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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-
coniing 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 tiie national and California Con-
sumer Price Indices. It also presents a discussion
on pages 9-14 of faculty compensation beyond
the standard scale fcr 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 finest 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
eop.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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1 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. [t analyzes raw data
submitted by comparison institutions for the Uni-
versity and State University and then provides a
detailed written analysis 1 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 2) 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

'"he 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 institutions
to adjust for 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-
essary 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 discucsions.

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.



2 Origins and Methods of Analysis

ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No. 51 of the 1985 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 vear. The method-
ology requires that parity figu-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 Ansalyst, 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 of California. 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 Univerrity medi-

o

cal faculty salaries -- will be discussed by the Com-
mission at its meeting on June §-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 .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 (\iuuse 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-



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 colege and medical
faculty salaries in 1979, and administrators’ sal-
aries at the University of California and California
State University in 1982,

Q

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 preliminnryanda
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 Through 1991-92

University of California  The California_State University United States California
Year Commission Budget Commission Budget  Consumer Price Index Consumer Price [ndex
(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 00 3.2 2.2
1983-84 18.5 7.0 9.2 6.0 44 3.7
1984-85 10.6 9.0' 7.8 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 39 44
1988-89 3.0 3.0 4.7 47 5.2 48
1989-90 4.7 4.7 48 48 5.0 49
1990-91 48 48 4.9 49 5.2 (estimated) 5.6 (esumated)
1991-92 35 0.0 4.1 0.0 6.1 (projected) 5.6 (projected)

N.A.: No parity adjustment was computed for the State Univeruity 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 tire University and State University comparison groups over this time and there was a change in the State

University’s computation methodology in 1988,

Source: Consumer Price Index: Commission on State Finance. Romainder; 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 comp 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 inaintain 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.

1 ;



Six years ago, due primarily to issues of confidenti-
ality and technieal difficulties in collecting data ina
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 :ts salary
methodology advisory 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

Q

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 sommittee 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 facuity.

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 ¢f 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 [llinois State University. This
year's report also reflects this change in comparison
institutions.

Contents of this year’s report

For the 1991-92 cvcle, this report contains data on
faculty salaries at the University of Celifornia 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 1390 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
raay be insufficient for the University to attract the
finest research schclars while maintaining its pool
of instructional fuculty.

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.

[ XV



Projected Salaries Required for Parity
at California’s Public Universities

THIS year's salary analysis presents a comprehen-
sive examination of faculty salary comparison insti-
tutiondata. Usingcomputerized 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 vears. 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. Atthe 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

1 4

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 averaqe 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 calculaiions
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 years. These faculty mem-
bers are often Nobe! Laureates, Field Medal Schol-
ars, Pulitzer Prize winners, National Academy of



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

and 1990-91
Comparison Institution Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor
1985-86

Institution H $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 (9 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 G 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 k. 885,556 (1) $48,225 (N $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) 50,385 (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 incressesawarded onJanuary 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 seversi comparison institutions may also be affected
by salary increases given at times other than the first day of the fiscal year.

Source: Office of the President, University of California.




DISPLAY 3 University of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1985-86 nd 1990-91,
Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Sularies, 1991-92,
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 199:-92 Staffing Patterns

- Comparison Group Comparison Group Comparison Group
Average Salaries  Average Salaries Compound Rate  Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1985-86 1990.81 of Increase 1991-92
Professor $ 56,936 $ 74,916 5642 % $ 79,143
Associate Professor 38,278 50,894 5.863 53,877
Assistant Professor 31,195 42,576 6.418 45,309
Percentar < [ncrease Required in
Unive.sity of California Average
S Calaries to Equal the Comparison
University of  Comparison Croup Average Salarie: [nstitution Average
California
Actual Average
Academic Rank Salanes 1980-91  Actua] 1990-91 Projected 199192 Actual 1980-91  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 Associate Assistant
(Fuil Time Equivalent) Professor Professor 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. [n 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-

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

Faculty by 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 Overall
Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Average

Professor 86.24% 86.16% 86.22% 86.23% 86.16% 86.23% 8624% 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% 86.21% 86.49% 86.22% 86.24% 86.13% 86.25%

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

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.

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

17



DISPLAY 5
Effective January 1, 1990 and 1991

University of California 1990-91 Nine-Month Faculty Salaries Above $100,000,

Salaries Characteristics

Year Discipline Number 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 1 58
Social Sciences 18 113,200 103,800 0 1 62
Management! 11 120,600 105,200 0 0 54
Engineeringl 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 0 0 61
Physical Sciences 79 127,000 105,400 0 3 59
Social Sciences 33 117,700 103,800 0 0 82
Management! 20 129,000 108,800 0 0 56
Engineeringl 115 122,800 100,700 0 26 59

Note: Eleven-month salaries have been converted (o nine-month equivalent salaries as is the practice in the University’s annual
report. Inaddition 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.
1. 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-

1

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

b
-
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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. Dispiays 6 and 7 on pages 15
and 16 show average salaries at its comparison
institstions 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 improved 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

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 current 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 salz -ies increased by only about 95
percent of the proj::« ted percentage increase -- a dif-
ference caused by changes in staffing patterns at
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DISPLAY 6 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1985-86

Associate Assistant
Professer Professor Professor Instructor Total Faculty
Weighted

Average Average Average Average Average
Institution No. Salary No. Salary No. Salary No. Salary No. Salary
Institution N 217 355,181 (1) 239 $40,186(1) 140 $30,184(6) 0 0 596 $43,300(1)
Institution J 105 §2,121(2) 133 39,024 (D) 100 31174(D) 11 24.891(7 349 40270
Institution Q 390 518913 386 37,5883 332 30913(3) 35 29,031¢1) | 1,143 40,268(5)
Institution K 330 50,0294 204 36,422(5) 232 31.698(1 11 26,820(5) 867 40,1996
Institution B 508 49,6008 336 37.000¢4) 210 30.700{4) 14 28,000(2) 1068 41,637
Institution P 84 49,083 122 352878 89 27.830(12) 1 22,000(13) 296 369158
Institution | 687 47.515(D) 114 34281113 B8 28,082(M 42 19.945(17 308 3349417
{nstitution F 261 47,109(8) 249 34511 159 27,485(18) 38 21,183(16) 707 36,8689
Institution A 468 47.000(®) 430 36.400(&) 287 30.500(H) 37 22800(12) | 1,222 38,6627
The California 7378 45.820(10)| 2,660 35383(7) | 1,493 28.558(7) | 175 24,955(6) {11,708 40.935(3)
State University
Institution D 118 45,163(11) 216 34,493(12) 94 28061100 32 22818011 460 35,104(12)
Institution C 82 44.966(12) 56 34,607(10) 73 26.603(19) 5 26,1104) 216 3563%11
Ingtitution 8 273 44,1501 298 33.647(14) 150 28,1978 13 21837014 734 36,225(10)
Institution G 146 <3,800(14) 219 34.700(9) 172 27,700(13) 22 2720003y 569 J34,628(14
Institution T 246 43,1301 290 31.874(18) 179 27,668(14) 9 2316110 724  34.548(15)
Institution O 160 42,181 (16)] 240 32,088(17 148 27.286416) 3 21233019 581 33670116
Institution R 99 41800017 185 33,100118) 167 27,800t11) 12 23,700(8) 463 32862019
Institution M 114 41,563(18) 117 33.048(16) 75 27.066(18) 1 23,188 307 34,7161
Institution E 82 39313119 97 31,120(1% 8¢ 27.266(1T 24 19.567(18) 289 31,338(21)
Institution L 47 38,501 (20 22 2017121 22 2452721 0 0 91 32,867(18)
Institution H 261 37.800¢21) 203 30.800(20) 229 25.800¢20) 0 0 698 31813(20)
Comparison
Institution Totals 4,068 $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 Assistant
Professor Professor Professgr [nstructor Total Faculty
Average Average Average Average ‘Ki‘fri‘;:
Institution Ne. Salary No. Salary No, Salary No. Salary No. Salary
Institution Q 428 $72,708 (1)| 395 8515104 | 232 843,134 (2) 0 0 1,064 8$58.274(1)
[nstitution R 1656 72,415 (2) 287 49,228 (&) 167 40,778 (4) 36 32367 (& 628 52,120
Institution J 106 72,269 () 130 54577 (1) 80 46302 (1) 13 32146 (® 328 57,333 ()
[nstitution N 244 7136314 | 236 51832 | 145 39,146 0 0 625 88,514 9
Institution B 490 679795 | 309 52012 222 43,035 10 385261y 1,031 $§7.537 Q)
Institution P 102 65,821 (6 113 471729 68 398851 6) 3 30,500 286 52,128 (8
Institution [ 81 64818 (M 122 45348 9 106 39,111 . 35 28,211 13) 34 46288012y
Institution K 427 64,330 8) 336 48,249 8) 220 38,438 (1) 11 30211 (® 894 52,110 (&
The California
State University 7,463 60,752 (9) | 2,374 48,611 (6) | 2,110 39853 (5){ 208 3J2.562 (3) |12.175 54,281 (§)
Institution G 143 60,300 (10)] 219 4530010} 173 37.100 (18 21 35,200 (2) 556 46,225(13)
Institution C 86 60,155 (11 67 43981 13 81 3785512y 0 0 234 47,799 9
Institution F 244 59,139 (12)] 254 42983 (16)f 204 36,709 (i 28 25,754 (15 T30 45,965(15)
[nstitution D 144 57,420 (13)] 215 44,046 (11)} 116 36,738 (16 25 28311 a2 500 45.416(16)
Institution A 486 57,207 (14| 440 43709 (1&)] 344 36386 (18) 20 27668 (14)] 1,290 4637811
Institution M 133 56,903 (15)] 124 43,986 (12)f 103 37,184 1) 2 32,019 (8)| 362 46,730(1M
[nstitution T 260 55,892 (16)] 297 42,709 (18)] 215 389119 4 29,109 (10) 776 46,004114)
[nstitutioa E 98 54,879 (17)] 104 42900 (17} 103 38,702 (10) 24 28329 (11) 329 4409118y
Institution O 166 54,410 (18} 233 414185 (19)} 140 35360 19 0 0 539 43.844(19
Institutio. L 44 54,170 (19) 24 40,565 (20) 43 33279 20) 1 30,180 (9 112 43,020 20
Institution S 254 53,665 (200 259 43,010 (1§)] 2156 37.684 (1) 5 22,370 (18) 733 44961017
Institution H 287 50,740 21)} 189 39,440 (21){ 264 33,175 21 0 0 740  41,58721)
Comparison
Institution Totals 4,387 862,041 4,322 346,004 3,240 338,333 238 $29.846 (12,187 349,422
Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor.
)




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 by 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’t comparison institution is a conversion
from eleven month to nine-month faculty, since all
average salaries are based on nine-month contracts.
In its annusal 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 Zarity Calculations, 1991-92 (Comparison

Institution Average Salaries, 1985-86 and 1890-91; 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)
Comparison Group Average Salaries Five-Year Comparison Croup
Weightad by Total Faculty at Each  Percentage Rateof Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1988-36 Rank 1990-91 Change 1991.92
Professor $46,722 $62,041 5835 % $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 4971 31,330
State Percentage Increase Required in CSU
University Salaries to Equal the Comparison
Average Comparison Group Average Salaries [nstitution Average
Salaries
Academic Rank 1980-91 1990.91 1991.92 1980-91 19981.92
Professor $60,752 $62,041 $65,661 212 % 8.08 %
Associate Professor 48,611 46,004 48,578 -5.36 -0.07
Assistant Professor 39,853 38,333 40,570 -3.81 1.80
Instructor 32,562 29,846 31,330 -8.34 -3.78
All Ranks Averages
Weighted by State $54,281 $54,255 $57,395 -005 % 574 %
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 -090 % 481 %
Adjustments
Turnover
and Promotions -105 0.20 %
Merit Award
Adjustment -356 054 %
Net Parity Salary
and Percent $54,368 407 %
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 treproduced in Appendixz F).

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

Nine-Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step § Step 6 Step 7 Step 8
Professor $50,632 $52,932 $55,488 $58,176 $60,960
Associate Professor 39,984 41,904 43,896 45,996 48,192 $50,632 $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 Overall
Difference by Rank Step | Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Average
Professor 86.86% 8683% 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% 8693% 86.93% 86.90% 8689% 8682% B86.94%

*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, 1988 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 Coordinuting 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 facuily salary and welfare benefits report
containing the basic information recommended in the report of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee as filed with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the As-
sembly, under date of March 22, 1965.
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Appendix B

NOTE: The foliowing material is readapted from
Chapter Two, "The Revised Mcthodology,” of the
second edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefit 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 Fr.nge 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-

e

tive Budget Cotnmittee 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.

3. Comparison institutions
University of California

Comnarison 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 1987-
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 '?

South

Georgia State University®

Norik Carolina State University

University of Maryland, Baltimore County

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University

North Central

Cleveland State University®

Loyola University, Chicago'?
Mankato State University

Wayne State University*

University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

West

Arizona State University®

Reed College’

University of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Reno
University of Southern California'?
University of Texas, Arlington

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

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 full-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.

8. 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 saiary 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 University

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 fifth 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
currert-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 inecrease 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 case, expenditures at
each rank will be incremented by 95 percent of the
anticipated salary expenditures increase for each
year in which complete data are 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; heaith insurance pro-
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any
other medical coverage), Social Security; and
life, unemployment, workers’ conupensation, and
disability insurance,

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

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

DRV
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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 differerntial 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 mean salaries will be derived.
The two all-ranks mean salaries for the State Uni-
versity in the current year (the first weighted by the
State University's staffing pattern 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-
yaar all-ranks mean salaries for the comparison in-
stitutions will be adued 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

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 adjustments:

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

e Second, an additional percentage amount, to ac-
count for the effect of unallocated merit salary
awards, shall be deducted when applicable. The
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed
to by Commission staff and the Chancellor's Of-
fice of the State University.

9. Administrative, medical,
and community college salaries

Administrative salaries

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission
will report the salaries paid to selected central-
office and campus-based administrators at the 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 1.

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

Medical faculty salaries

The Commission will include data on comparative
salaries and compensation plans for the University
of California and a select group of comparison insti-
tutions on a biennial basis commencing with the
1985-86 academic year. Comparison institutions to
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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 {zraduate 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 Survey

University 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 Regens 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




be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Uni-
versity of Chicago, the University of [llinois, 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.

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 one from which it is
possible to collect salary and benefit 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 1bility 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

I; .
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private or independent colleges and universities,
and none of these institutions should be staffed
predominantly with religious faculty.

. 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.

. 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.)

. 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.

-
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Appendix C

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

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

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher 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;
and

WHEREAS, The State’s investment in superior teaching talent has been reflected in
California’s phenomenal economic growth and has shown California taxpayers to be the
wisest 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 mesans 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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A RECOMMENDED METHQOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
ON PACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENEFTS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

(Pursuant to HR 250, 1944 First Extroordinary Session)

Prepared by the

Cffice of the Legisiative Analyst
State of Califemnia

Janvery 4, 1965
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INTRODUCTION

mmmmmwmm
fringe benedts and other special econamic benedits for
facuities of the University of California and the Cali.
fornis State Colleges. This report has been prepared
by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee in re.
spoass t0 House Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraor-
dinary Session, Appendix 1)! which resolved:

Committee gn Rules is di-

2 Lack of conddencs in the quangity, quality, or
type of data;

| ASpPagkiicas dalecad.

3. The failure of advocates to' make points which
are concise and ciearly understandaole;

4+ The submission of conflicting data by legislative
staf or the Departmens of Finance

Adter careful consideration, it was determined hat

pose of considering salary and ocher benedt increases.
On Auognst 3§, 1964 a letter (Appendix 2) was sent
fsom the Legisiative Analyst to the Coordinacing
Council for Higher Ednestion, the Universicy of Cali-
formia, the Califormia State Colleges, the Department
Finanee and various faculty organizmtions inform.
them that the Joint Legisiative Budget Committes
planning to hold a public hearing in conneetion
950 and asking for replies to 3 sesies of
gather background information

TTE
i

1
g
§
gs
o
b
4
;

The review of past faculty salary seports, the r=
plies to the Legislacive Analyst’s lecter of Angust 5.
1964, the oral and prepared statamants ressived at the
October 13, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legisiadve
Budget Commirtee and other sources nave sevealed

BACKGROUND

Carrent procedures for ceview of facaity saiocr
and other bensfit incrwsse proposals. starting with e
ion of secommendarions bv state coiieges and
Crivessity of Califormia admimistracve ofcials <
their respeetive guverning boards. appear genemily
to oe adequare, with minor reservatons. The State
College Trustees and the Regents of the Univessy
of Caiiformia generaily Zormuiate their own Droposais
in December and forward them 0 the State Depar:.
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ment of Finance Zor budget consideragion. Concur-
reacly the Coordinacing Couneil for Higher Edncacon
aiso mkes a report with recommendacions -which is
made
The

E

Bla to the Stats Deparment of Finance,

sider heve salary inceease proposals in relacion to che
availability of funds and their own analysis of facnity

ide 20w mach af an {nccease, i
¢ Gueerzor’s Sudgec. The Legis.
yns of the Budget B@ pro-
uﬁrshndmomdsdomu:omm

annual salar? report relacing o civil sermice salaries

WHAT PACULTY SALARY REIPORTS SHCULD
CONTAIN

We do 20t believe thag reporting sequized of e
Caiversity, the Calilormia Stace Coileges, and the
Coordinating Couneil {or Higher Educatien syould
limic the right of these agencies 0 :mpnasizs specids
poings in supporting their oom recommendasions.
However, the Legisiacure shoald take steps o escab-
Ush a coasiscent dasis apoa waich it will receive com-
prekensive informacion aboge ‘acnity salaries, ocher
benafits, and relacad subjescts “rom Fear 20 year. Aler
carefai comsiderstion of the statistical aad ocher
grounds presented in support of salary and other
mmmpmmhhm;mnmmd
thag basic data be incinded {n {aculry salary repores
to the Legislature in 3 consiszant Jorm in che Jollow-
‘ng aread:

A. Facnity Dawa

B. Salary Dama

C. Fringe Benedits

D. Tocal Compensation

E. Speaial Privileges and Benssits

F. Sopp amencary [ncome

Since it {s gecessary for sead ol the :secucive and
legisiative braxches of government ¢ izaly=e fecome.
mendations prior to the commsencement of 3 legislacive
sesgion, all reports and recommendstioms sgould he
compietad by Decsmber 1 of esch Tear,

A Focuity Ocm

L Fiadings

3. [aformacve data about the size, compaticion,
recengion, and reerwicmens of Califormia
Staze College lasuity has Seea presentad w©
the Legislacurs ZSom tme o time. but asu.
ally it has Seen so smiccnve that T lacs
objestivity and has Seen inconsistant om
Tear 0 Year.

3. Superior lacnity jsrsortmance aas 20t Seen
demonstraced i3 3 rEESen D JuSSy oAt o~
quesss {or supemior salarzes,

Zecommendations

T=e Jollowing daza should be compiled and ;sre
sented annnally oo a coosistens basis, Desni.
tions af vhat conscitutes Zacnity are &2 10 “Ne
dissretion of the Couvermty and the state coi-
leges but should be cleariy dedned i3 any Tspors
.dehionﬂdammhe‘.s&nded‘.nmr;ﬁm
TeAr to smphasaiss special ;:robiam:. Jat suea
daca stould upplement 2ot -epmce e hasic
indormation recomumended beiow. Grapas spould
be ased whes priccical, acvompanied by sup-
porting tibles in an appendix Iecommenced
facuity ‘ata imeindes:

"
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priste institavions is the besc single method
of determining salary needs

¢. The Universite of California places less sig-
gificance o0 stlare comparisons with nom-
acsdesnic ampioyment than the Coordinating
Comneil on Higher Educstion asd the Cali-
fornia State Colleges.

parable institutions.

o Both the Caiversity and the Caiifornis State
bave tended to relate the size of
slary ineveases t0 how =uch of an

incresse world be necesssry 0 fetm 00 4

specific competisiTe pasition wiick existed in

1987-83 and whick was unusually advan.

tageony.

£ Salary comparisons bave frequently been
made t0 various levels of tesching imcluding
elemencary, high school and jonior college
salaries.

g. Methods of salary comparisons with othes
institntions have varied from Fesr t0 Year in
reports prepared by the state colleges

Recommendations

& We pecammaend that {2cuity salare
incresses distinguish between: (1) increases
necessary t0 msinmain the cusTent competi-
tive position snd (2) incresses to improve
the eurTent competitive position.

(1) Proposed ipcreases to maintain the exist.
ing competitive position sbould be equiv-
alent t0 a projection of the gverage
salary relacionship berween the Univer-
sity, or state colleges. and comparadle
institutions during the cursent f£scal
vear to the nars fscal vear. We recom-
mend that this projeetion be based on &
projectian of actnal salasy incresses by
a0k in comparabls instiritions duvming

the existing comperrive position wounid.

in effecs, be equal to the saverage of an-

anai salary iperesges in comparadle

insritunioas during the past Sve years A

record of the aceuracT of projestans

should De maintained in am appendiz

2} Recommendations 0 mprove the cur.

rent competitive positions snonicé De Te.

lated to the additionai advanmages 0 be
desived.

b, It is also reecommended hat the Califormia

Stats Callege Trustees seiect 3 list of com-
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Teans,
(3) Special daca 20 lloseraze & particulsr
in

agce, 3
grams cogsidersd as fringe benedts by the
Cnivessity of California and the Califormia
State Colleges,

b. Comparisons of i~inge bepedts, ~wvhes com-

anderstanding asout compecitive positions, o
exxmpile, informsdon suomitted tn the 1963
Lagisiatare by the University of Califormia,
support of 3 proposed salary aceessy for 1963~
64, compared tornl compensacion dam /salaries
pius fringe benefits) racher chan salaries alone.
This report scaced o part: **In comparing sal-
ariss, fringe benedts most be taian ingo ae-
count. Salary comparisons secween t4e Uaivers.
ﬁwﬁotﬁwwm“wm

d. Finally, it is recommended that salsry daca 0. Toroi Camoensar
be reported in a form by rank whish compes- L Fladings -

Zor didscences in I3cnity distribucio
: suees sor @ o a& Total compensation daca somsises of average
C Frings ensiits salaries pins a dollar amoumt sepressari=g
the smployer’s cost of Siunge Yenerts

& The dednition of Linge benedts gensraily
ineindes oenedty svailable t0 1ll facuity thac
have 3 dollsr cost 0 the empiover. Segeits

b. Thae Coordinating Council lor Eigher Zdn.
cation, the University of Califormia and the
Caiifornia Stats Colleges have in tha past ai]
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for faculty children, sabbadiesl lesves wick pay,
and other special and sick lesves with or with-
out PRY.

Reeommendscons

s The muitipie lovalties created by permitting

memm@dﬁubym- .

ing exta fncome from varions sourees within
and oumside his college or University is reec-
ognized as 3 prokiem common 0 institncions
of higher educstion throughout the Thitad
States,

b. There apparently are proporsionatels more
privats consulting opportunities in Califor.

gia than in other aress of the sadon. For
example, 51 percent of the federal resesrcd
defgnse comtrasts wers conmcentrated in Cali-
fornia during 1963-64.

¢. The University of Califormia nas general poi-
jcies designed to insare that ouwmide activites
do not intarfare with University responsibili-
ties. I2 outside activities intewders with Uai-
versity responsibilities, the facuity member

mnst taks 3 lesve of absesce with.
ous pay uneil such outside astivities are com-
pleted These and other reisted University
policies were praised in a 1956 Carmegie-
Snsueed study titled Tniversily Facuily
Compensation Policies and Practices.

d. The Coordinatine Couneil for Higher Zdu-
cation submitted escerpms f-om nationwide
scadies relating to the magnitude of oucside
activities. We have 80 way of determiming
how the data msy relate to Califormia, but i3
the figures are reasonshie, then it appesss
that probably a large perventage of facult”
have at lesss one sowoee of extma income.
Sourves of inecume were reporzed are foilows:

Peroent of facuily

\ i .

Seurce INOPRE oW sowres
Lecturing A%
General writing b
Sommer sod ertasion tsschiog x
Governmens consuiting pL
Tasthook writinyg 18
Privace consuitioy b
Public service snd fonpdotion comguittng . O
Other rofemsional scrivicies b

Sowrcw: Tmaverney Porsily Compmmegtion Paolicees and P=oonces
m the 0. &.. ASSOSATOR of ADencan Caverndea Caivernty
ot (licois Press Croans, 1958

e. The Chnited Scate DHoe of Educaton has
just compisred 3 sationwide sampie survev
of ourside earnings of coilege Zacultr lor
1961-§2. Although daca nas ot been pubd-
lished vee, special permission 3as besn re-
ceived to report the following results wuich
are quoted £rum a letter sest to the Lecis.
lagve Analyst on Decsmper 3. 196+ Som tne
stas of the Califor=ia Scate Coilege Tormstees:

QUTSIDE EARNINGS OF TIACHING FACLLTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACLTS (%10 MONTHS)
The T. §. OfBce of Education ass just compieted a
narionwide sorver of outside earnings by 3 sampiing
of all college facalsy natonwide for 196162 The se.

suits are as Zollows:

1 '
* .
ey
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Adserege
Pereen’ cermeags
All with oucmide earniogs. T4 =0
Summer 44 1.300
Othar stmmer anplcyiast. u 1500
Otler teacihing 3 900
Rornicie $ 1.200
Soercha ) X0
Conmitang fees 1 2.400
Recivermens ( (odividosis *he Save recired who
tanch dsewtare after rediring) cemmmeecee 1 3.400
Resusreh v 1,500
Qtter profemions] esssings. pEL) 1.200
Noagralmsicnsl earnings ] -

4 oareew

Peorvent egrnings

Law (which we de nos save) 8 $.300

Engioseriag 1~ 3200

Buasiseny and Commerce. 3 2.9

Mirsicnl Scieocew 3 2000

Ag=cnisore 1 =200

Paychology = 2700

In light of the Joint Committes discussion you mignt
Be interested in the following:

Avarepe

Perosnt eaywings

Souinl Sciesces ™ £1.900

Floe A % L5800

Patiosopay T 1.%00

Raiigion eod Theaiogy 3 plr 1 )

mmmmmmmcmot‘

Califoraia and che Califormis Stats Colleges
cooperare in determining the sxtent to vhieh
facnity membpers purdeipats in eTrs aetivi-
tes 0 supplement their aine-month saiaries
inciuding informscion as to0 viasn eSTs -
uvites are osgally performed (such as vaca-
dons. ete.;. Sach acwvities wouid iscinde.
bat aot be limited to, leeturing, geners] writ.
iny, summer and extansion tesching, govers-
menr consujting. textbook writing, private

public servics and humnn
consuiting, axd other prufesvional activities.
such a study suggests thas the magnirnde
these acgvities is such that the perform.
ce of normal University and state college
responsibilities are perhaps beiny adverseir
afecred. then consideration soonid be given

E

JEAR

to the possibility of msintaining more com-
plete and mesningyn! records, Such reecords
would aid adminisoacive olicials and aes-
demie senates when reviewing recommenda-
tions for promotioms and silary inoreases
and provide summary data for reporting
mmmummmmt facaicr
welfare items, et rear’s Jaculrr salasy -
portotthe('oot'd.iasﬁnc Couseil for E.‘zcner
Education siould incorporate the resaits of
this scudy.

b. We also recommend thac existing state coi-
lege policies and enforcemes: prachices re-
garding estra smployment be reviewed acd
updated. -

e. Finally, it is revommended thar Zaenirr sai-
ary repores keep the Legislammre informed
about policies and praetices relating o exTa
employment,

Comments

In our opimion. it wogid seem that 2oy exa

empioyment would afser the qualicy of pes.

formaace of University responsibilities since
facalty survews indicate thar the average Zae.
ulty workweek is 54 hours The time speas on
sctivities for estra compensaton | escent dur-
ing the summer) woald be on top of waac he
faculty has deflined as their average workreei

Beecause. in some insrances, it is diderlt o de-

termine whether 3 given income-producing ac-

tivitr, such gs wyiting a Oook. is comsidared a

normal Caiversity respongibilics or an ex=x»

accivicr, distinetions becveen gormal and sss
acrivities need 0 be more clearic dednecd.
Much of the outside compensation seesived
br Jacultr comes in the Jorm of srants made
directls to the Zaculty member sarler than

throagh the University or colleges. There is 10

regular reporeng of these grants or the nes-

sosal compensarion swhich wBey provide to fag-
uler. and the colleges and TUxiversicy do ase

emdcthe*spordngoimdxi:comem e

ieasinle, It mar be desirable 20 eneouraqe ke

Congress 0 direet cthat greatsy gumber of
grancs made oy Uaired Scates agencies Jor re.
search be made directir 10 academic iostim.
tions.
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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-year terms by the Governor, the Senate
Ruies 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:

Loweil J. Paige, El Macero; Chair;
Henry Der, San Francisco; Vice Chair;
Mim Andelson, Los Angeles;

C. Thomas 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 Education;

James B. Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed by
the GCovernor from nominees proposed by Califor-
nia'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.

W

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 edueation in California, ineluding
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 aceredit
any of them. Instead, 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 Commission

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

The Commisgion’s day-to-de.y work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, ur.der 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 reparts are listed on the back cover.

Further informstion about the Commission, its
meetings, its staff, and its publications may be ob-
tained from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelith
Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985;
telephone (918) 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-
gibilities. 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:

§0-22 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 (QOctober 1990)

90-26 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)

90-26 Legislation Affecting Higher Education Dur-
ing the Second Year of the 1989-90 Session: A Staff
Report of the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (October 1980)

90-27 Legislative Priorities of the Commission,
1991: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission (December 1980

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, Statutes of 1989) (De-
cember 1990)

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

90-21 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 of Part 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!s 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
on Equal Employment Opportunity in California’s
Public Colleges and Universities (April 1991)

91.5 Status Report on Human Corps Activities,
1991: The Fourth in a Series of Five Annual Reports
to the Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 1829
(Chapter 1245, Statutes of 1987) (April 1991)

91-8 The State’s Reliance on Non-Governmental
Accreditation, Part Two: A Report to the Legislature
in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter 1324,
Statutes of 1989) (April 1991)

91-7 State Policy on Technology for Distance Learn-
ing: Recommendations to the Legislature and the
Governor in Response to Senate Bill 1202 (Chapter
1038, Statutes of 1989) (April 1991)

91-8 The Educational Equity Plan of the California
Maritime Academy: A Report to the Legislature in
Response to Language in the Supplemental Report of
the 1990-91 Budget Act (April 1991)

91-9 The California Maritime Academy and the
California State University: A Report to the Legisla-
ture and the Department of Finance in Response to
Supplemental Report Langue. © of the 1990 Budget
Act (April 1991)

91.10 Faculty Salaries in California’s Public Uni-
versities, 1991-92: A Report to the Legislature and
Governor in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion No. 51 (1965) (April 1991)
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