comparison group, taken as a whole, should
reflect a general comparability in living costs and
economic welfare to conditions prevailing in Cal-
ifornia. Consequently, institutions located in
very high cost areas, such as New York City, or in
severely economically depressed areas, should not
be included on the list. In order to ensure a con-
tinuing economic comparability between Califor-
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nia and those regions in which comparison insti-
tutions are located, the Commission will periodi-
cally review such economic indicators as it consid-
ers appropriate and include the results of its sur-
veys in its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefit costs.

. Availability of data: Each institution should be
one from which it is possible to collect salary and
benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and reg-
ular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to pro-
vide their salary and benefit cost data, especially

in the detail required for comparison purposes.)

4. Fringe benefits: The comparison institutions

should provide fringe benefits, including a retire-
ment program that vests in the faculty member
within five years.

. University of California comparison institutions:

The California State University’s comparison
group should not include any institution used by
the University of California for its comparison

group.




Apper?dix C

House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session,
Relative to the Economic Welfare of the Faculties
of the California Public institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly recommended that
every effort be made to ensure that the institutions of higher education in California
maintain or improve their position in the intense competition for the highest quality of
faculty members; and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Educaticn in its annual report to the
Governor and the Legislature regarding level of surport for the California State
Colleges and the University of California recommended that funds should be provided to
permit at least an additional 5 percent increase int academic salaries for the California
State Colleges and the University of California, and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their annual report to the
Legislature declared that the California State Colleges are falling far behind in the face
of this competition and that by 1964-35 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
behind those of comparable institutions; and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher education in
California during the next decade will cause a demand for qualified faculty members
which cannot possibly be met unless such institutions have a recruitment climate whiciz
will compare favorably with other colleges, universities, and business institutions,
industry, and other levels of government; and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business and industrial
development, a momentum now threatened by lagging faculty salaries so that failure to
maintain adequate salary scales for faculty members in California institutions of higher
education would be false economy; and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College and University
campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting some of the best faculty
members from the California institutions of higher education, and if such academic
emigration gains momentum because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the
educational procssses and result in slower econorric growth, followed by lower tax
revenues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing
problems faced b, the California institutions of higher education in attracting and
maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid
growth; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing
problems faced by the California institutions of higher education in attracting and
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maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid
growth; and

WHEREAS, The State’s investment in superior teaching talent has been reflected in
California’s phenomenal economic growth and has shown California taxpayers to be the
wisest ot public investors, but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained.
the contrihutions by the California institutions of higher education to the continued
economic and cultural development ¢f California may be seriously threatened: now.
therefore, be it

Resolved by Assembly of the State of California, That the Assembly Committee on Rules
is directed to request the Joint Legislative Budget Committee to study the subject of
salaries and the general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members
of the California institutions of higher education, and ways and means of improving
such salaries and benefits in order that such California institutions of higher education
may be able to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality of
education, and to request such committee to report its findings and recommendations to
the Legislature not later than the fifth legislative day of the 1965 Reguiar Session.




Appendix D

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

(Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session)

Prepared by the
Cffice of the Legisictive Analyst
* State of Califsmia

January 4, 1965
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INTRCDUCTION

The purpose of this staf repor: is o recommend a
method for reporting to the Legisiature on salaries,
iringe bdenedts and other special sconomic benedts for
faculties of ths University of California and the Caii-
fornia State Colleges. This report has been prepared
by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee in re-
sponse to House Resolution 230 (1964 First Extraor-
dinary Session, Appendix 1)! which resolved:

‘“That the Assembiy Ccmmirtee on Rules is di-
rected to requess the Joint Legisiative Budget Com-
mittee t0 study the subject of sularies and the gen.
eral economic welfare, including fringe bemeiits, of
faculty members of the Califoraia institutions of
higher educarion. and ways and means of improving
such salaries and benefits in order that such Cali-
fornia instituzions of higher education may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the
highest quality of education, and to regquest such
committee to report its fndings and recommenda.
tons to the Legisiaturs not later than the ffth
legislative day of the 1965 Regulac Session.”’

Staff of the Joint Legisiative Budget Committee
initiatad its study by seeking information which would
redect the masnirude of Californmia’s long-range and
mmem:eprobhmrmmg:heneedto reeTuit and
Tewir an adequate number of high quality facuity.
‘While reviewing past reports presented to the Legis-
lature as jusdfeadon for salary incresse recommen.
dations by the Coordinating Council for Higher Ldn-
cation, the University of California and the Cailifornia
State Colleges, it became apparent that the Arst step
in Tying to improve faculty salaries and other bene-
fits is to Zurnish the Lagisiaturs with comprenensive
and coansistent data wpich identify the naturs and
level of competitive benests. The costs associated with
sescommendations, ratad according to privrity, should
oe included in provosais by the segments in order to
aid the Legislature in determining how much to ap-
propriate and the benmefits which an appropriation
will buy.

There has existed in the past a differsnce between
woat the institutions have recommended as the need
{or salary and benefit imcrsases and what has fnally
been approvpriated by the Legislature. Thers a12 two
principal ressons for this difersnce which at times

2ay be ciosely related: (1) The Legislatare may dis-

agres with what is proposed as %0 need, or (2) thers
may not be enough funds to mest the need becanse of
aizher priorities in other aress of the budgst.
These nesds are verT compiex and, for exampie.
inciude suea factnrs as:
1L Disagresment with conciusions drawn Zrom daza
subreitted in justidearion of recommendations;

2 the quaxzticy, quality, or

2, Lack of confidencs in
type of data;
L Appendices deieted.

o

3. The failure of advocates 0 maie Doints whick
are concise and cieariy understandabie;

4. The submission of conficting data 57 legislative
sta or the Department of Finance.

Ater careful consideration, it was determined tha:
a special report snould oe made to the Budget Com-
mittee concaining recommendations as o0 the kind of
data the Legisiature shouid be furzisned for the pur-
pose of considering salary and other benedt inere

On August 3, 196+ a lettar (Appendi". 2) was sen:
from the Legislative Analyst to the Coordinaung
Council for Higher Education. the Universicy of Cali-
fornmia, the Califormia State Colleges, the Deparmment
of Finance and various faculty organizations inform-
ing them that the Joint Legisiative Budget Commitzae
was planning 0 hold a pubdlic hearing in conneection
with HR 250 and asking for replies to a series of
questions designed to gather bacikground information
about salary and fringe benefits data {Appendix 3.
Copies of Replies Received). The primary purpose of
the hearing was to provide the Tniversity of Califor-
nia, the California State Clolleges and interested
groups the opportunity to indicate the basis on waich
salary and &inge bemedits should be reported %o the
Legisizture, incinding the kind of data to be com-
piled and who shounid compile and publish it (Appen-
diz 4. Copies of Prepared Testmony Filed with the
Joint Legnla.nve Budget Committee at the Octobex
15, 1864 Eearing). T‘ne contents of most of the pre-
pared statements discussed proolems and in some
instances recommendations reiating to faculty salaries
and other benedts rather tkan the primary purpose
of the nearing, but the testimony did serve to identify
areas of concsarn, The hearing 2iso estadbiished legis.
lative interest in the subjects of Zaculty worsload and
sources of supplementarv income.

The review of past faculty salary reporss, the re
plies to the Legisiative Anaiyst’s lerzer of August 5.
1964. =he oral and preparsd statements recsived at the
October 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legisladve
Budger Commirtiee and other sources have rewsaled
significant indings and permirted the developrmeat of
recommengations concerning the t7pe of information
and method of presentation that shouid he incinded
in Zgrure Zacnlty salary seports preparsd Cor tle
Legisiaturs,

BACKGRCOUND
Carsent procedures for review of Zaeulty zalacw

and other beneft inarease Droposais. starmng with the
preseacatior of recommendarions DT state eolisges and
Caiversity of Califormia administradiwe ofcials <o
their respeetive govermingy poards. appear generaliy
to 0e adeguate, Wwith minor reservations. The S:ats
College Trustess and :che 1Rege::.:s of the Tniversitr
of California g-.ne":u'.ly Jormuiate their own 2rodosais
in December and Zorward them :o :he Stata Denar:-
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ment of Fizance ’or budzet comsideration. Concur-
renely the Coordinating Council Zor Eigher Zducation
aiso makss a repor: witd recommendations wiied is
made available 20 the State Deparmment of Finance.
The Goverzor and the Department of Finance con-
sider -hese salary incresase proposals ic reiation to che
availability of 2ands and their own analysis of facuity
salary aeeds and decide 20w mueh of an inerease, if
any, to ineiude in the Guvernor’s Budget. The Legis.
lative Analyst in the dnalyss of che Budget Bill pro-
~des analysis and recommendacdons as o the Gover.
nor’s budget proposal.

Whea appropriate legislative commirtees hear the
budget request for facuity salary increases they may
be confronted with severai recommendations Iom
various sources. Taeir 3rst responsibility is to con-
sider the Governor’'s recommendations in the Budget
Bill. Eowever, the Tniversity and the Califormia
State Colleges gemeraily request the opportunity o
gresent their own Tecommendations, which frequently
difsr fom the Goverzor’s proposal Also, the Co-
ordinating Council Jor Eigher Education presents its
recommendations. Various faculty orgamizations may
degire to make independent proposals, The Legisiature
has been cooperative iz providing ail intarested parties
the opporTuRmity to present their views, but these
presencarions have ceen mariad by extveme variations
in resommendacions and in the data wiich suppors
the renuests.

WHG SHQOULD PREPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

There appears to oe some diffarence of spinion
conceraing the purpose of facuity salary reporws and
sscommendations prepared oy the Coordinsring Coun.
&l Jor Higher Educstion. The University of California
and the Califormia State Colleges contend thas they
stouid maiss direet recommendacions o the Governor
ind the Lagisiature and that Coordinating Council
rscommendations sdould be regarded as independert
commenrs, Convarseiy, the Department of Finance
and the Coordinstirg Coancil ior Higher Education
beiieve that saiary reports and recommendations of
rthe Coordinating Council should be the primarv re-
port submitzed %o the Department of Finance and the
Governor to consider in preparing budgeet recommen.
dations. The Deparmment of Fizance states that such
a repors shouid be regarded as similar in statas to tae
annual salar? seport celaring o civil service salaries
orepared by the Statz Parsonnel 3oard Ior cthe Gov-
armor and the Legisiarurs, It is our opimion shat the
Legisiatare sdouid zive spec:dc and primary coasid-
smagon $0 tke recommendations in ke Goverzor’s
Sudget and 0 the annval Zacuity salary ceport of
the Coordinating Council for Egzv Zdpeation. Sow-
aver. any separate sscommendations of the Uziversicy
of California and the Caiifornia Stata Colleges saould
also be considered

WHAT FACQULTY SALARY REPQRTS SHOULD
CONTAIN

We do not oelieve :lat reporting required of
Coiversity, she Califormia Stata Coileges, and toe
Coordinating Council for Higher Eduecarion spould
limic the mgnt of these agencies o :mphasize specifc
points in sapporting ctheir owm recommendations.
However, ke Legisiacure soould taka steps to estad-
lish 3 consistent dasis upon waica it will receive com-
prebensive information about Zacaity salaries, other
benedits, and relaced subjecm Srom Teur t0 Fear. Aftar
carefai comsideration of the statistical and other
grounds presented in ;npport of saiary and other
benedt inereass proposals in the past, we recommend
that oasic data e included iz facuity salary reports
to the Lagisiature in a consistens jorm in the Zollow-
ing areas:

A. Facnity Data

B. Salary Dana

C. Fringe Benedits

D. Toual Compensation

E. Special Privileges and Bernedts

F. Supplementarr Income |

Sipes it is gecessary for staf of the 2zecuive and
legisiative branches of governmeat to analyTs recom-
mendations prior 0 the commencement of a legislative
session, all reporss and recommendartions skouid e
compietad by Decamper 1 of each Fear,

A. Facuity Dara
1. Findings

a. [=formadive data aboas the size, compesitom
retendon. and reeru ¢ of Califormia
taze College Zacuity has been presentad to
the Legisiarure Zrom =me 0 ime, bur 1su.
aily it 2as heen so selecrive that it lacis
objecti7ity and 2as been inconsistent Ixom
vear %0 vear
9. Superior Iacuity periormancs as 20T deen
demonstrated 23 2 resson 0 jus=i7 Dast e
quests lor superior salaries

Bacommerndations

Tke lollowing daza should be compiled and sre-
sentad annuaily on a consistant dasis, Desfsi.
rions of what constizutes Iaculty are left 19 cke
dise=stion of the Uaiversity and ke state 2ol-
leges but snoald »e cleariy dedned in any Tegors.
Additjonal data may he incinded n any Ziven
Tear 0 smpihasize speciai droplems, Jut suez
data si.ouid suppiement zot repiace :3e Ddasic
information rscommended Jeiow. Grapas shouid
ne ased whem pracwical, accompanied by suo-
porring :ables in an appendix. Iecommended
facuity ‘ata izciudes:
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a. The numbper of facuity, by rank and the in-
crease over the previous §ve vears to reflect

b. Current facuity composition expressed in
mesningful terms, including but not limited
10 the percentage of the facuity whbo have
PhD’s.

e §tndent—facnl¢’ ratios as 2 means of express.
ing performance.

d. Data relating to all new full.-time faculity for
the eurrent academic year including the num-
ber hired, souree of empioymext, their rank
and highest degree held, Existing vacancies
ghould also be noted. Pertinent historical
trends in these data shounid be snalyzed. We
do not believe that subjective and incomplete
data estimating reasgns for twrming down
affers, such as has been presented in the past.
serves any useiul purpose.

¢. Faculry turnover rates comparing the num-
ber of separations to total faculty according
to the following suggested categories; des:u
or retirement, to research or graduate work,
intra-institational transfess. other college or
TUniversity teaching, business and govern-
ment, other,

3. Comments
The first three recommendations a.ove e de-
signed to reflect {aculty size, compositon, rate
of growth, and worklcad. The inclusion of con-
gistent data fvom year to year will faciiizate
trend analvsis as it relates to the institations
imvolved and, when possible; to comparabie in-
stitations. The purpose of including dara on
new facuity and faculty tarnover is to provide
a2 quantitative base for discussions of provlems
relating to facuity reeruitment and retention. It
may also be bemeficial to inciude some basic
statistics about the available suppir of Zacuiry

10 see what proportion of the mariet, new PhD s

for exampie, California institutinns nire svers

yesr,

8. Salery Dats

1 Findings

a. The Universitr for several years has ex-
changed salary data to provide a consistent
comparison Witk a special group of &ve ‘‘em.
inent’’ universities, as well 2s with a group
of nine public universities. Converseir, e
Califorzia State Colleges zave not yst estabd-
lished 2 list of comparable institutions whiez
is sceeptable to them.

b. Both :he Taiversity of California and the
Coordirasing Council for Eigher Educaton
maintain that salary comparisons o appro-

priate institucions is tRe best single method
of determining salarT needs.

¢. The Universits of Califorzia piaces less sig-
nificance on salarv comparisons witk non-
academic emplovment than the Coordinating
Council on Eigher Education and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges.

4 Salary increases Bave been proposed on e
basis of diferentiais berween total comp:insa-
tion (salaries plus Srings benedits) in com-
parsble institutions.

e. Both the Taiversity and the Califorzia State
Colleges have tended to relate the size of
proposud salary incresses to how mueh of a»
increase would ULe necesszry 0 Tetuwr2 t0 &
specific competitive position wiich existed in
1957-58 and whick was unusgaily advan-
tageous.

£ Salary comparisons have ZIrequently besn
made to various levels of teaching includiug
elementary, high school, 2nd junior college
salaries.

g. Methods of salary -comparisons with other
institutions have vasied from year to vearin
reports prepared oy the state collegss.

2. Recommendations

2. We recommend that proposed faculty salary
inereases distinguish between: (1) increases
necessary t0 maictain the current comped-
tive position and (2) ineresses to improve
the current ccunpetitive position.

(1) Proposed increases to maintain the exist.
irg ecmpatitive position should be equiv-
alent to a projection of the average
salarv relationship berween the Univer-
sitr, or s:ate collegss. and comparabdie
institutions during the carreat ESscal
vesr 10 ide nest fiscal year. We recom-
mend that this projection be based oz a
projection of actual salary increases by
sani in comparable institutions duriag
the past five years, permitting statisteal
adjustments for unususl circlmstances.
Thus *he proposed increase t0 maintain
the existing competizive Dosition wouid.
in effect, be 2gual to the avarage of an-
nual salarr increases in comparapie
institutions during the past e vears. A
record of te aceuracy o projesmons
sbouid he maim:zained in an appendiz

/2% Recommezndations 0 imdrove the o
remt corpetitive positions snowic be Te.
iated o0 the addizional advaztagss o De
demived.

b. It is aiso recommended that the Caiifcrzia
State College Truste.s seiser a list of com-
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parabie institations wwithin the next Faar and

that agreesments oe negotiated o axchange

salary data iz a ferm wiieh will facilitats

comparisons. A list of the criteria nsed o

seleet comparable instituzions. plus caarac-

teristics of the institutions selected. snould
be inciuded in zest rear’s regort.

¢ Specifie proposals Jor salary increases spould
be accompanied by comparisons of current
salary amounts and aistoric <ends to com-
parable insciturions. The Zoillowing general
principles are considered to be importans:

(1) Salary dara should be separated ‘oom

fringe benedt and.special henedt data
for purposes of reporting salary come
parisons.
A consistent form should be used Zrom
year to Year to present salary data, A
suggested Jorm might be to ilustrate 2
five-rear historic trend im average sal.
aries by using a line graph for each
rank An alternacive might be a tabie
which simply shows whers California
Tanked among comparable institutions
during the past dve years.

The current salary position might best
be lustrated by showing a list of aver.
age saiaries of the California institutons
and the other comparable institutions
from the highest %o the lowest average,
oy rank. for the last actual and curreac
vears, This wiil show the rslative Dosi-
donr of the California insttution lor the
tast acrual and cucrens 7ears, ag weil as
the range of averages, SFrequency distsi-
hurions of Zacnity by rank or professor
should be incorporated in 2 appendiz
and any signifcant limitations in the
use of averages hettvesn thoss parzceuiar
instiraeions in 3 given year should He
noted. For example, an nnusual piopor-
tion of Zcuity in the high ranis or the
low ranks wouid afect the comparadilicy
of the arithmetis means,

(3) Special data ‘o illustrate a3 parzicuiar
problem iz any given 7ear would be
appropriate as long iy it supplements,
rather than replaces, basic salary daca.

d. Tinally, it is recommsended that salary daca

e reported in a2 Jorm by rank which compes-

sates Zor diarences iz Zacqity discibudons.
C. Frings 3enerits
1. Firdings

3. The defnigion of iings Denedts generaily

includes benests available 0 ail Zaemity that

have 3 Joilar cost 0 the amplover, S2nedts

.
(3]
~

- R
(1 «? .

2

A ]

:
e

and services in kind are considered %o Ze
iringe benedts only i a casn payment option
is available. ReCrement and heaith insur-
ance, by dednirion. are the omiy ™o DJro-
grams considersd as fringe Denesdts oy the
Coiversity of .alifornia and che Caiiforzia
State Colleges.

b. Comparisons of I inge denests. when com.
parisons have been made at ail, kave gemer-
ally been limited 20 the doilar contridation
by the employer and have zoc included ary
anaiysis of :he quality of the henefits o the
employes,

Racomr:endations

2. It is rscommended that Zvinge Yemedt com-
parisons of ype of benedt be incinded n
{acuity salary reports, but compared sepa.
rately from salaries. Suca comparisons saould
include an apalysis of the quality of the
benedts ail as the dollar cost to the
employer.

b. Proposals to increase specific iringe benesdts
shouid be made separately rom saiaries, in.
cluding separate cost astumates.

Comments

Separaie propesais for incresses in salaries and

iringe hezedts should be made to minimize mis.

nnderstanding about compedtive positions. Far

szample, informacion submitted o the 1963

Legisiatare by the Caiversity of California, in

suppors ¢f 3 proposed silary incresse for 1263-

63, comparesd total compensation data (saiaries

plus Zinge benedits) rather thaz saiaries alone,

This report stated in pare: *°In comparing sal-

aries. Iringe hanedts must he taken into ac-

count. Saiar7 comparisons Serwasn e Urniver.
sity and acher insticutions based on salary zlone
look far more favorable than comparisons of
salaries plus benerits.,’’ The leasc 2avorable com.
parison tvas with Iringe benefts, not salariss,
thus the rsport recommendad 3 salary imoresse
largely om the basis of a differsnce in Zinge
benedts, Although it is Iait that comparisons of
otal compensation aTe 2ppropriate inclusions in

a facuity salare repore, suelr data should only

be in addition o rather than in iace of sepa-

sate anaiywes of “he carsent compesitve sosition
in saiaries and ZTingwe denedts,

0. Tutul Camosnsation

-ne

Tindings

2. Total compersation dara :ousists of avarage
salaries dics a doilar amount reprasentizg
the smployar’s cost of Sings Senedis.

. Tue Coordinating Coumeil Jor igher Ziz.

cation. the Triversity of Caiiformia and the

Caiifornia State Colleges 2ave in the past ail

o
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used total compensation dat- prepared and
published by the American Association of
University Professors in ‘heir respective
faculty salary reporss.
Recommendations
We recommend that total compeasagion darta, as
reported by the American Assceiation of Uni-
versity Professors, be incinded in faculty salary
reports as 3 supplement to separate salary and
Ivinge benefit information.

E. Special Privileges and Sensfits

L

o

[ 24

Findi
There are other facuity privileges and economic
benefits which are not classified as fringe bene.
fits beeause they may not be availadle to all
faculty or 4t the definicion of a fringe benefit
in some other respect. Examples at the Univer-
sity of Californis include up w ome-half the
cost of moving expenses, vacations for 11l-month
appointees, the waiving of nonresident tuition
for facuity children, sabbatical lesves with pay,
and other special and sick leaves with or with.
out pay.

Recommendations

Iz is recommended that a lisc of special privi-
leges and benefits be dedned and summaries of
relsted policies be incinded in a special section
in ‘nrare facoity salary reports so thar the
Legislature will be aware of what these privi-
leges and benefits include.

Comments

The expansion or establishment of some of these
special privileges and benefits could improve
recruiting success more than the expenditure of
comparabie amounts in salaries. For example,
moving expenses are 2ot currently ofered by
the state colleges but some allowance mighnt
maice the dilerence of whether a young candi.
date from the East could accept am appoint-
ment. If this tvpe of benefit is proposed. it muse
inelude adequnate conrcols.

F. Suppiemenrary Income

L

Findin
a. The mulitiple loyaities coeated oy permitting

faemity to suppiement their salaries by earn- .

ing ext>z income from various sources within
and outside his college or Univessity is cec.
ognized as a prodbiem common %o institations
of nigher education throughout the Taited
States.

b. Thers apparentiy are proportionately more
private consulting opportunities in Califor.

37

nia than in other areas of the madon. For
example, 51 percent of the federal researea
defense contracts were conceanrrated in Caii-
Sornia during 1963-54.

e, The University of Califorzia bas general pol-
icies designed to insare that outside activities
do 2ot izrerere <with Univarsicy responsibili-
ties. I? ourside activities intersers with Tai-
versity responsibilities, the facultyr member
geneally must take 2 leave of absence with.
out pay uutil such outxide activities are com-
pleced. These and othsr relsted University
policies wer> praised in a 1956 Carnmegie-
Snanced stady titled University Facuily
Compensation Policies and Practices.

d. The Coordinating Council for Eigher Edu.
cation submitted excerpts £rom nationwide
studies relsting to the magmirtude of outside
activities. We have no way of determining
hew the data may relate to Califorzis, but i2
the figures are reasonable, then it appears
that probably a large percentage of facuity
bave at least one souree of exira income.
Sources of income wers reported are Zotlows:

Pereent of foculty
earnng gddilioned
Soxrce income from source
Lectuting 1%
Geaeral writing o}
Scmmer sod estansion teaciing %
Government consuitiog e cmam 1S
Testbook writing 18
Privats consuitisg =
Pabiic sermice and foundation consuitiNCu eeee. O
Other professionnl aenrvicies 1

Source: Tmvernty Pacuity Compensation Paolicies and Jracnces
m the G, S, Assoctation of American Catversides, Tatveraty
of [llinots Press, Troans, 1386,

e. The Thited Scats OfSce of Educadion has
just corapleted a rationwide sample survey
of outside earnings of coilegs Zaculty for
196152, Althougzn daca has not besn pub.
lished yet, special permission nas Desn re.
ceived to report the following results which
are guoted from a letter semt to the Legis.
lative Analyst on December 3. 196+ Zom tae
stats of the California State Coilege Trustess:

QUTSIDE EARNINGS CF TZACHING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRALTS (S=10 MONTHS)

The T. S, OZee of Education nas just compieted a
nationwide surves of outside 2arzings dv a sampiing
of all coilege faculty nationwide for 1961-52, The re.
suits are as Icllows:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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dverage
Dercent esnunge
All with outmde emraings It $2.200
Summer teaching + 1.300
Other summer umployment, u 1.500
Othee t0ching 2 900
Rovzities 3 1.200
Speeches 9 ¢ 200
Coasaltant {mes 1w 4,300
Ratireraent | individosis tvho have retired who '
tench elsewhere fter oetiring) e o } .:sioo
!\)tac professionai earnin-g 1 1200
0. ¥ 3 }.‘

The Lighest average earnings by teaching Seld and

doerege
Pervent carniags
é::b(nrm which we de 20c bave) ;38 3.'..300, o]
Business and Commerce 3 '.'.“9m
Piysicnl Sciences 30 2
Agsiculcure Iy 2800
Prychoiogy 85 by

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

4 vereee
Percent essrnings
Sevinl Sciences It $1.900
Fine Aros Tk 1.800
Philosepay T4 1.500
Baligion sad Theology ) 1200

Recemmendarcions
i. We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Eigher Education, the University of
Califoraia and the California State Colleges
eooperate in determining the sxtant to whick
faculty memboers participate in extrz activi.
des t0 supplement their nine-month saiaries
inclucing informstion as to when extra ac-
tivities are usually perdormed (such as vaca-
ddons. ete.i. Sach acuvities would include.
but not be limited to, lesturing, general writ.
iry, summer anyd extansion teaching, govern.
ment coasulting. testbook writng, private
cousuiting, public service and Zoundation
consuiting, and other prolessional activities,
If such a study suggpests that the magnitude
of these activities is such that the perform-
ance of normal Cniversity and state college
responsibilities are perfaps deinz adverseiy
alected. them consideradon should be ziven

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’

10 the possioility of maintaining ztore com.
plete 2nd meaningzul rssords. Sucu records
would aid admimismradve odficials and aca.
demic sezates whnen reviewing rscommenda-
tions for promotions and salary igorsases
and provide summary data for reporting %o
the Legisiatare on these signiSeant facaicr
welfape items, Nexs rear’s Jaculey salary e
port of the Coordinating Counecil for Eigher
Education suoulé incorporate the resuits of
this study.

b. We also recommend that existing state col.
lege policies and enforecement pracmces re-
garding estra empiorment be reviewed and
updated.

e. Finaliy. it is recommended that facnlcr sal.
ary reports Leep the Legislature informed

about policies and practicss relating 0 ex=a
employment.
Comments

In our opinion. it wouid seem that zoy extma
emplorment would adect the quality of per.
formance of University responsibilities since
faculty survevs indicate that the average Zac-
ulty woricweek is 34 bours. The time spent on
acdvides for exm: compeasation (excent Jur-
ing the summer) would be on top of what tne
facultr has dedned as their averags workwresi
Because. in some instances. it is diBeuit to Se-
termine whether 2 ziven income-produciag ae-
rivitr, suen as writing a took. is considersd a
normal Caiversity responsidility or an ey
acavicr, distinedons Serwesn normai and sxmn
acrivitdes need ‘0 e more cleariv dedned.

Muell of the outside compensation ressivad
by faculrr comes in the Jorm of yrants made
direetds to the Zacunity memper rarker than
through the Universiry or collesss. Thers is no
regular reporting of these zrants or the ner.
sonal compensation srhichh they nrovide to fae-
ultr. and the colleges and Triversity do not
consider the Tepormag of such income to Se
easible. It mav oe desiradle 0 sncourage the
Congress 0 direst that grsater gumber of
grants made by Cuzired States agezcies Jor re.
search be made direstly t0 academic izsaru.
tions.




Appendix E

December 2. .::°

William Pickens, Director

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Bill:

On behalf of the University of California, I am submitting Tables i and 2 of
the faculty salary comparison report. These tables contain the rasults of the
1987-88 survey of eight comparison institutions as well as the percentage
increases required to achieve parity with the mean sa:aries for those
institutions in 1988-89.

As agreed with the staffs of CPEC, the Department of Finance and the
Legislative Analyst, this survey has been conducted using the new croup of
comparison institutions with the substitution of the University ¢~ ‘irginia
for the University of Wisconsin and Massachusetts Institute oi Tezanology for
Cornell University. The data are final from all institutions. Ycu will
recell that I wrote you requesting formal approval by the Califor~‘z
Postsecondary Educaticn Commission for these substitutions.

.7 you have any questions concerning these tables, please contac: Z‘rector
Switkes at (415) 643-6512.

Sincerely,

PR
Calvin C. Moore
Associjate Vice Presidert
Academic Affzairs

~ttacnmen

2
1Y
ct
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cc: President Gardner
Senior Vice President Frazer .
Senior Vice President Brady
Vice President Baker
Assistant Vice President Hershman
Director Arditti
Director Justus
Director Switkes
Director of Finance Huff
Associate Director 0'Brien
Legislative Analyst Hill
Mr. Harold E. Giogue
Mr. Robert L. Harris
Mr. Stan Lena
Mr. Stuart Marshall




12/1/87

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
1987-88
TABLE 1

Projected Difference in Faculty Salaries: UC and Comparison Institutions
(ExcTudes Health Sciences and Law)

Associate Acssistant 2
Professor Professor Professor Average

Comparison 8 Institutionslz

Average Salaries 1987-88 63,719 43,394 35,573

Average Salaries 1982-83 3 46,211 21,450 253,1R1

Projected Average 1988-89 67,772  46,28C 38,034 359,228
University of California:

Average Salaries 1987-884 65,881 43,574 38,424 57,541

Projected Staffing 1985-89 3,425 1,009 757 5,191
Percentage Increase Needed to 2.9% 6.2% (1.0%) 3.0%

adjust UC 1988-89 salaries to
equal the projected 1988-89
comparison average salaries

1Compam‘son institutions: Harvard University, University of Il1linois,

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, University of Michigan (Anr Arbor),
Stanford University, University of Virginia, Yale University, and
SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential data received from these
comparison institutions.

2Averages based on projected 1988-89 UC staffing pattern.

3Compound annual growth rate over the five-year period 1s used for the one
year projection.

41987~88 average salaries adjusted to include 5.7% increase effective 1/1/88
and merits and promotions to be effective 7/1/88.
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"7 THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA T
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
FALL, 1987
TABLE 2

Average Comparison Institution Salaries

Associate Assistant
Institution Professor Professor Professor
1987-1988
A $70,263(2) $49,627(1) $39,572(1)
B 60,808(6) 41,744(5) 33,191(6)
C 61,401(5) 44,483(3) 35,321(4)
D 67,811(3) 41,136(6) 32,981(7)
E 57,811(7) 44,403(4) 36,950(3)
F 65,376(4) 48,383(2) 38,586(2)
G 53,248(8) 37,309(8) 32,964(8)
H 73,031(1) 40,069(7) 35,021i(7)
Average 63,719 43,394 35,573
1982-83
A $50,271 $35,800 £28,286
B 44,800 30,700 22,600
C 45,676 32,129 25,154
D 49,154 29,066 23,01C
3 41,854 30,580 25,659
F 48,600 34,400 27,200
G 40,582 28,390 25,10¢
H 53,553 30,533 26,677
Average 46,811 31.450 25,461

Confidential data received from compariscn institucicons include ¢- end 1ll-
month full-time salaries for all schools and colleges except health sciences
and law.




Appendix F

BAKERSFIELD - CHICO - DOMINGUEZ HILLS - FRESNO - FULLERTON - HAYWARD - HUMBOLDT
POMONA - SACRAMENTO - SAN BERNARDINO - SAN DIEGO - SAN FRANCISCO - SAN JOSE |~

LONG BEACH - LOS ANGELES - NORTHRIDGE
SAN LUIS OBISPO - SONOMA STANISLAUS

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR

{213) 590.

December 4, 1987

Mr. William L. Storey

Assistant Director

Finance & Facilities

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Bill:

This is to report to the Postsecondary Education Commission the information
that we have developed for the 1988-89 State budget cycle regarding faculty
salaries in the California State University and the 20 universities designated
as comparison institutions. Essentially, these data indicate a salary lag in
the next fiscal year of 4.7%.

Five tables summarize the information developed:

The first table (attachment A) presents the distribution of CSU full-time
faculty by rank and their average salaries during the current year. Because
CSU salaries will rise on January 1st, three sets of averages are shown:
salaries as of Fall 1987, average salaries over the academic year (4 months
paid at current levels, and 8 months at salaries 6.9% higher), and "final®
salaries paid with the full 6.9% increase. Academic year averages should be
used for current year comparisons, while final salaries are used for lag
calculations into the next budgei year.

The second table (Attachment B) shows the distribution by rank and the average
salary in 1987-88 of faculty in the 20 cemparison institutions. It is based
on current year reports from 15 institutions and projection< from prior year
data for 5 institutions.

The third table (Attachment C) shows the distribution by rank and the average
salary in 1982-83 of faculty in the comparison institutions. Attachment D
calculates the 1988-89 projected average salaries by rank at the comparison
institutions. It is based on the 1982 and 1937 average salaries reported on
the preceding tables.
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Attachment E presents the estimated iag in CSU salaries next year in
accordance with the established CPEC methodology.

The detailed information that substantiate the compariscn institution salary
averages in 1982 and 1987 have been shared with Mr. Haberman.

Please advise if you have any questions regarding the information transmitted
herewith or with the materials forwarded earliers

2

Sincerely,

Thierry F. Koenig
Faculty and Staff Relations

TFK/sp

Attachments

cc: Dr. Pickens
Dr. Naples
Dr. Smart
Mr. Harris
Mr. Geiogue

Mr. Worthman

bcc: vMr. Haberman
Dr. Hunt
Dr. Jensen
Dr. Leveille
Mr. Rogers
Mr. Messner
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The California State University
Office of the Chancellor

Attachment A

Number of Fuli-time Faculty and

N Average Salary By Rank
in the
California State University
1987-88
Number Academic
of Fall Year Final
Faculty 1987 Average Average
PROFESSOR 7,409 849, 179 351, 442 852, 573
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 2, 468 38, 150 3%, 908 40, 782
ASSISTANT PROFESSCR 1,491 30, 765 32, 180 32, 8a8
INSTRUCTOR 176 26, 496 27,715 28, 324
TATAL 11,544 344, 097 546, 126 $4.7, 140

Note: Academic year average and Final average msalaries
are 4.6% and 6.9% above Fall 1987 galaries

Dec. 4, 1987
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The California State University Attachment B
Office of the Chancellor

Number of Full-time Faculty and

Average Salary By Rank
' in the
20 Comparison Institutions
19a87-88
Number
of Average
Faculty Salary
PROFESSOR 4, 1535 853, 313
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 4, 311 39, 443
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 2,978 32,727
INSTRUCTOR 391 25, 153
TOTAL 11, 835 842, 150

Baged on 15 inatitutions reporting current year data and
projectiona from prior year data for S ingtitutions

Dec. 4, 1987




The California State University Attachment C
Office cf the Chancellor

Number of Full-time Faculty and
Average Salary By Rank

in the
20 Comparison Institutions
1982-83
Humber
of Average
Faculty Salary
PRCFESSOR 3,918 839, 679
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 4,074 29,673
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 3,271 23, 865
INSTRUCTOR 506 18, 769
TOTAL 11,769 830, 921
Dec. 4, 1987
47
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The California State University Attachment D
Office of the chancellor

Projectiona of Comparison Institutions
Average Salaries into 1988-89

S-yr. 1987-88 1988-89

Trend Average Projection
PROFESSQOR 6.09 83,313 S6, 557
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR S.86 39, 443 41,753
ASSISTART PROFESSOR 6.52 32,727 34, 861
INSTRUCTOR 6.03 25,153 26,670

Decemher 4, 1987




The California State University Attachment E
Qffice of the Chancellor

Egtimate of CSU Faculty Salary Lag in 1988-89
With the 20 Comparison Institutions

€CSU Firnal Comp. Inst.
1987-88 1988-89 csu
Salaries Projection Lag
CsSU Staffing Pattern 847, 140 880, 134 6. 35%
Comp. Inet. Staffing 42, 524 44,717 S. 164
Average of two computations S.75%
Adjustments: Law faculty 0. 20%
CSU growth 0. 20%
CSU Merit awards 0. 68%
Net CSU Lag in 1988=89. . . . « 4 4 & & o o 2 s o o o 4, 67%
December 4, 1987
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and rec-
ommendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Committeg, and the Speaker of the Assembly The
other six represent the major scgments of postsec-
ondary education in California.

As of January 1988, the Commissior.ers represent-
ing the general public are:

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairperson
Henry Der, San Francisco

Seymour M. Farber, M.D,, San Francisco
Lowell J. Paige, El Macero

Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles, Vice Chairperson
Sharon N. Skog, Palo Alto

Thomas E. Stang, Los Angeles

Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Modesto

Representatives of the segments are-

Yori Wada, San Francisco: appointed by the Regents
of the University of California

William D Campbell, Carlsbad; appointed by the
Trustees of the California State University

Borgny Baird, Long Beach; appointed by the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Qaks; appointed by the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational In-
stitutions

Kenneth L. Peters, Tarzana, appointed by the Cali-
fornia State Board of Education

James B Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed by
California’s independent colleges and universities

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to “assure the »ffective utilization of public
postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to
student and societal needs ”

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in California, including
Community Colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the
Commission does not administer or govern any insti-
tutions, nor does it approve, authc ~ , or accredit
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other state
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
these functions, while operating as an independent
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of
evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which it debates and takes action on staff
studies and takes positions on proposed legislation
affecting education beyond the high school in Califo-
rnia. By law, the Commission’s meetings are open to
the public. Requests to address the Commission may
be made by writing the Commission in advance or by
submitting a request prior to the start of a meeting.

The Commission’s day-to-day rork is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director, William H Pickens, who is appoint-
ed by the Commission,

The Commission publishs and distributes without
charge some 40 to 50 reports each vear on major is
sues confronting California postsecondary educa
tion Recentreportsare listed on the oack cover.

Further informationaboutthe Commission, its meet-
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514 telephone (916)
445-7933




FACULTY SALARIES
PUBLIC UNIVEF

California Pustsecondary kduc

IN CALIFORNIATS
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ation Commission Ropory 88-9

ONE of a series of repocts published by the Comnus-
sion as port of its planaing and coordingating respon-
sibitities Additienal copies may te ootained without
cluarge from the Pabtications Office, California Pust-
secondary Eaucation Comm,ssion, Third Floor, 1020
Tweifth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985.

Recent reports of the Commissien include

€8-6 Comments on Educazional Equity Plans of the
Segments. A Staft Report on the Development of
Pluns by the State Department of Education. the
Caiifornina Statr University. and the University of
Calitornia to Achieve the Educational Equity Goals
of Assembiv Concurren: Resolution 33 (1984) ([Feb-
ruary 1935

88-7 Siw. Growth, and Cost of Administration at
the Caiiforme Swate University A Report Prepared
oy Price Wucerbouse ana IGT Consultants {or the
C:hfornia Pustsecondary Elucation Commission
Febraary 1388

88-3 Overview of 11 2 1988-29 Goy 5 Budget, for
! Fostsecondar: GLdiation in Cadforria Testimeny
by Willlam H DMekens, E<ecutive Director. Califir-
nia Postsecondary Education Comnissisn (March
1988)

88-9 Facuity Sularies in California’s Public Uni.er-
sities, 193S-89° The Commissicn’s 1987 Report tn the
Legistature and Governor 1in Resnonse to Senate
Concurrant Reseluuinn No 311663) (March 1983,

88-10 Lligibility «f California’s 1986 Higzh Scroo!
Graduales for Admrission ‘o [is Pubplic Universities:
A Report of the 1936 High School Eligibiiity Study
(Maraxn 1988

88-11 Zlizmbiity for Sroshmun Admission to tne
Universizv of Calitor tla. A Statement 1o the egents
of the Lniversizy by Willlam J Pickens. Fxecutive
Director, Celifornia Fostseconaary Ec‘-Jc:xti‘:-r Com-
misngn, Febreery 14,1938 (Maren 1938)

8R.12 Timato Degree .n Taiitornia’s Public Univoar-

<ities: Facrors Centrhutng to the Length of Tomne

L'nderux aduates Teae ) Boarn Therr Bachelor's De-
ree (Meren 1933

38-13 Evaluwrica of the L olitornia Acadenr . DPart

pc—r"'nip Progra.m (¢ 7Pt Reoort 1o tae Legisinrure

1.. fResponse to Sssenbiv bl 13938 C;.ul)lt_! SRR
Statutzs o 1934y (Odarch 1EER)

88-14 Swundaruized Tosts Used for Thigher Buauca
2ot Admission and 2lacement 1n California Duzing
1937 The Third in 2 Ser:ies of Annual Repurts Fub-
lished in Accorduance w:th Senate Bill 1758 (Chapter
1503, Statutes of 1984, March 1988)

88-15 Update of Community Coilege Trans.er Stu-
dent Swatisties Fall 1987 University of Cilifornic.
The California State Universitv, and Caltforni:’s
Inaependent Colleges and Universities 'March 19‘38)

88-16 Legislative Updete, March 1582, A Staif Re-
port to the California Postsecondary Education: Coin
mission (March 1988}

88-17 State Policv for Fucuity Develovment in Cali-
fornia Public Higher Education. A Report to the Gov-
ernor and Legislature in Response (o Supniemental
Language in the 1986 Budget Act (May 1938)

88-1816 20 Exploring Facuity De: ciopment in Cui-
ifornia Higher Education Prepared for the Califor-
ma Postsecondary Fducation Commission by Ber-
man, Weiler Assoqiates

88-18 Volume One Executive Summary and
Coaclusions, by Paul Berman and Daniet Weiler,
December 1987 (March 1988

88-19 Volume Two: Findings. by Paul Berman.
Jo-Ann Intili and Deniel Weiler, December 1357
tMaren 1938)

38-20 Voluime Three. Appendix, by Paul Ber-
man, Jo Arn intill, and Daniel Wetler January
1988 (Marcn 18982)

85-21 Staff Leveiopment in Cu!; irra’s Public
Schuols. Recommerndations: fthe Poicr Development
Committee for *he Caitfiania St1a07 i '7»- cupment Pol-
ov Seudn, Mare, o3 1383 1 Manen 1588

38-22 and 23 Staf De.oopment o Califermia
Public and Per wiia! investments, Proxram Patterns,
and Potic, Chowees, o, J sdith Warren Little, Wil

1] Geerr, David &S0 o0 James 'Y Guathr.e, Mo
encel W o Kirst, and David D Marsh o A Jeant Pusti
aron s Fur West Lenoratory for nducational Re
seatch nd Develgprient o Policy Ancivels for Call

forn  Fducation Py, Secrnber 1987

823-22 Ixecutive Summary Varen TuéR)

Al N
88-23 Repart «Naech 1l

-
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