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Summary
Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legisla-
tive Session, the Commission submits to the
Governor and the Legislature an analysis of fac-
ulty salaries in the University of California and
the California State University for the forth-
coming fiscal year.

In this report for the 1991-92 fiscal year, the
Commission analyzes the data submitted to the
University and State University by their respec-
tive groups of comparison institutions and shows

how those data are formulated into "parity per-

centages" that is, the amount of increase in
salary necessary for each segment to maintain a
competitive position in relation to the average of

its respective comparison group of institutions.

This year, the estimated faculty salary parity
amount for the University is a 3.5 percent in-
crease and for the State University is a 4.1 per-
cent increase.

In this year's report, the Commission includes an
analysis on pages 4-5 of salary increases granted
for the past 13 years in California compared to
increases in the national and California Con-
sumer Price Indices. It also presents a discussion
on pages 9-14 of faculty compensation beyond
the standard scale fc r the past two years at the
Univer:ity of California and the implications of
these high salaries for the University's ability to
attract the fmest scholars in the nation.

The Commission adopted this report at its meet-
ing on April 28, 1991, on recommendation of its
Policy Development Committee. Additional
cop:es of the report may be obtained from the
Publications Office of the Commission at (916)
324-4991. Questions about the substance of the
report may be directed to Murray J. Haberman
of the Commission staff at (916) 322-8001.
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Summary and Conclusions

THIS 1991-92 faculty salary report contains de-
tailed data on average salaries in the comparison
institutions of the University of California and the
California State University. It analyzes raw data
submitted by comparison institutions for the Uni-
versity and State University and then provides a
detailed written analysis rd faculty salary parity
computations.

Competitive position of the
University and State University

Comparisons of the University of California and the
California State University with their respective
comparison groups reveal that the University has
been able to maintain a competitive position over
the past five years when compared to its list of eight
comparison institutions, while the State University
has improved its position in each of its faculty lad-
der ranks in relation to its 21 comparison insti-
tutions

Parity for the University of California

The University of California obtained actual 1990-
91 data from all of its eight comparison institutions.
Based on these data, the Commission estimates that
for 1991-92, University faculty members will re-
quire an average salary increase of 3.47 percent to
bring them to the mean of their comparison group.

Parity for the California State University

'The California State University collected actual da-
ta from 16 of its 20 comparison institutions, with
the remaining four being unable to offer current
data for various reasons. As specified in the salary
methodology agreed to by State officials, the Com-
mission made salary estimates for those four insti-
tutions. In addition, the Commission excluded com-
parison institution salary data for law faculty in
this year's calculation and replaced three previous
comparison institutions with three new instittaions
to adjust fot any compensation loss attributed to the
exclusion of these law faculty. The Commission es-
timates that a salary increase of 4.07 percent is nec-
essery to keep State University faculty at the mean
of its 20 comparison institutions. The State Uni-
versity's Trustees, following a practice instituted
since the implementation of collective bargaining,
has in essence agreed to the 4.07 percent figure, to
be effective in the 1991-92 fiscal year, provided it is
negotiated as part of upcoming collective bargain-
ing discuzsions.

University salaries above standard

This report includes a discussion on pages 9-14 re-
garding the University's nine-month faculty who
earned in excess of $100,000 effective January 1,
1990, and those faculty earning a comparable
amount during the current fiscal year. With respect
to this topic, the report raises some implications of
these salaries for the University in its attempt to at-
tract the finest research scholars.

1



2 Origins and Methods of Analysis

ANNUALLY, m accordance with Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legisla-
tive Session (reproduced in Appendix A on pages 21-
22), the University of California and the California
State University submit to the Commission data on
faculty salaries for their respective institutions and
for a group of comparison colleges and universities.
On the basis of these data, Commission staff de-
velops estimates of the percentage changes in sala-
ries required to attain parity with the comparison
groups in the forthcoming fiscal year. The method-
ology requires that parity llgu..2s 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, pp. 23-30) has been designed by the
Commission in consultation with the University of
California, the California State University, the De-
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Legisla-
tive Analyst, and was originally published in the
Commission's Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons (March 1985). It
has since been revised four times to reflect changes
in the methodology used for calculating the parity
figure and to reflect changes in the University of
California's and California State University's group
of comparison institutions (June 1987, January
1988, and June 1989).

An additional report, requested in previous years by
the Office of the Legislative Analyst and subse-
quently incorporated into Supplemental Language
to the Budget Act, discusses 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 ofCalifornia. The first two of these three
documents are annual reports; the third is pre-
sented only in odd-numbered years. In the current
cycle, all three of these reports -- community college
faculty salaries, administrators' salaries at the Uni-
versity and State University, and Univerfity medi-

cal faculty salaries -- will be discussed by the Com-
mission at its meeting on June 8-9,1991,

History of the faculty salary reports

The impetus for the faculty salary report came from
the Master Plan Survey Team in 1960, which rec-
ommended 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, parking and
moving expenses, be provided for faculty
members in order to make college and univer-
sity teaching attractive as compared with
business and industry.

8. Because of the continual change in faculty de-
mand and supply, the coordinating agency
annually collect pertinent data from all seg-
ments of higher education in the state and
thereby make possible the testing of the as-
sumptions 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 the Analysis of the Budget
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education in its f.nnual reports to the Governor and
the Legislature on the level of support for public
higher education. While undoubtedly helpful to the
process of determining faculty compensation levels,
these reports were considered to be insufficient, es-
pecially by the Assembly, which consequently re-
quested the Legislative Analyst to prepare a specif-
ic report on the subject (lieuse Resolution No. 250,
1964 First Extraordinary Session; reproduced in
Appendix C, pp. 31-32).

Early in the 1965 General Session, the Legislative
Analyst presented his report (Appendix D, pp. 33-
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42) and recommended that the process of developing
data for use by the Legislature and the Governor in
determining faculty compensation be formalized.
This recommendation was embodied in Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 51 (1965), which specifically
directed the Coordinating Council -- the predecessor
to the Postsecondary Education Commission -- to
prepare annual reports in coope..ation with the Uni-
versity of California and the California State Col-
leges.

Since that time, the Coordinating Council and,
more recently, the Commission have submitted re-
ports to the Governor and the Legislature. Prior to
the 1973-74 budgetary cycle, the Coordinating
Council submitted only one report annually, usu-
ally in March or April. Between 1974-75 and 1985-
86, the Commission compiled two reports -- a pre-
liminary report transmitted in December, and a fi-
nal report in April or May. The first was intended
principally to assist the Department of Finance in
developing cost-of-living adjustments presented in
the Governor's Budget, while the second was used
by the Legislative Analyst and the legislative fiscal
committees during budget 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
outside 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. Orig-
inally they provided only comparison institution
data, and occasionally they were expanded to in-
clude summaries of economic conditions; compari-
sons with other professional workers; discussions of
supplemental income and business and industrial
competition for talent; analyses of collective bar-
gaining; and community college faculty salaries,
medical faculty salaries, and administrators' sala-
ries. The last three of these additions to the annual
reports were all requested by the Office of the Leg-
islative Analyst: community col; ege and medical
faculty salaries in 1979, and administrators' sal-
aries at the University of California and California
State University in 1982.

4

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
deliberations led to a number of substantive revi-
sions that were approved by the Commission in
March 1985 in the previously mentioned Methods
for Calculating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost
Comparisons. Among the more significant of those
changes were those to create a new list of compari-
son institutions for the State University, produce
only a single report rather than a preliminfiry and a
final report, and provide University of California
medical faculty salary information biennially rath-
er than annually.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the Commission's
faculty salary reports included comprehensive sur-
veys of economic conditions and salaries paid in oth-
er occupational fields. Such data were needed at
that time since evidence had shown that faculty sal-
aries 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 professional workers. Since faculty salaries
in California are based primarily on interinstitu-
tional comparisons, those at the University of Cali-
fornia and the California State University were un-
dergoing an economic erosion comparable to that
experienced by public universities nationally. That
erosion made it increasingly difficult to recruit the
most talented teachers and researchers, especially
in competition with the substantially higher sala-
ries generally available in business and industry.

Consequently, in order to provide the Governor and
the Legislature with as much information as possi-
ble on a complex situation, the Commission expand-
ed considerably the scope of those salary analyses.

In the past eight years -- 1984-85 to 1991-92 -- the
salary deficiencies experienced by faculty in the two
public four-year segments clearly appear to have
been corrected, as have those of most other institu-
tions of higher education across the country. Dis-

play 1 on the opposite page shows the parity figures
the Commission derived for the University and
State University throughout the 1980s, and com-
pares those figures with the amounts actually ap-
proved by the Governor and Legislature, along with
percentage increases in both the national and Cali-



DISPLAY 1 Comparisons of Faculty Salary Parity Adjustment Calculations by the Commission
with Actual Percentage Increases Provided in State Budgets and United States and
California Fiscal Year Consumer Price Indices 1979- 80 Through1991-92

Year
Untversitv of C ifertua The Calikrnia Slate UnivonitY United States California

Consumer Price lndeE Consumer Price lndeaCemmissieq Budget Commis Slink Budget
(Fiscal Year) (Fiscal Year)

1979-80 12.6% 14.5% 10.1% 14.5% 14.4% 14.9%

1980-81 5.0 9.8 0.8 9.8 9.9 11.6

1981-82 5.8 6.0 0.5 6.0 6.9 10.8

1982-83 9.8 0.0 2.3 0.0 3.2 2.2

1983-84 18.5 7.0 9.2 6,0 4.4 3.7

1984-85 10.6 9.0 7.6 10.0 3.7 5.3

1985-86 6.5 9.5 N.A 10.5 1.7 3.6

1986-87 1.4 5.0 6.9 6.8 3.8 3.3

1987-88 2.0 5.6 6.9 6.9 3.9 4.4

1988-89 3.0 3.0 4.7 4.7 5.2 4.8

1989-90 4.7 4.7 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.9

1990-91 4.8 4.8 4.9 4.9 5.2 (estimated) 5.6 (esumated)

1991-92 3.5 0.0 4.1 0.0 6.1 I projected) 5,6 (projected)

N.A.: No panty adjustment was computed for the State University for the 1985-88 year.

Note: Some of the percentage increases provided in the Budget were for a period of time less than a full year. There have been
changes in both the University and State University comparison groups over this time and there was a change in the State
University's computation methodology in 1985.

Source: Consumer Price Irides: Commiseion on State Finance. Remainder California Postsecondary Education Commission.

fornia Consumer Price Indices, The display shows
that in 1982-83 and 1983-84, both the University
and State University significantly lagged their
comparison institutions. Although other institu-
tions throughout the country experienced similar
salary erosion, University and State University fac-
ulty salarie ieclined even further in relation to
their comr ison groups.

In the past seven years, strong performances in the
State's and national economies have generated
State revenues sufficient to restore faculty salaries
to levels where the segments are now better able to
compete with private business and industry. Clear-
ly, the State of California has shown a commitment
to maintain the excellence of both the University of
California and the California State University by
regularly improving the resources available to

these segments. As a result, there is less need fur
the extensive economic conditions and occupational
salary data that the Commission published in prior
years.

However, because of severe State revenue short-
falls, this year's Governor's Budget provides no cost-
of-living increases for faculty salaries at either the
University of California or the California State
University. Thus, if the State's current fiscal crisis
continues through the next year, it may again be
necessary for the Commission to present an exten-
sive analysis of economic conditions, as well as a
comprehensive review of occupational salary infor-
mation, in that the salaries paid to University and
State University faculty may again significantly
lag behind those paid to their comparison institu-
tion counterparts.

5



Six 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
Preparing Its Annual Reports on Faculty and Ad-
ministrative Salaries and Fringe Benefits, at its
June 1987 meeting.

At that time, the University of California agreed to
continue to use the eight comparison institutions it
had used 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 com-
parison institutions -- the University of Wisconsin,
Madison causing only marginal increases in its
faculty salaries in contrast to increases elsewhere.
Furthermore, the University sought to build into its
list of comparison institutions a "competitive edge"

a percentage amount added to the computed par-
ity figure. Thus "in the best interest of the Univer-
sity and the State," it formally requested the Com-
mission to approve substitution of the University
of Virginia for the University of Wisconsin and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology for Cornell
University. As part of this proposal, it agreed to
abandon requests for the 1988-89 and subsequent
fiscal years for "competitive edge" funds, noting
that the traditional methodology of projected lag to
parity would be sufficient, given the new compari-
son group. The Commission approved this change
in the University's comparison institutions at its
February 1988 meeting.

Two years ago, the Commission again considered
changes in its methodology when it responded to
Supplemental Budget Language to the 1988-89
Budget Act that directed it to convene its salary
methodology adv;.sory committee in order to evalu-
ate whether the estimated average salaries at the
State University's comparison institutions should
be adjusted for the full effect, rather than the exist-
ing partial effect, of law school faculty among its
comparison institution group. The Commission was
also directed to determine the appropriateness of re-
taining any effect of law school faculty employed by

6

comparison institutions when computing a final
State University faculty salary parity figure, and to
provide a justification for it.

In June 1989, the Commission adopted the recom-
mendation of its advisory :ommittee that for pur-
poses of reporting comparable "academic" salary in-
formation for both the State University and its com-
parison institutions, all law faculty should be re-
moved from the methodology used for computing
the State University's parity figure during the
1991-92 budget cycle -- the year in which the cur-
rent collective bargaining agreement between the
faculty and the administration expires. This year's
report thus reflects the exclusion of comparison-
institution law faculty.

However, in removing comparison institution law
faculty, it was clear that the State University's com-
petitiveness in the marketplace would be under-
mined in that its instructional budget would be re-
duced by approximately $7.5 million because of a
reduction in the calculation of its parity figure.
Recognizing the dangers implicit in this reduction --
especially its impact on the recruitment and reten-
tion of faculty -- the Commission considered a mod-
est change in the State University's group of com-
parison institutions in order to recover approxi-
mately one-half ef the estimated revenue loss at-
tributed to the removal of comparison institution
law faculty. In September 1989, the Commission
called for deleting three existing comparison insti-
tutions -- Virginia Polytechnic Institute, the Uni-
versity of Bridgeport, and Mankato State Universi-
ty -- and replacing them with three new institutions
-- the University of Connecticut, George Mason
University, and Illinois State University This
year's report also reflects this change in comparison
institutions.

Contents of this year's report

For the 1991-92 cycle, this report contains data on
faculty salaries at the University of Cdifornia and
the California State University.

This year's report contains a special section show-
ing the number of University of California faculty
who earn in excess of $100,000 in years 1)90 and
1991, with accompanying information on age, sex,



ethnicity, and discipline. Discussed in this section
are some implications of the University's hiring of
these high paid faculty, and how State resources
may be insufficient for the University to attract the
finest research scholars while maintaining its pool
of instructional fuvalty.

This summer, the Commission will issue a supple-
mental report on community college faculty sala-
ries, public four-year segment administrators' sala-
ries, and University of California medical faculty
salaries.

1
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Projected Salaries Required for Parity
3 at California's Public Universities

THIS year's salary analysis presents a comprehen-
sive examination of faculty salary comparison insti-
tution data. Using computerized spreadsheets, Com-
mission staff analyzes raw data that have been pro-
vided by the University's eight and State Universi-
ty's 20 comparison institutions.

University of California

On November 15, 1990, the Regents of the Univer-
sity of California requested the Governor and the
Legislature to approve funding sufficient to grant
University faculty an average salary increase of 3.5
percent. This amount was to maintain parity with
the University's eight comparison institutions.
This percentage increase was based on final data for
all eight comparison institutions.

Projected salaries

Display 2 on page 10 shows the average salaries by
rank at the comparison institutions in 1985-86 and
1990-91, as well as the University's position in each
of these two years. It indicates that, over the past
five years, at the rank of professor, the University
position has declined to fifth from fourth while slip-
ping from second to fourth at the assistant professor
level. At the associate professor level, the Universi-
ty improved its relative ranking from fourth to
third. Decreases in relative rank of University lad-
der rank faculty may be misleading, however, in
that in 1985-86 the University received special
"margin-of-excellence" funds that added 3 percent
to that year's parity figure, thus improving the Uni-
versity's overall position in relation to its compari-
son group of institutions in that year.

Of most interest is the fact that compensation pro-
vided to entry-level assistant professors continues
to exceed the average compensation of its compari-
son group, and since many of the University's new

faculty members will be hired at this level, it is im-
portant that it maintain that competitive position
for the hiring of new young faculty.

It also should be noted that because the University's
faculty received their final salary adjustment on
January 1, 1991, the computed average annual by
rank salaries shown in Display 3 for academic year
1990-91 are greater than the salaries actually
earned by the faculty for this entire academic year.
In reality, the salaries for the 1990-91 academic
year are professors, $74,361; associate professors,
$50,217; and assistant professors, $42,952.

Conversion factors

Display 3 on page 11 shows the parity calculaLions
for the 1991-92 fiscal year, and it indicates that the
University will require an increase of 3.47 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
eleven-month salaries to nine-month salaries. In
most cases, this conversion is derived by dividing
nine by eleven to produce a factor of 0.8182.

Historically, however, the University has used a
conversion factor of 0.86 to adjust its eleven-month
salaries to nine-month salaries. To assure consis-
tency, the Commission applies the 0.86 factor to
each of the University's comparison institutions.

Display 4 on page 12 shows the University's 1990-
91 salary schedule, with the actual conversions.

University faculty paid above scale

Display 5 on page 13 shows data for University of
California nine-month professors who are paid in
excess of $100,000, excluding medical and law pro-
fessors, for the past two yeare. These faculty mem-
bers are often Nobel Laureates, Field Medal Schol-
ars, Pulitzer Prize winners, National Academy of

9



DISPLAY 2 University of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries, 1985-86
and 1990-91

Comparison Institution Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor

1985-86

Institution I-I $64,452 (1) $36,065 (8) $30,575 (7)

Institution A 62,648 (2) 42,900 (1) 34,828 (1)

Institution D 59,868 (3) 36,450 (7) 28,603 (9)

University of California 58,576 (4) 38.871 (5) 34,188 (2)

Institution F 58,400 (5) 41,400 (2) 33,100 (3)

Institution C 56,062 (6) 39,761 (3) 30,968 (5)

Institution B 53,800 (7) 36,700 (6) 28,900 (8)

Institution Cr 50,666 (8) 35,279 (9) 30,814 (6)

Institution E 49,594 (9) 39,665 (4) 31,769 (4)

Comparison
Institution Average $56,936 $38,278 $31,195

1990-91

Institution E $85,556 (1) $48,225 (7) $46,316 (2)

Institution A 82,658 (2) 58,575 (1) 46,310 (3)

Institution F 80,360 (3) 56,729 (2) 46,788 (1)

Institution D 79,014 (4) 48,705 (6) 39,116 (8)

University of California 76,438 (5) 52,128 (3) 43,887 (4)

Institution C 70,401 (6) 50,365 (5) 39,893 (6)

Institution B 69,431 (7) 47,951 (8) 38,728 (9)

Institution E 68,921 (8) 51,584 (4) 43,679 (5)

Institution G 62,987 (9) 45,015 (9; 39,778 (7)

Comparison
Institution Average $74,916 $50,894 $42,576

Note: The data in the 1990-91 table for the University of California reflect salary increases awarded on January 1, 1991, Actual
salaries earned by University faculty for the 1990-91 fiscal year are thus slightly lower than listed here, and these
differences could affect the University's ranking. The rankings for several comparison institutions may also be affected
by salary increases given at times other than the first day of the fiscal year.

SotArce: Office of the President. University of California.
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DISPLAY 3 University of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1985-86 mnd 1990-91,
Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1991-92,
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 199:-92 Staffing Patterns

Academic Rank

Comparison Group Comparison Group Comparison Group
Average Salaries Average Salaries Compound Rate Projected Salaries

1985-86 1990-91 of Increase 1991-92

Professor $ 56,936 $ 74,916 5.642 % $ 79,143

Associate Professor 38,278 50,894 5.863 53,877

Assistant Professor 31,195 42,576 6.418 45,309

Academic Rank

University of
California

Actual Average
Sa lanes 1990-91

Comparison Group Average SalariP.;

Percents...1'e Increase Required in
UnivP.sity of California Average
c'-siaries to Equal the Comparison

Institution Average

Actual 1990-91 Projeztecl 1991-92 Actual 1990-91 Projected 1991-92

Professor $ 76,438 $ 74,916 $ 79,143 -1.99% 3.54%

Associate Professor 52,128 50,894 53,877 -2.37 3.36

Assistant Professor 43,887 42,576 45,309 -2.99 3. 24

All Ranks Averages
(UC Staffing) $ 65,519 $ 64,092 $ 57,794 -2.18% 3.47%

Institutional Budget
Year Staffing Pattern
(Full Time Equivalent) Professor

Associate
Professor

Assi stant
Professor Total

University of California 3,548 1,087 1,118 5,753

Comparison Institutions 4,356.55 1,930.92 1,924.57 8,212.04

Source: University of California, Office of the President, reproduced in Appendix E.

Science scholars, or other premier researchers and
teachers in their field.

Last year, 146 faculty appeared in this category. Of
these, 35 were in the humanities or social sciences,
57 were in the physical or life sciences, 43 were in
engineering, and 11 were in the discipline of man-
agement. In addition, the salaries of 20 eleven-
month professors exceeded $100,000, but their nine-
month equivalent was under that amount.

In addition, the highest 1990 median salary --
$106,300 -- was paid in engineering, while the high-

est overall salary -- $122,100 -- was paid in the
physical sciences. Only two women and three non-
white minority faculty earned in excess of $100,000
in 1990.

This year, 306 faculty (more than twice the number
from last year) appear in the over $100,000 cate-
gory. Of these, 78 are in the humanities or social
sciences, 93 are in the physical or life sciences, 115
are in engineering, and 20 are in the discipline of
management. In addition, the salaries of 22 eleven-

1 6
1 1



DISPLAY 4 University of California 1990-91 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month and Eleven-Month
Faculty, with Percentage Differences, Effective January 1, 1991*

Nine-Month
Faculty bi Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

Professor $51,400 $55,400 $60,700 $66,400 $72,200 $78,300 $84,600 $91,300

Associate
Professor 43,100 45,700 48,300 51,300 55,300 N/A N/A N/A

Assistant
Professor 35,900 37,400 38,800 40,500 43,500 45,600 N/A N/A

Eleven-Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

Professor $59,600 $64,300 $70 400 $77,000 $83,800 $90,800 $98,100 $106.000

Associate
Professor 50,000 53,000 55.900 59,500 64,200 N/A N/A N/A

Assistant
Professor 41,600 43,300 45,100 47,000 49,900 52,900 N/A N/A

Percentage
Difference by

Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Ste_p_8

Overall
Average

Professor 86.24% 86.16% 86 22% 86.23% 86.16% 86.23% 86.24% 86.13%

Associate
Professor 86.20 86.22 86.40 86.22 86.14 N/A N/A N/A

Assistant
Professor 86.30 86.37 86 03 86.17 87.17 86.20 N/A N/A

Average 86.25% 86.25% 86.22% 36.21% 86.49% 86.22% 86.24% 86.13% 86.25%

*Add 10 percent to each step for business/management and engineering faculty.

Source: University of California. Office of the President..

month professors exceeded $100,000, but their nine-
month equivalent was under that amount.

The highest 1991 median salary $108,800 -- is
paid in management, compared to engineering a
year ago. Similarly, the highest overall salary --
$129,000 is also paid in management, compared
to the physical sciences a year ago. This year only
one woman earned in excess of $100,000, while 29

non-whites earned this amount.

12

Perhaps one of the most interesting facts shown in
these two displays is the average age of these facul-
ty, which currently ranges from 56 in management
to 62 in the social sciences, suggesting that these
scholars have been employed by the University or
other academic institutions for many years. Con-
sidering that the average age of these high-paid
scholars continues to increase in most of those disci-
plines depicted, it is fair to suggest that many of



DISPLAY 5 University of California 1990-91 Nine-Month Faculty Salaries Above $100,000,
Effective January 1, 1990 and 1991

Year Discipline Niimber
Salaries Characteristics

High Median Women Non-White Average Age

1990 Humanities 17 $115,700 $103,800 1 1 59

Life Sciences 10 108,100 104,500 0 0 61

Physical Sciences 47 122,100 104,300 1 58

Social Sciences 18 113,200 103,800 0 1 62

Management' 11 120,600 105,200 0 0 54

Engineering' 43 116,700 106,300 0 0 59

1991 Humanities 45 $124,800 $106,000 1 0 60

Life Sciences 14 119,600 102,700 61

Physical Sciences 79 127,000 105,400 3 59

Social Sciences 33 117,700 103,800 0 62

Management' 20 129,000 108,800 0 56

Engineering' 115 122,800 100,700 26 59

Note: Eleven-month salaries have been converted to nine-month equivalent salaries as is the practice in the University's annual
report. In addition to these faculty, 20 more in 1990 and 22 in 1991 had eleven-month salaries exceeding $100,000, but whose
nine-month equivalent was under $100.000.

I. Special scale.

Source: University of California, Office of the President.

these scholars will be retiring during the next five
to ten years.

Because of these retirements and because the Uni-
versity continues to seek the finest researchers from
throughout the country, the University has had to
expend significant resources in recent years in or-
der to attract these types of scholars to its cam-
puses. Clearly, not all new hires are or should be
made at the highest levels. But as the premier re-
search system in the world, the University has had
to hire many high-level faculty from both the pri-
vate sector or other prestigious institutions to re-
plenish similar faculty who retired or moved to oth-

er institutions, at salaries well above the average
paid to full professors in general.

When hired, these faculty are compensated at levels
far above the regular salary compensation provided
by the State for "vacant" faculty positions. (Cur-
rently, for vacant positions, the State provides
$38,800 Assistant Professor, Step 3.) Engineering
and business/management faculty start at 10 per-
cent more than this average. Although most of
these scholars are not paid in excess of $100,000,
many are paid at salaries equal to if not greater
than those they earned at either the campus or pri-
vate research facility from which they came an
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amount far in excess of the amount provided by the
State.

The implications for the University's policy of hir-
ing the best and brightest are apparent. The Uni-
versity must find from within existing resources the
difference between the $38,800 provided by the
State and the compensation actually paid to the fac-
ulty member. In doing so, the University often uses
resources allocated to other existing faculty vacan-
cies in order to fund a single high paid faculty posi-
tion. When this occurs, those "other vacancies" re-
main unfilled, and instructional activities in the de-
partment from which those resources are taken may
be undermined.

Throughout the next decade, many of the Universi-
ty's high paid scholars will be retiring and enroll-
ment growth will be significant. During this time,
the University anticipates a need for about 10,000
new faculty. The situation of reallocating resources
among departments will become severe if the Uni-
versity is to continue to attract premier scholars
and the State funds vacancies at only entry-level
salaries. As part of its long-range planning for fac-
ulty, the Commission will continue to explore the
need of adequate faculty salary resources to main-
tain the continuing competitiveness of both the
University's instructional and research faculty.

The California State University

Shifts in rank

Over the past seven years, and principally because
of salary increases granted in the past four years,
the State University has improved its competitive
position nationally. Displays 6 and 7 on pages 15
and 16 show average salaries at its comparison
instit....tions in 1985-86 and 1990-91, as well as the
State University faculty's relative position on each
list. These displays indicate that while the State
University's ladder faculty ranked tenth at the pro-
fessor level, seventh at the associate professor level,
seventh at the assistant professor level, and third at
the instructor level in 1985-86, it improvt-sd its posi-
tion to between ninth and third in 1990-91. Be-
cause of the large number of State University facul-
ty at the full-professor level, the all ranks weighted
average actually placed the faculty in fifth position

1 4

in both 1990-91. If something near this ranking
continues, it will place the State University in a
very competitive position in the years ahead, when
many new faculty are expected to be hired.

The relatively strong upward movement in the
State University's ranking among its comparison
institutions may have been influenced by the fact
that its group of comparison institutions was
changed this year. The three new institutions in
this revised group have a higher salary base and
may have experienced greater salary increases than
the three institutions that appeared on the former
list.

Estimating for non-reporting institutions

In its 1986-87 report, the Commission noted that
the State University encountered considerable diffi-
culty in its attempts to obtain reliable data from all
its comparison institutions. Several institutions de-
clined to participate with the annual survey, while
others were not prepared to supply the data in a
timely fashion. After the advisory committee was
reconvened in 1986 to discuss this problem, it unan-
imously approved replacements for those institu-
tions that would not provide data.

Following that meeting, State University officials
worked to develop relationships with personnel at
the comparison institutions, but it soon became evi-
dent that complete current-year data could not be
obtained from all of them in November of each year,
nor from any other list of institutions that could
conceivably be established, because many universi-
ties do not make computer runs of their faculty pay-
rolls until after the November deadline required by
the curTent methodology. Because the Department
of Finance requests this information by December 5
of each year for consideration in the Governor's
Budget, estimates continue to be necessary for those
institutions not supplying current-year information.

In its attempts to make the estimates as accurate as
possible, the Chancellor's Office of the State Uni-
versity analyzed the differences between the cost-of-
living adjustments projected to be given to faculty,
and those actually distributed to them. This analy-
sis showed that the actual changes in any institu-
tion's average sals..ies increased by only about 95
percent of the projf!t ted percentage increase -- a dif-
ference clused by changes in staffing patterns at



DISPLAY 6 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1985-86

Pqr Associate
flegwr

Assistant
ftfi_ssor Instructor To_tal Faculty

Institution No.
Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No.

Weighted
Average
Salary

Institution N 217 $55,181 (1) 239 340.196 (1) 140 $30,184 (6) o o 596 843,300(1)

Institution J 105 52,121 (2) 133 39,024 (2) 100 31,174 (2) 11 24.891 (7) 349 40.270 (4)

Institution Q 390 31,891 (3) 386 37,589 (3) 332 30.913 (3) 35 29,031 W 1.143 40,268 ($)
0 .

Institution K 330 50,029 (4) 294 36,422(5) 232 31.698(1) 11 25,520(5) 867 40.19946)

Institution 8 508 49,600 (3) 336 37.00014) 210 30.70014) 14 28,000(2) 1,0E8 41,637(2)

Institution P 84 49,083 (6) 122 35,287(8) 89 27.830(12) 1 22,000(13) 296 36,915(8)

Institution I 6" 47.515 (7) 114 34,281(13) 85 28,082(9) 42 19,94507) 308 3 3.494417)

Institution F 261 47,109 (8) 249 34,819(11) 159 27,485415) 38 21.183(16) 707 36,86819)

Institution A 468 47.000 (9) 430 36.40016) 287 30.500(5) 37 22.800(12) 1,222 38,662(7)
6-

The California
State University

7,378 45.820 (10) 2,660 35.383 (7) 1,493 28,358 (7) 175 24,955 (6) 11,706 40,935 (3)

Institution D 118 45,163 (11) 216 34,493(12) 94 28,061(10) 32 22.818(11) 460 35,104(12)

Institution C 82 44,966 (12) 56 34,607(10) 73 26,603(19) 5 26,110(4) 216 35.638(11)
.

Institution S 273 44,150 (13) 298 33.647(14) 150

.
28,19718) 13 21.537(14) 734 36,225(10)

Institution G 146 ,800 (14) 219 34,70049) 172 27,700113) 22 27,20013) 559 34,628114)

Institution T 246 43,130 (15) 290 31.874(18) 179 27,658(14) 9 23.161(10) 724 34.548115)

Institution 0 160 42,181 (16) 240 32.088417) 148 21,286(16) 3 21,233(15) 581 33,670(16)

Institution R 99 41,900(17) 188 33,100115) 167 27,900111) 12 23,70048) 463 32,862(19)

Institution M 114 41.563 (18) 117 33,048(16) 75 27,066(18) 1 23,18849) 307 34,716(13 )

Institution E 82 39,313 (19) 97 31,1204191 RS 27.266417) 24 19.567(18) 289 31,338421 )

Institution L 47 38,501(20) 22 29,1711211 22 24.527(21) 0 0 91 32,867(18)

Institution H 261 37,800 (21) 203 30.900(20) 229 25,800120) 0 0 698 31,813(20)

.

Comparison

,

Institution Totals 4,058 $46,722 4,246 $35,042 3,029 $28,867 310 $23,417 11,643 $37,197

Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor.
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DISPLAY 7 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1990-91

Associate
Pr_olmE

Assistant
Instructor Total FiKult, .

Institution No.
Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No.

Average
Salary No,

Average
Salary No.

Weighted
Average
Salary

Institution Q 428 $72,708 (1) 395 $51,510 (4) 232 $43,134 (2) 0 o 1,054 558,274a)

Institution R 165 72,415 (2) 257 49,228 (5) 167 40,778 (4) 36 32,367 (4) 625 52.120 (7)

Institution at 105 72,269 (3) 130 54,577 a) 80 46,302 d) 13 32,146 (5) 328 57.333 (3)

Institution N 244 71,363 14) 236 51.832 (3) 145 39,145 (7) 0 o 625 56,514 (4)

Institution B 490 67.979 (6) 309 52,012 (2) 222 43,035 (3) 10 38.525 a) 1.031 57.537 (2)

Institution P 102 65.821 (6) 113 47,729 (7) 68 39,851 (6) 3 30,500 (7) 286 52,128 (6)

Institution 1 81 64,818 (7) 122 45,348 (9) 10! 39.111 (8) 35 28,211 (13) 343 46,288(12)

Institution K 427 64,330 (8) 336 46249 (8) 220 38.438 (11) 11 30.211 (8) 994 52.110 (8)

The California
State University 7,463 60.752 (9) 2.374 48,611 (6) 2.110 39.853 (5) 208 32.582 (3) 12.175 54,281 (5)

Institution G 143 60,300 (10) 219 45,300 a0) 173 37,100 (15) 21 35,200 (2) 556 46,225 d3)

Institution C 86 60,155 (11) 67 43,961 (13) 81 37,855 (12) 0 0 234 47,799 (9)

Institution F 244 59,159 (12) 254 42.953 (16) 204 36.709 (17) 28 25,754 (15) 730 45,965(15)

Institution D 144 57,420 a3) 215 44,046 (II) 116 36.738 (16) 25 28,311 (12) 500 45,416(16)

Institution A 486 57,207 (14) 440 43,709 a4) 344 36.386 (18) 20 27.668 (14) 1.290 46,378d1)

Institution M 133 56,903 (15) 124 43,986 (12) 103 37,184 i 14) 2 32.019 (6) 362 46,730(10)

Institution T 260 5,5,892 (16) 297 42,709 (18) 215 38,911 (9) 4 29,109 (10) 776 46,004114)

Institution E 98 54,879 (17) 104 42,900 (17) 103 38,702 (10) 24 28,329 (11) 329 44,091(18)

Institution 0 166 54,410 (18) 233 41,415 (19) 140 35.360 (19) 0 0 539 43,844(19)

Institutio. L 44 54,170 (19) 24 40,565 (20) 43 33,279 (20) 1 30,160 (9) 112 43.020(20)

Institution S 254 53,555 (20) 259 43,010 15) 215 37.684 (13) 5 22,370 (16) 733 44,961(17)

Institution H 287 50,740 (21) 189 39,440 (21) 264 33,175 (21) 0 0 740 41.587(21)

Comparison

...

Institution Totals 4,387 $62,041 4,322 $46,004 3,240 $38.333 238 $29,846 12,187 $49,422

Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor.
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the institutions involved. 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 mul-
tiplied by 0.95.

Adjustments

Consistent with its methodology, reductions of 0.2
percent for turnover and promotions, and 0.54 per-
cent to reflect an additional appropriation for merit
salary adjustments, are included in the calculation.
The first is unchanged from last year's cycle, while
the second is reduced to 0.54 percent from last
year's estimate of 0.59 percent. With these two ad-
justments, the projected 1991-92 State University
parity calculation equals 4.07 percent as shown in
Display 8 on page 18.

Complete current-year data for this year's report
were obtained for 16 institutions, with estimated
1990-91 cost-of-living adjustments supplied for the
remaining four. Furthermore, it should be noted
that because the State University faculty will re-
ceive their final salary adjustment on January 1,
1991, the computed average annual by rank sala-
ries displayed for 1990-91 is greater than the sala-
ries actually earned hy the faculty for this entire
academic year. In reality the salaries for academic
year 1990-91 are: professors, $59,811; associate
professors, $47,854; assistant professors, $39,231;
and instructors, $32,054.

Conversion factor

As with the University of California, one of the re-
quired calculations to derive an average salary fig-
ure for eac'i comparison institution is a conversion
from eleven 'month to nine-month faculty, since all
average salaries are based on nine- month contracts.
In its annual report on the economic status of the
profession, the AAUP uses a factor of 0.8182 -- a fig-

ure derived by dividing nine by eleven. In some
cases, however, institutions use different conver-
sion 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, no
published salary schedules or institutional conver-
sion factors exist, since all faculty contracts are ne-
gotiated individually in terms of both length of an-
nual service and compensation. In these cases, all
conversions used to derive average salaries are arti-
ficial, and the AAUP simply applies the 0.8182 factor
as a reasonable estimate.

In the State University, as shown in Display 9 on
page 19, the actual relationship between eleven-
month and nine-month faculty is about 0.87 per-
cent, but for the purposes of the annual salary re-
ports, and reporting to the AAUP, the 0.8182 figure
continues to be used for the purposes of assuring
analytical consistency with the comparison institu-
tions.
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DISPLAY 8 California State University Faculty Salary ?arity Calculations, 1991-92 (Comparison
Institution Average Salaries, 1985-86 and 1990-91; Five-Year Compound Rates of
Increase; Comparison Institution 1990-91 Projected Salaries; State University 1990-91
Average Salaries; 1991-92 Projected Percentage Salary Deficiency; 1990-91 Staffing
Patterns)

Academic Rank

Comparison Group
Weighted by Total

1985-86

Average Salaries
Faculty at Each
Rank 1990-91

Five-Year
Percentage Rate of

Change

Comparison Group
Projected Salaries

1991.92

Professor $46,722 $62,041 5.835 % $65,661

Associate Professor 35,042 46,004 5.594 48,578

Assistant Professor 28,867 38,333 5.836 40,570

Instructor 23,417 29,846 4.971 31,330

Academic Rank

State
University
Average
Salaries
1990-91

Comparison Group Average Salaries

Percentage Increase Required in CSU
Salaries to Equal the Comparison

Institution Average

1990-91 1991-92 1990-91 1991-92

Professor

Associate Professor

Assistant Professor

Instructor

$60,752

48,611

39,853

32,562

$62,041

46,004

38,333

29,846

$65,661

48,578

40,570

31,330

2.12 %
-5.36

-3 81

-8.34

8.08

-0.07

1.80

-3.78

All Ranks Averages

Weighted by State $54,281 $54,255 $57,395 -0.05 % 5,74 %
University Staffing

Weighted by
Comparison

Institution Staffing $50,340 $49,422 $52,262 -1.82 % 3.82 %
Mean All Ranks

Average and Gross
Percentage Amount $52,310 $51,838 $54,828 -0.90 % 4 81 %

Adjustments

Turnover
and Promotions -105 0.20 %

Merit Award
Adjustment -356 0 54 %

Net Parity Salary
and Percent $54,368 4.07 %

Institutional
Staffing Patterns Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor Instructor Total

California State
University 7,483 2,374 2,110 208 12,175

Comparison Institutions 4,387 4,322 3,240 238 12,187

Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California State University reproduced in Appendis F).

4 )

18



DISPLAY 9 California State University 1990-91 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month and
Eleven-Month Regular Faculty, with Percentage Differences (Effe4tive January 1, 1991*)

Nine-Month
Faculty by Rank 1:tap 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

Professor $50,532 $52,932 $55,488 $58,176 $60,960

Associate Professor 39,984 41,904 43,896 45,996 48,192 $50,532 $52,932 $55,488

Assistant Professor 31,764 33,240 34,824 36,468 38,208 39,984 41,904 43,896

Instructor 29,064 30,348 31,764 33,240 34,824

Eleven-Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

Professor $58,176 $60,960 $63,948 $67,020 $70,272

Associate Professor 45,996 48,192 50,532 52,932 55,488 $58,176 $60,960 $63,948

Assistant Professor 36,468 38,208 39,984 41,904 43,896 45,996 48,192 50,532

Instructor 33,240 34,824 36,468 38,208 39,984

Percentage
Difference by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step S

Overall
Average

Professor 86.86% 86.83% 86.77% 86.80% 86.75% N/A N/A N/A

Associate Professor 86.93 86.95 86.87 86.90 86.85 86.86% 86.83% 86.77%

Assistant Professor 87.10 87.00 87.09 87.03 87.04 86.93 86.95 86.87

Instructor 87.44 87.15 87.10 87 00 87.09 N/A N/A N/A

Average 87.08% 86.98% 86.96% 86,93% 86.93% 86.90% 86.89% 86.82% 86,94%

'Add 10 percent to each step for business and engineering faculty.

Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California State University, Incremental Salary Adjustment computed by the California

Postsecondary Education Commission.)
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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 and the
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of the California
institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee found that the 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 result 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 should 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 compensation 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,
therefore, 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 faeu:Ly salary and welfare benefits report
containing the basic information recommended in th ,? 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.
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Appendix B

NOTE: The following material is readapted from
Chapter Two, "The Revised Methodology," of the
second edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefu Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-
95: A Revision of the Commission's 1977 Method-
ology for Preparing Its Annual Reports and Faculty
and Administrative Salaries and Freige Benefit
Costs; Commission Report 85-11; Second Edition
February 1988 (Sacramento: California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission, March 1985, pp. 7-16.

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 will be prepared by the Commission
each year. That report will contain current-year
data from both the University of California's and
the California State University's comparison insti-
tutions, 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 in-
clude total nine- and eleven-month expenditures,
and the number of faculty, at each rank specified in
Section 4 of this document for each comparison in-
stitution. Comparison institutions should be identi-
fied only by letter code. Commission staff shall ver-
ify the accuracy of the segmental calculations and
report the results of its analysis to the Department
of Finance and the Office of the Legislative Analyst
on December 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 Department of Finance and the Joint Legisla-

C)

MIINm

tive Budget Committee not later than February 15.

2. Principle of parity

The report will indicate needed percentage in-
creases (or decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year
in salaries and fringe benefit costs for University of
California and California State University faculty
to achieve and maintain parity with comparison in-
stitution 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
comparison institutions will be used by each of the
four-year California segments of higher education.

MMINNIIlaw.w.....,1111MM0,
3. Comparison institutions

University of California

Comlarison institutions for the University of Cali-
fornia, with independent 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*

The California State University

Comparison institutions for the California State
University will be the following for the years 1967-
88 through 1996-97.
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Northeast

Bucknell University'
Rutgers the State University of New Jersey,

Newark'
State University of New York, Albany
Tufts University'
University of Bridgeport ta

South

Georgia State University2
North Cssoiina 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 University2
Reed College'
University of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Reno
University of Southern California"
University of Texas, Arlington

1. Independent institution.
2. Institution with law school.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.

4. Faculty to be included and excluded

The University of California

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and
assistant professor (the University does not use the
rank of instructor) employed on 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 sala-
ry scales or schedules other than those of the regu-
lar faculty, Faculty on the special salary schedules
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for engineering, computer science, and business ad-
ministration will be included with the regular fac-
ulty.

Faculty members to be included are those assigned
to instruction (regardless of their assignments for
research and other University purposes), 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 ftill-time-equivalent basis.

The California State University

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those
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
faculty on salaried sabbatical or special leave. Fac-
ulty 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 re-
port.

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
calculated by adding the mean salaries at the eight
comparison institutions and dividing by eight.



The California State Uniuersity

For the State University's comparison group, the to-
tal 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 the mean salary for each rank.

8. Five-year compound rate
of salary growth

In order to compute the estimated salaries to be
paid by the comparison institutions in the budget
year, a five-year compound rate of change in sala-
ries will 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
specified in Section 5 above. Each will then calcu-
late the annual compound rate of growth at each
rank between the current year and the rifth year
preceding the current year. These rates of change
will then be used to project mean salaries for that
rank forward one year to the budget year.

In the event that neither current-year staffing nor
mean salary data can be obtained from a compari-
son institution in a timely manner, the staffing pat-
tern and salary expenditure data from the prior
year will be used with the expenditures at each
rank being incremented by 95 percent of the antici-
pated current-year salary increase. If current-year
staffing data are available, but not current-year sal-
ary expenditure data, the staffing data will be used
with the prior-year expenditures at each rank being
incremented by 100 percent of the anticipated
currer t-year salary increase.

When a comparison institution does not supply both
its current-year staffing and salary expenditure
data, 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 cur-
rent 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 expen-
ditures 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 aase, expenditures at
each rank will be incremented by 95 percent of the
anticipated salary expenditures increase for each
year in which complete data are unavailabie.

If the University of California or the California
State University are unable to obtain complete
current-year staffing and salary expenditure data
from all of their respective comparison institutions
by December 5 of any year, a supplemental report
will be filed with the Commission, the Department
of Finance, 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
December 5. If the comparison institution data re-
main incomplete as of the April 1 date, a final re-
port will be filed on June 30, or at such earlier time
as the University or the State University are able to
supply complete data.

7. Fringe benefits

On June 30, 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 re-
ports to include the following information for their
own system and for each comparison institution:

a. The mean employer and employee contribution
for retirement programs; health insurance pro-
grams (including medical, dental, vis; on and any
other medical coverage); Social Security; and
life, unemployment, workers' conipensation, and
disability 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.
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8. All.ranks average salaries

All-ranks mean salaries will be calculated for each
segment in the current year, and the comparison in-
stitutions' mean salaries in the current and budget
years, by using the following procedures.

University of California

Both the University's and its comparison institu-
tions' mean salaries at each rank wili 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 differential between the
University's current year all-ranks mean salary
and the comparison group's projected budget year
all-ranks mean salary will constitute the percent-
age amount by which University salaries will have
to be increased (or decreased) to achieve parity with
the comparison group in the budget year.

The California State University

Both the State University's and its comparison in-
stitutions' current-year staffing patterns will be
employed. The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat-
terns for both the current and budget years so that
two sets of all-ranks meaa 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 and the second
by the comparison group's staffing pattern) will be
added together and divided by two to produce the
overall mean. Similarly, the current and budget-
year all-ranks mean salaries for the comparison in-
stitutions will be adGed and divided by two to pro-
duce overall means for both the current and budget
years. The State University's current-year all-
ranl.s mean salary will then be compared to the cur-
rent and budget-year comparison institution all-
ranks mean salary to produce both current and
budget-year parity percentages. The percentage
differential between the State University's current-
year all-ranks mean salary and the comparison
group's projected budget-year all-ranks mean sala-
ry will constitute the "Gross Percentage Amount"
by which State University salaries will need to be
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increased or decreased to achieve parity with the
comparison group in the budget year.

The comparison institutions must exclude salaries
paid to law faculty when submitting their data.

The "Gross Percentage Amount" will be reduced by
applying two acijustments:

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

Second, an additional percentage amount, to ac-
count for the effect A 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 Uni-
versity and the State University. The Commission
shall also include data on comparable campus-based
positions from both the University's and the State
University'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 I.

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 California and a select group of comparison insti-
tutions on a biennial basis commencing with the
1985-86 academic year. Comparison institutions to



DISPLAY 1 Campus-Based Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries at the
University of California, the California State University, and Their Respective
Comparison Institutions Are to Be Reported in the Commission's Annual
Administrators' Salary Survey

University of California The California State University

1. Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution 1. Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution

2. Chief Academic Officer 2. Chief Academic Officer

3. Chiet Business Officer 3. Chief Business Officer

4. Director of Personnel/Human Resources 4. Director of Personnel/Human Resources

5. Chief Budget Officer 5. Chief Budget Officer

6. Director of Library Services 6. Director of Library Services

7. Director of Computer Services 7. Director of Computer Services

8. Director of Physical Plant 8. Director of Physical Plant

9. Director of Campus Security 9. Director of Campus Security

10. Director of Information Systems 10. Director of Information Systems

11. Director of Student Financial Aid 11. Director of Student Financial Aid

12. Director of Athletics 12. Director of Athletics

13. Dean of Agriculture 13. Dean of Agriculture

14. Dean of Arts and Sciences 14. Dean of Arts and Sciences

15. Dean of Business 15. Dean of Business

16. Dean of Education 16. Dean of Education

17. Dean of Engineering 17. Dean of Engineering

18. Dean of the Graduate Division 18. Dean of the Graduate Division

DISPLAY 2 Central-Office Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries Are to Be
Reported in the Commission's Annual Administrators' Salary Suruey

Universiçy of California The California State University

President 1. Chancellor

2. Senior Vice President 2. Provost-Vice Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor

3. Vice President 3. Deputy Provost

4. Associate Vice President 4. Vice Chancellor

5. Assistant Vice President 5. Associate Vice Chancellor

6. General Counsel of the Regents 6, Assistant Vice Chancellor

7. Deputy General Counsel of the Regents 7, General Counsel

8. Treasurer of the Regems 8. Associate General Counsel

9. Associate Treasurer of the Regents 9. Director of Governmental Affairs

10. Secretary of the Regents 10. Auditor

11. Director of State Governmental Relations

12, Auditor
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be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Uni-
versity of Chicago, the University of Illinois, the
University of Michigan, the University of North
Carolina, the University of Texas at Houston, the
University of Wisconsin, and Yale University. Dis-
ciplines to be surveyed will be internal medicine,
pediatrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will
be considered representative of the medical profes-
sion as a whole.

Community college faculty salaries

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Com-
mission shall include such comments as it considers
appropriate to satisfy the recommendation of the
Legislative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the
Budget Bill, 1979-80. Comments shall be directed
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the
Annual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Com-
munity 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
California shall continue to submit its "Annual
Academic Personnel Statistical Report." The Cali-
fornia State University shall submit a report to the
Commission on faculty demographics, promotions
and separations, origins and destinations, and re-
lated data. Both the University and the State Uni-
versity 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
comparison institutions for the University:

1. Each institution should be an eminent major
university offering a broad spectrum of under-
graduate, graduate (Master's and Ph.D.), and
professional instruction, and with a faculty re-
sponsible for research as well as teaching.
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2. Each institution should be one with which the
University is in significant and continuing com-
petition in the recruitment and retrntion of fac-
ulty.

3. Each institution should be ore from which it is
possible to collect salary and btnefit cost data on
a timely, voluntary, and regular basis. (Not all
institutions are willing to provide their salary
and benefit cost data, especially in the detail re-
quired 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 composition of the comparison group
is important to enable the development of facul-
ty salary market perspective, time-series analy-
sis, and the contacts necessary for gathering re-
quired data.

The California State University

The following five criteria will be used to select
comparison institutions for the California State
University.

1. General compar -thility of institutions: Compari-
son institutions should reflect the mission, func-
tions, purposes, objectives, and institutional di-
versity of the California State University sys-
tem. Faculty expectations at the comparison in-
stitutions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload,
and professional responsibilities, should be rela-
tively similar to those prevailing at the Califor-
nia State University. To those ends, State Uni-
versity comparison institutions should include
those that offer a wide variety of programs at
both the undergraduate and graduate levels but
that grant very few if any doctoral degrees. Spe-
cifically, the 20 institutions that awarded the
largest number of doctoral degrees during the
ten-year period between 1973-74 and 1983-84
should be excluded. Although several of the
comparison institutions may have professional
law schools, salary data for law faculty must be
omitted when data are provided. The list should
include both large and small, and urban and rur-
ral institutions from each of the four major re-
gions 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 universities,
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
California. 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 en-
sure a continuing economic comparability be-
tween California and those regions in which
comparison institutions are located, the Com-
mission will periodically review such economic

indicators as it considers appropriate and in-
clude the results of its surveys in its annual re-
port on faculty salaries and fringe benefit costs.

3. 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
provide their salary and benefit cost data, espe-
cially in the detail required for comparison pur-
poses.)

4. 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.

4
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Appendix C

House Resolution No. 250, 1904 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 Education in its annual report to the
Governor and the Legislature regarding level of support 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 in 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 1964-65 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 which
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
processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by lower tax revenues; and

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

arid

WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has been reflected in
California's phenomenal economic growth and has shown California taxpayers to be the
wisest of public investors, but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the
contributions by the California institutions of higher education to the continued
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economic and cultural development of 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 Regular Session.
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Appendix D

A RECOA,meceo METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE

ON maim SALARIES AND 'OTHEI BENEFITS

AT THE UNIVERSITf OF CALIFORNIA AND

THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

(Pursuant to HR 250, 1%4 First Extraordinary Session)

Prepared by the

Ogice af the Legislative Analyst

State of Califarnia

January 4, 1965
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mint of 11=a4ice for budget coneideration. Concur-
mealy the Coal:liming Council for Higher Education
also makes a report with recommendadone which Le
made available to the State Department of Finance.
T. Governor and the Department of ?Loam con.
eider tem Wary increase proposals Ls Madan co the
availability of funds and their own analysis of faculty
salary seeds and decide how much of an increase. if
any, to incLude in the Governor's Budget. The tegis.
long* Imam 51 the Amity's& of the Budget 3472 pro.
rides anaysia and reeousecendation es to the Gower-
nor's budget proposal.

nen appropriate legialative committees hear the
budget request for faculty salary imams they may
be galartInted, with several reensmandadons bon
various sources. Their int remonsibility is to 4011.
tidier the Gore:nor 's reesstamendationa in the Budget
BIM However, the r niversiey and the California
State Colleges generaily request the opportunity to
present their own recommendatione, which frequently
diger from the Governor's proposal. Ilse. du Co-
ordinating Council for Mather Education presence its
recommendations. Tarim faculty organisations may
declare co make independent proposals. The Legislature
has been cooperative in providing ail interested parties
the opportunity to proem their views, but these
presentations have been marked by =mem violations
in reeommendations and in the data which support
the requests.

WHO SNCULO ROAR! FAC.ILTY
SALAMI' IWO=

There ewes= to be some Mamas of opinion
concerning the purpose of faculty Wary repo= and
reccunmendatiose prepared try the Coordinating Conn-
41.1 tor alititr Eduarion. The University of CaLifornia
and the California State Colleges contend that they
should slake direct rseatomendacions to the Governor
and the Legisiatare and that Ciordisszing Conned
nooltotendations should be minded as inlayed=
commencs. Conventely, the Department of Fiume
and the Coordinating Conceal br Higher Education
believe that salary mom and recommendations of
the Coordinating Count' should be the primary re.
port submitted to the Department of Thence and the
Governor to cesmidee in prepering budgec reeCNBZUne
dation& The Deparretent nnance some that mush
a report should S. regarded 3S similar in sza=s to the
annual salary report relaMag 2) civil service saier4As
prepared by tie State ?ersonnei Board for the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature. It is our opinio: that the
Legislarare shotsid give epees& and primary wend-

. erecon to the recommendatone in tie Governor's
Budget and to the annual :acuity salary report of
the Coordinating Council for Bigher Education. How-
ever. asty separate meranuesdatone of the C'eivernity
of California and the California State Colleges should
alio S. considered.
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WHAT PACULTY SALUIlf WORTS SNCULO
CONTAIN

We do atm beLieve that reporting required of the
Cniversiry, the California State Colleges, and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education should
limit the right of then agencies to emphasize speed&
points in supporthag their own recommendations.
However. the Legisiantre eitould rake steps co estab-
lish a osmium basis upon which it will receive com-
prehensive informed= about :acuity saiates. other
benteits, and related subjects Atm year to year. Ilesir
careftd considered= of the statistical and other
grounds presented in =liver tog slier? Ind other
benedt increase proposels la the palm, we recommend
that basic data be inducted in faculty salary reports
to the Legislature in a consistent torn in the
Lug areas:

Paccar Data
B. Salary Darn
C. Fringe Stunt!
D. Tood Compensation
E. Special Privileges and 134111tha

SUPI.ACIASZary %CMS

Since it is oeceseary for stad of the etecative and
legislative branches of prerrusims to =aim mow
=date= prior to the econoseneemens of a legislative
union, all more and teentonieniatione should be
completed by December 1. of esch year.

POCIthy Ogees

L Flarlidgs
a. laformackre data about the site, aoetposidoa.

retention, and reernitthent of California
State College !acuity has been proem:ad to
the Leginiatttre from tone to rime, but usu.
ally it iaa been so nicety* tag is tacks
obitety sad has been inconsistent irorn
yew to year.

S. Suisse= faculty perbr=itice has not been
desnonmsatesi as a reseed to ;limey pan e.
quests for menial, salaries.

2. Beaconmendaciona

Ma foilowing data eitodid be compiled and
sented sannally on a =Mote= basis Delici-
dans oi what conatituten bear? are let to the
discretion of the c'nerersirr sad the state :IA-
loges but should be clearly lewd in amp report.
idditional data may be included 'st any &en
year cc =wham= speai problems, but stteM
data si./uld suppiemenz tot replace the baue
information recommended below. Graphs sAotad
S. used whist practaal, accompanied by sup-
port:mar :sign in an appendix- 3aeocuriended
facuity 'ata includes:



a. The nunber of faenity, by rank and the in-
crust over the previous eve yeses to redest
Jamiturlonal growth.

b. Current faculty enntpocition expressed in
mesningtul tams, including but not limited
to du percentage of the faculty who have
PhD 'I.
Studesta-faenlry ratios as a means of =gem-
* pentonmanee.

L Data raining to all new foll-time faculty for
the =rent academie year iaolndinte the num-
ber kind, som e of employmen, their rank
sad Wien degree held. Existing vacancies
should also be noted. Pertinent historical
trends in these data should be enalyzed. e
do nos believe that subjective and incomplete
dam etimating reasons for tuning down
cans, snob as has ban presented in die pan.
serves any useful purpose.

e. Paculry =mar rues eampating the num-
ber of separations to tocal faculty excading
to the following suggested MtOrnieS ; death
or resirenesti to rescue* or graduate work,
intra-lnatitztional transfers. other allege or
Unbend:, teaching, busbies and govern-
ment, other.

3. Coimments
The fins three recommendations above are de-
signed to redeem faculty dze, composition, rsze
of growth, i.nd workload. The inclusion of eons
aunt data from year to yur facilitate
tread analysis as it relates to die institutions
involved end, whes possilgeoe comparable in-
scientions The purpose of including dam an
new faceilty and Unity =over is to provide
a quantitative base for clisonetions of problems
relating to tank? reerniument and retention. It
may also be benentrial to include sane basie
statisties about the available supply of faculty
to see what proportion at the market, new PhD 's
for =ample, Califeenia itertirotions hire every
rer.

L Satiny Cate
1. Findings

a. Tie trzciTft-AtT for several years has es-
changed Wary dats to provide a consist=
comparison with 2 special group of ive " em-
inent ' universities. as well se with a gaup
of nine public univeres. Conversely, the
California State Colleges bare not yet nub-
Ittihad a lin of comparable institutions which
is seceptable to the=

b. Both the ritrtiernity of California and the
Cooedinating Conned for Eragher Education
maintain that salary comparisons to appro.

3

priest! institutions is the best single method
of determining salary needs

c. The trniverery of California places less siga
tanned on salary comparisons with non-
academic employment than the Coordinating
Cana on Higher Education and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges.

d. Salary incases have been proposed an ;Ile
basis of differentials between total compensa-
tion (salaries plus fringe benedts) eons,
panble institutions

e. Both the Cnivesity and the California State
College have tended to relate the vise of
proposed salary incrusts to how =sch et
incense would be 11.051127 to ren=i to a
swine competitive position which existed in
1957-18 and which was =nay elven-
tames.

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

g. Methods of salary .comparisons with other
instintdons have varied from year to yea in
reports prepared by the state colleges.

Reeommendations
a. We neammiend that proposed faculty salary

hICTOMIS distinguish betwees : (1) increases
neemsary to maintain the =rent competi-
tive position sad c2) increases to improve
the cutrent competitive position.
(1) Proposed increases to maintain the exist-

ing compeedve position should be equiv-
alent to a projection of the average
salary relationship between the rniver-
siry, or state toilers and comparable
institutions during the current !seal
year to the nen &eel year. We reeom-
mewl that this projection be based on a
projection of aettial salary increases by
rank in comparable insdrosions &ring
the past ire years pormairting statist:1i
adjustments for unusual circumstances
Thns the proposed bursae to Inittrali2
the ccistiog competitive position wouid.
in effect, be equal to the average of an-
nual Wary increases in comparable
innitutioes during the past f.ve years. .1
record of the accuracy of projeenons
should be maintained In az appendir..

(2) Recommendations to improve the air.
rent competitive poons should be re-
lated to the additional advantages to be
derived.

b. It is also reeammended ;hat the Calif ccr.ia
State College Trustees select a List of emu-
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used UMW compensation data prepared cad
published ink" the Amon= Association of
University Professors ha their rimpecedme

beat? 5111127 Mom
2. Recommendations

We recommend that total compensation data, as
reported by the American Aissociation of UM-
vemity Profuson. be included in fluky salary
mares as a supplement to separate salary and
binge betuelt ingomnation.

S. Special Privileges cod Semi%
1. Pindhigs

There are other fatality privileges and economic
banana which are not claisidid as triage bens-
fita because they may not be available to all
faculty or fit the definition of a fringe benefit
in some other remelt. llsomplm as the Univer-
sity of Califoenia include up to one-half the
east of moving expenses, vacations for 13.-month
appointees, the waiving of nonresident tuition
for faculty children, sabbatical luves with pay,
and other special and sick leaves with or with-
out pay.

2. Recommendations
It is reeommended that a list of speeia/ privi-
leges and benefits be desisted and mummies of
related policies be included in a special union
in ftnotre faculty salary reports so that tie
Legisiacure will be aware of what these privi-
leges and benefits isultds.

3. Connisants
The mimosa= or euahlisinnent of some of these
special privileges and benetits conld improve
reeruiting macs more thin the mcpanditure of
comparable amounts in salaries. Par eitunple,
slaving expenses are not corrensly awed by
the state colleges but some allowance might
make the drews of whether a young candi-
date fruez the East could =apt an appoint-
ment. If this type of benesit is proposed., it must
include adequate controls.

P. Svpsolemosmiry ifICISMO

1. Plmiings
a. The =ltiple loyalties ceased by permits*

faculty to supplement their salaries by earn-
ing mmia Mame from =ions sour= within
and outside his college or University is rec-
ognised as a prehlens common to institanisms
of higher education throughout the raised
States.

b. There apparently are propordonately more
private consulting opportunities in Calif or-

Ws than in other areas of the nation. For
example, ri percent of the federal research
defense essatrum were concentrated in Cali-
fornia &ming 196344.

C. The 17niversity of California has general pol-
icies diesignssi to insure that oussae aceivities
do not into:ten with University responininli-
ties. 2 outside activities inteere wish rzi-
versify responsibilities, the faculty member
generally mast take a leave of absence with-
out pay utuil suck outside activities are corn-
pieted. These and other related 'Cuivertity
policies were praised in a 1966 Carnegie-
timed study titled University Pacuily
Compessmion Paiidor old Practices.

tip The Coordinating Council for Higher
submitted

Liz-
ezcorp from nationwide

suedes ridable to the magninade of outside
activities. We have no way of detemnining
how the data may relate to Caiifornia, but if
the dons are namable, then it appears
that probably a large pereenzage of faculty
hen u lam one mune of esun income.
Sourem of income were repor..ed are follows :

Pomo& of foositv
morfotor Matthews+

Seams imams *raw soarer/

Laweriag .115re

Geseral writissi
&mow sad assoggs
Goverissmens consuldni IS
"rumba* writtars 15

Primo cansuillag

ame

Pubilessammemd feagdattaa
Otsa pritinstaltal mmtriO11
So wet's Cinsvarniew Possitt Comoomostsols Pviicsos sat Psarsces

Uio C. S., Assoassurat og Amman Casteracias, suveriscr
ot =ma Nes& Cams& MIL

e. The Ciliated State Mice of Education has
jillit misplaced a nationwide sample surver
of outside earnings of college fasult7 lor
1961-62. Although data has not been pub-
lished yet, special perntimion has been re-
ceived to report the following mains which
are quoted from a letter sent to the Lagie-
lative Analyst on Number 3. 1964 from the
gat of the Calif orMa State College Trastees :

OLIT31121 EARNINGS OP 'IACONO FACULTY ON
ACADVAIC YIAR CONTRACTS (9-10 MONTHS)

The C. S. Nike of Eacaton has just completed a
nationwide surrtr of outside termini's by a sampling
of all college funk:7 nationwide for 1961.-62. The re-
sults are as follows :

I L
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2.
Itecornineudations

a.

W
e
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m

end

that

:he

C
oordinating

C
oun-

cil

for

E
igitar

E
ducation,

the

V
aiT

ersity

of

C
alifornia

and

the

C
alifornia

State

C
olleges

eooperate

in determ
ining

the site=

to w
hich

!unit;

m
em

bers

participate

in arra

activi-

ties

to

yuppie:m
ein

their

einentionth

salaries

including

inform
ation

as to

w
izen

es=

invites

are

asual1

7 perform
ed

(such

as vacs-

tone.

etc.;

Stich

activities

w
ould

inelastic

but

not

be L
im

ited-

to,

insw
ing,

m
oral

w
tit-

M
g.

sm
anier

and

extension

teaching,

govern-

m
ent

com
statism

.

textbook

w
rit/m

g,

private

consulting,

public

service

and

foundation

=
suiting,

and

other

probational

activities.If such

a srudy

suggests

that

the

m
agnituderf these

actlities

is such

that

the

perform
-

ance

of norm
al

rniversity

and

nate

college

responsibilities

are

perhaps

being

adversely

affected.

M
en

m
isideration

should

be given
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to the

posulaity

of

m
aintaining

=
ore

com
-

plete

and

tatianingtui

records.

Such

records

w
ould

aid

adm
inistrative

aerials

and

ace-

dem
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senates

w
hen

review
ing
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enda-

;ions

for

prom
otions

and

salary

increases

and

provide

sum
m

arr
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for

reporting

to

the

L
egislature

on
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significant
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w
elfare

item
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not:

saes

facul,7

salary

re-

port
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C
oordinating:

C
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for
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E
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should
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results
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m
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-
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Finally,
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that
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L
eg:Isla:tire

inform
ed

about

policies

and

pretties

relating

to ersa
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ploym
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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 pro-
vide independent, non-partisan policy analysis and
recommendations 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-yeas terms by _the Governor, the Senate
Rules Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly.
The other six represent the major segments of post-
secondary education in California.

As of March 1991, the Commissioners representing
the general public were:

Lowell J. Paige, El Macero; Chair;
Henry Der, San Francisco; Vice Chair;
Mim Andelson, Los Angeles;
C. Thonias Dean, Long Beach;
Rosalind K. Goddard, Los Angeles;
Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach;
Mari- Luci Jaramillo, Emeryville; -
Dale F. Shimasaki, San Francisco
Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Modesto.

Representatives of the segments were;

Joseph D. Carrabino, Orange; appointed by the
California State Board of Educatien;

James B. Jamieson, San Luis ObisPo; appointed by

the Governor from nominees proposed by Califor-
Ilia's independent colleges and universities

Meredith J. Khachigian, San Clemente; appointed
by the Regents of the University of California;

John F. Parkhurst, Folsom; appointed by the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges;

Theodore J. Saenger, San Francisco: appointed by

the Trustees of the California State University; and

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appointed by the
Council for Private Postsecondary and Vocational
Education.

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of pub-
lic 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 in-

stitutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit
any of them. IftStead, it cooperates with other State
agencies and non-governmental groups that per-
form these functions, while operating as an indepen-
dent board with its own staff and its own specific du-

ties of evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operation of the Conunission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which it debates and takes action on
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisla-
tion affecting education beyond the high school in
California. By law, its meetings are open to the
public. Requests to speak at a meeting may be made
by writing the Commission in advance or by submit-
ting a request before the start of the meeting.

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by

its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who is ap-
pointed by the Commission.

The Commission publishes and distributes without
charge some 30 to 40 reports each year on major is-
sues confronting California postsecondary educa-
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover.

Further information about the Commission, its
meetings, its staX, and its publications may be ob-
tained from the Cmnmission offices at 1020 Twelfth
Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985;
telephone (916) 445-7933.
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FACULTY SALARIES IN CALIFORNIA'S
PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES, 1991-92

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 91-10

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-

sion as part of its planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020

Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985.

Recent reports of the Commission include:

90-22 Second Progress Report on the Effectiveness
of Intersegmental Student Preparation Programs:
The Second of Three Reports to the Legislature in Re-
sponse to Item 6420-0011-001 of the 1988-89 Budget

Act (October 1990)

90-23 Student Profiles, 1990: The First in a Series
of Annual Factbooks About Student Participation in
California Higher Education (October 1990)

90-24 Fiscal Profiles, 1990: The First in a Series of
Factbooks About the Financing of California Higher
Education (October 1990)

90-25 Public Testimony Regarding Preliminary
Draft Regulations to Implement the Private Postsec-
ondary and Vocational Education Reform Act of 1989:
A Report in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter
1324, Statutes of 1989) (October 1990)

90-28 Legislation Affecting Higher Education Dur-
ing the Second Year of the 1989-90 Session: A Staff
Report of the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (October 1990)

90-27 Legislative Priorities of the Commission,
1991: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission (December 1990)

90-28 State Budget Priorities of the Commission.
1991: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission (December 1990)

90-29 Shortening Time to the Doctoral Degree: A
Report to the Legislature and the University of Cali-
fornia in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution
66 (Resolution Chapter 174, Statute of 1989) (De-

-
cember 1990)

90-30 Transfer and Articulation in the 1990s: Cali-
fornia in t.1114 Larger Picture (December 1990)

90-31 Preliminary Draft Regulations for Chapter 3
of Part 59 of the Education Code, Prepared by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission for
Consideration by the Council for Private Postsecon-
dary and Vocational Education. (December 1990)

90-32 Statement of Reasons for Preliminary Draft
Regulations for Chapter 3 ofPart 59 of the Education
Code, Prepared by the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission for the Council for Private Postse-
condary and Vocational Education. (December 1990)

91-1 Library Space Standards at the California
State University: A Report to the Legis!v,ure in Re-
sponse to Supplemental Language to the 1990-91

State Budget (January 1991)

91-2 Progress on the Commission's Study of the
California State University's Administration: A Re-
port to the Governor and Legislature in Response to
Supplemental Report Language of the 1990 Budget
Act (January 1991)

91-3 Analysis of the 1991-92 Governor's Budget: A
Staff Report to the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission (March 1991)

91-4 Composition of the Staff in California's Public
Colleges and Universities from 1977 to 1989: The

Sixth in the Commission's Series of Biennial Reports
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