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.used total compensation data prepared and ’

published by the American Association of

University Professors in theu' respective.

faculty salary reports. \
2. Recommendations -

TWe recommengd that total compensation data, as
reported* by the American Association of Uni.

versity Professors, be included in faculty sa.la.ry :

teports as a supplement to separate sa.lary(
fringe benefit information.
E Special Privileges and Benefits
L Fmdmg-s

ere are other faculty privileges and economic
beneﬁts which are not classified as fringe bene-
fits because they miay not be available to all
faculty or fit the definition of a fringe benefit
i} some other respect. Examples at the Univer-
sity of California include up to one-half the
cost of moving expenses, vacations for 11.month
appointees, the «vaiving of nonresident tuition
for faculty children, sabbatical leaves with pay,
and other specisl and sick leaves with or mth—
" out pay. ,
. Recommeafiations -
It is recommended that a , list of specxal pnvx-
leges and benefits be defined and s ies of
related policies be included in a special section
in future faculty
Legislature will be f what these privi-
leges and benefits inelnde. .

3. Comments

[ ]

The expansion or establishment of some of these

special privileges and benefits could improve
recruiting success more than the expenditure of
comparable amounts ir’ salaries. For example,
moving expenses are not currently offered by
the state colleges but some allowance might
maks the diference of whether a young candi-
date from the East could accept an appoint-
ment. I# this tvpe of beneﬁt is proposed it must
incinde adequate controls

F. Supplementary Inccme.
1. Findings ~
- a. The multiple loyalties created by permitting
faculty to supplement their galaries by earn-
ing extra income from varicus sources within
and ourside his college or University is zec-
ognized \as a problém common to institutions
of higher edncation throughout the Thnited
States.
There apparently are pfoporuonatelv more
private consulting opporturfities in Califor-
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reports*so that the

‘pis than in other areas of the nation. For

. example, 51 percent of the federal research

. defense contracts wwere concentrated in Cali-
fornia during 1963-64.

¢. The Umversm' of California has zenenl pol- -

icies designed to insure that outside activities
do not interfere with University responsibili-
" ties. I# ourside activities interfers with Tni-
versity responsibilities, the faculty member

generally must take a leave of absence witl-+

*.out pay until such outside activities are com-
pleted. These and other related University
policies were praised in a 1956 Carnegie-

finaneed study titled University Feeully

Compensdtion Policies and Practices. -

d. The Coordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation submitted excerpts from nationwide
studies relating to the magnitade of outside
sctivities. We have no way of determining

bow the data may relate to California, but if
the figures are reasonable, then it appesrs
that probably a large percentage of faculty
have at least one source of extra ixcome.
Sources of incoms srere reported are follows
Pereent of faculty
P earning sdditionsl
Seurce s inoeme frem sexrce
Lecturing 21%
General writing 238
Sommer and extension teaching a5 .
Government consulting 1S . owes
Textbook writing 19 -
Private consulting 12 -

Public service and foundation eon.lulttnc.......-- 0

Other professional activities 13

Sowrce: University Facuity Compensation Policies and Practices
in the T, S.. Association of American Universities, Tniveratty
of Illinois Press, Urbana, 1356.

e. The Tnited State Office of Education has
just completed a nationwide sample survey
of outside earnings of college faculty for
1999c62. Although data has not been pub-
_ lished \vet, special permission has been re-
" ceived to report the following results which
are quoted from a.letter sent to the Legis-
lative Analvst on December 8. 136+ from tine
staff of the California State College Trustess:

OUTSIDE EARNINGS OF -TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9=10 MONTHS)
The T. S. Office of Education has just completed a
nationwide surves of outside sarnings by a sampling
of all colleze faculty nationwide for 1961-%" The re.

suits are as follows:




Average
. Percent eerninds
All with outside earnings 4 $2.200
Summer teaching 44 1.300
Other summer employment " n 1.500
QOther teaching 13 900
Royalities . 8 1.200
Speeches s - 9 200
Consultant Iees . t] 1.400
Retirement (individnals who have retired who -
teach elscwhere after retiring) ceameee--- 1 3.400
- Research : T 1,500
ther professional earningS.eoececuee—eaame 10 1.300

Non-professions]l exrningy e cemumcamee - 8 1,700

Li;h; highest average earnings by teaching field and
o)

E

e percentage with outside earnings are:

' Acersye

Dercent earnings

.Law (which we do not have) cceemmeee e 78 $5.300

Engineering - : 83 3200

Business and Commeree. ) 2.500
Physical Sciences & o

Ap~iculcure ! m 11 2,800
Psychology ) 2.7

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

Averege

. Percent earnings

Souiul Sciences Lo T4 $1,900
Flne Arts - 4 1.600
Philosophy o -. 4 1.500
_ Religion and Theology %8 1.500

2, Recommendations
.a. ‘We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Higher Education, the University of -
California and the California State Colleges®
cooperate injgetermining the extent to which
faculty members participate in estra aetivi-
ties to supplement their nine-month salarjes
including’ information as to when extra ac-
tivities are usually performed (such as vaca-
* :ioms. ete.). Such activities would include,
<N bur not be limited to, lecturing. general srit-
ine, summer and extension teaching, govern-
ment consultine. textbook writing, private
consulting, public service and foundation
‘consulting, and other professional activities,
1f such a study suggests that the magnitude

of these activities is such that the perform.

ance of normal University and state collegs

« responsibilities are perhaps being adversely

\‘ygected. then consideration should be given
) .

Q .

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Comments

to the possibility of maintaining more com-
Rlete and ﬁeaningful records. ‘Suel records
would aid administrative offieials and aca-
demic senates when reviewing recommenda-
tions for promotions and salary' increases
and provide spmmary dats for reporting to o
the Legislature on these sirnificant faculty
welfare items. Next year’s fic¢ulty salary re-
port of the Coordinating (ounecil for Higher
Education should incorpotate the resilts of
this study. ’ ,f

b. We also recommend thatcexisting state col-
lege “policies and enforcement practices re-
garding extra employment be‘;eviewed and

* updated. o .

. ¢ Finally, it is r'eeon‘:menééd thas facﬁlty‘ sal-

ary reports keep the Legislature informed

about policies and pracyices relating to estra

employment./ d S

i i
\_/_7\/{ ”

In ouf opinmion, it would!'seem that any extra
emplorment would affect the quality of per-
formance of University responsibilities since
faculty surveys indieate that the average fae.
ulty workweek is 54 hogrs, The timé spent on
aotivities for extra compensation (extept dur-
ing the summer) would be on top of what the

. faculty has defined as tHeir average workweek.

Because, in some instanees, it is’ difficult to de-
termine whether a given income-producing ac-
tivity, such as writing a book. is considered a
normal TUniversity responsibility or an extra
activity, distinctions between normal and extra
activities need to be more &learly defined. .
Much of the outside compensation received.
by faculty comes in the form of grants e
directly- to the faculty member rather )
thréugh the University or colleges. There is no
regular reporting of these srants or the per-
sonal compensation which they provide tg fac-
ulty, and the colleges and University .do ‘not
consider the reporuing of sueh-income fo be
feasible. It may be desirable to encourage the
“Congress to’ direct that greater number of
grants made by United States agencies for-re-
search be made directly t0 academie institu-.’

¢ tioms.
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TABLE 1
v,/A
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Projected 1983-84 Salaries for Comparison Groip .

Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Saldries
(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution)

Jd

Comparison Group Average . Compound, Rate X Comparison Group .
Academic Rank Salaries ~ of Increase Projected Salaries
1977-78 1982-83 - | ' 1083-84 «

(1) 2 (3) ) o

Professor . $30,386 . $45,BBb ©.8.33% $49,117
Asfociate Professor 20,646 30,542 . 8.15 _— ‘ 33,030
Assistant Pf;fessor 16,365 : 25,385 9.18 ‘27,715
e |
¢

% : , £




TABLE 2
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Percentage Increase in UC 1982-83 A1l Ranks Average Salary
Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1982-83 and 1983-84,
Based on Five-Year Compound Rate of Increase in Comparison Group Salaries
(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution)

Percentage Increase
uc Comparison Group Required
Academic Rank ' ] Average Salaries Salaries in UC Salaries

1982-83 1982-83 1983-84 1982-83 1983-84"
«(Actual) (Projected) .

| O] (5) (6)
Professor . $41,645 $45,339 $49,117 . + 8263% +17.94%

a

Associate Professor 27,664 30,542 33,030  +10.40 ' +19.40

Assistant Professor 22,820 25,385 27,715 (+11.24 +21.45

All Ranks Average T 35,768 39,11141 42,3931 + 9.35 +18.52

Y

e e Ee el drom e e R M e L Ave e L e e o — e ——— W S— S W W r e Mt Wy -

1/ Based on projected UC 1983-84 staffing: Professor, 3,138; Associate Professor, 1,087; Assistant
Professor, 743 Total staff: 4,969, ,




TABLE 3
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA -

Projected 1983-84 Cost of Fringe Benefits for Comparison Group

- Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs
(Equal Weight to Bach Comparison.lnsgitution)
Comparison Group Average Compound Rate Compérison Group Projected
Academic Rank Cost of Fringe Benefits of Increase Cost of Fringe Benefits
1977-78 1982-83 1983-84
(1) (2 (3) ' (4) (5).
Professorx $5,556 $9,145 10.48% $10,103
Associate Professor 3,788 6,721 L1215 - 7,538 °
AssistanL Professor 3,165 5,719 | 12.56 6,437
S . o e

10,
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TABLE 4
’ ]
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA .

Percentage Change in UC 1982-83 A11 Ranks Average Cost of Fringe
Benefits Required to Equal™ the Comparison Group Projections for 1983-84,
Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs

(Equal Weight to Each Comparison Institution) '

Percentage Change Requiréﬂ

UC Average Cost Comparison Group Average Cost in UC 1981-82 Average
Academic Rank of Fringe Benefitsl of Fringe Benefit Projections Cost of Fringe Benefits
1982-83 1983-84
y
(1 (2). (3) (4)
Professor $10,973 $10,103 - 7.93%
Associate Professor 7,837 ‘ 7,538 - 3.82
Assistant Professor 6,751 6,437 . - 4,65 “
A1l Ranks Average . . 9,6552 : 86,9932 / - 6.86

Less Adjustment for
The Effect of a 18.52%
Range Adjustment ) . -1,486 -15.39

Adjusted Parity g
Requirement : 7,507 . -22.25

= = . Ea P = s B e famer c e o= omex s Uiz a crwemmemteem gm a . STEwRSe b op St ASS TEE T ASSSSImsme—m mom T 5 IS4 oSmmam IEW = AT SEIETme

1/ Based on Sf,632.20 plus 22.43% of average svalary. . ,
2/ Based on projected UC 1983-84 stafting including estimated separations and new appointments but
excluding the effects of projected merit increases and promotions: Profeasor, 3,138; Associate

Uy~tessor, 1,087; Assistant Protessor, 744, Total staff: 4,969.
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APPENDIX F

California State University Salaries and Cog

t of Fringe Benefits
1983-84
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| TABLE 1
o . CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Actual- 1982-83 and Projected 1983-84 Salaqﬁés for Comparison Group
" Based Upon Compound Rate of Increas¢ in Average Salaries
(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in Seventeen feporting Comparison Institutions)

Comparison Grbup Average Compound Rate Comparison Group
Academic Rank. of Average  Salaries of Increase Projected Salaries

1977-78 1982-83 o 1983-84

/.

& o ‘4, . - L . - . o - . emam - - .».w»vr - i/-.-, e ,” - - e | | -
Y (2) S @) (5)

'/$36,4}2 : - $38,862.

Associate Professor 19,913 27,929 29,866;”

4

Professor o $26,2913 -

y 3y
Assistant Professor 16,139 22,622 : . - 24,203,

Instructor . 12,725 17,657 . ' 18,852 .
..'-‘x;
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TABLE 2

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

"

{

Percentage Increase in CSU Estimated 1982-83 A1l Ranks Average Salary ¢

Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1982-83 and 1983-84

Based on Five-Year Compound Rate of Increase in Comparison Group Salaries
(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in Seventeen Reporting Comparison Institutions)

-
,

. ST
/> Percentage Increase
CSu Comparison Group ~ Required
Academic Rank Average Salaries- Salaries in CSU Salaries
) 1982-83 1982-83 1983-84 1982-83°  1983-84
pe - (Actual) (Projected)
' i (L
e — - - — — -— .- - - - _—— o B am e e o  — B¥ N
14
(1) (2) (3) ) (5) (6)
Professor $35,427 $36,412 528,862 +2.78% +9.70%
Associate Professor 27,322 27,929 29,866 +2.22 +9.31-
Assistant Protessor 22,255 22,622 24,203 +1.65 +8.75
lnstructor 19,594 17,657 18,852 -9.89 - -3.79
A1l Ranls Average 31,3311 32,0901 34,271 +2.42 +9.38
Less Turnover and { o
Promotions - 63 -0.20
31,953 34,033 +2.42 +9.18

Adjusted Total

e B

e e e

1/ Based on CSU 1982-83 statting: Professor, 6,553; Associate Professor, 2,646; Assistant Professor,

1,562; Instructor, 175.

O

Total staft:

10,936.

1oy




e “ /}KBLE 3 i

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

. Projected 1983-84 Cost of Fringe Benefits for bomparison Group . -
. . Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs |
(Weighted by Total Fggulty by Rank in Seventeen Reporting Comparison Institutions)

.

-
~ !
|

o Comparison Group Average Compound Raté ~_Comparison Groﬁp'Projectedj
Academic Rank ,Cost of Fringe Benefits > of Increase . Cost of Fringe Benefits

o8 1982-83 , ‘ ' 1983-84

e O . VO SO

(1) (2) 3 W - (5)

Professor 84,317 $7,5;97 11.97% - V §8,506

Associate Professor 3,486 , 6,072 11.74 ,/ \:6,785' 1

Agsistant Protessor 2,809 ?,&63 ‘ 11.60 ‘5,427‘ 1

Tustructor 2,172 3,834 12.04 4,295 : 1

-




TABLE 4
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Percentage Change 4n CSU 1982-83 A1l Ranks Average Cost of Fringe
Benefits Required to.-£qual the Comparison Group Projections,for 1983-84

1,962, Instructer, 175.

Total statl:

10,936.

oy

Vs

Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs -
. (Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in all Comparison Institutions)
\'d , . : ‘
. ¢
" . , percentage Change Required .
C s CSU Average Cost Comparison Group Average Cost in CSU 1982-83 Average
Academic Rank of Fringe Benefits of Fringe Benefit Projectisns Cost of Fringe Benefits -
1982-83. 1983-84
. (D (2) &) 4. o o
Professor 510,150 - 58,506 =16.20%"
b LIS
. Associate Professor 8,567 0}, 785 < =20.80
. & \
Avpistant Profespor . 1,212 5,427 - =24 .15 =
1 ) o¥
Instructor 6,236 - 4,295 , =31.13
ALl Ranks Average 9,2852 "'7;5@;2 ’ -18.34
. R N * T {'"4 k' » )
.Leso 0.2% Turnover & A »
Promotions, Automatic ! T -
Salary/Benefit Adjust- 2 B
meat, and an Adjustment , . \\
for the Etfect of a . )
9.18% Ringe Inerease = 532 =5.62 )
Adjusted Parity Requirements 51,060 - =23.96% ﬁ\ )
1/ Dased on $3,538 plus 16.945 percent_of average valary at each rank. ' S
2/ Based on CSU 1982-833 stafling: Profpouor, b,%59; Avsociute Profesoer, 2,646; Acsictant Profecoor, .
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

7
BENKELEY * DAVIS ° m%NE * LOS ANGELES °* RW%{IDE * SAN DIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO

\
Office of the Vice President *
Academic and Staff Personnel Relati

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720
L4 ¢

- March 30; 1983

Mr. Patrick M. Ca]]an, Director | .

. California Postsecendary Education Commission « .

1020 Twelfth Street L
Sacramento, California :

Dear Director Callan: . - /

L

On behalf of the Univeisity of Ca1ifornta, I am p1eas%d to submit three reports:

- 1. The Spr1ng faculty salary comparison report)(Tab]es A-1 through

2. The annual medical faculty salary report, and o
/;IPT’?\ v . \__/

3. An administrative salary comparison report.

The supplementary "B-Tables" will arr1ve short]y and be’ the subject of.a separate
1ett°r

Last spring I reported to you that my staff is exper1enc1ng increased difficulty

in obtaining comparison data from the eight institutions. This year Cornell was

unable. to provide us with timely data. Their salary dat® was estimated according
to a method ag@eed ugon by our respective ana]ysts

Tab]e A-5, subm1tted for the first time this year,’omits Business/Management and

"Engineer1ng faculty abthough these faculty are included in the salary comparisons,

In future years, Bus1ness/Management and Engineering faculty w111 be .included in
Table A-5.

If yBu ‘have questions concerning these reports, please contact Director Joseph
B. Rodgers at (415) 642-8399, or Ms. JoAnn Rolley at (415) 642-8410, or our
4

~ regular GPEC diaison Mr. Clive Condren.

’Sincere1y, =

e %\
4éélqe K1 gartn r K\\~ - | ok | .\l

'enc1osures
cc: Pres1deﬁ\\5axon ’ o ~Director Condren
Vice President Frazer ' Special Assist®nt Paige

“Assistant Vice President Blakely Associate Director O'Brien
Assistant Vice President Stover Director of Finance Graves
‘Director Hershman =115~ Legislative Analyst Hamm
Director Rodgers < Pr1nc1pa1 Analyst Rolley

~
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- THE UNIVERSI'IY OF CALIE’ORNIA -

,I

OE‘E‘ICE OF 'I!-&: VICE P’RESIDENT —-— ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS

4 - ' SPRING, 1983
. .

s . o TeLE A-11 | | ,

| 4

Projected Difference in FawltLSalarles. UcC and Comparison Institutions

o ‘ 2 pssociate ~ Assistarit X
; S ' 3 Professor Professor Professor . Aver:ge2
: Camparison 8 Institutions . - _ '~

1982-83 Average Salaries 45,339 30,542. 25,385

1977-78 Average Salaries ‘ 30,386 20,646 . - 16,365 )
1983-84 Projected Salaries? 49,117 33,030 27,715 42,393
I . ) . (
UCs '
1982-83 Average Salariesd 41,645 27,664 * 22,820 35,768
1983-84 Projected Staffing - 3,138 1,087 744 T
) Percentage I‘ricrease Needed to 17.94 19.40 | 21.45 18,52

adjust UC 1982-83 salaries to
equal the projected 1983—84
average salaries

1Sa1ary data excludes health sciences.
2Aver:ages based on pro;ected 1983-84 Lx: staffmg pattern.

3Ccamparison institutions: Cornell University, Harvard University, University of
Illinois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Stanford University, University of

Wisconsin (Madison), Yale University, and SUNY-Buffalo. Camputed fram confldentlal o

data received-’ ‘fram these camparison institutions,

4CcmpO\.md annual growth rate over the f1ve—year pericd is used for the one year

~ projection.
| .
| 51982-83 average salaries adjusted to 1nclude merits and prmntlons to be effective
} . 7/1/83. p ) .
i
‘ - 114 ,
&\ }




THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT —- ACADEMIC AND ‘STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS:

SPRING, 1983
TABLE A-2! :
R Projected Difference in E‘rmge Benefits: UC and Camparison Institutions
' ‘ ~, Py
, "' associate  Assistant -
Professor Professor Professor Averagg_?_ -
’ Camparison 8 Institutions: | @
|1982-83 Average Fringe Bemefitst 9,145~ 6,721 -, 5,719
1977-78 Average Fringe Benefits’ 5,556 3,788 3,165 .
1983-84 . Projected Frifge Benefits3 10,103 - 7,538 , 6,437 8,993
@ ) s “ . . R
uc:
- 1982-83 Average Fringe Bénefits? 10,973 7,837 6,751 ' ‘9,655_
Percentage Adjustment needed to ~7.93 -3.82 -4.65 ;, ~6:86
make UC fringe benefits equal . :
to the 1983-84 projected average - _
camparison f.r:Lnge benefits . h - o to
Less (adjustment for the effect of .
18,52 range adjustment): = ~. 15.39

Net adjustment needed to achieve
parity: : ' } -22,25 . °

B
° 9

. _ Y

vlCanpu'ted fram éonfidential data received frém camparison ins_titutions.&

2pverage based on projected 1983-84 UC staffing pattern.
3Ccupound annual growth rate over the flve—year( period for each rank is used for the one

5. year projection. , " . _ \
% |

4Equiva1ent to an average of $1632.20 plus 22.43% of average:ssalary. foe |

\ | : | , ~118- f
O ‘ . ) , ‘v 1 'g :;,
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) , THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA Cu
) © ’ OE‘E‘ICE CF « THE V'ICE PRESIDENT —— AéADENIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATICNS
SPRING, 1983 : )
o Q N TABLE A3 '
o . Average UC_ E‘acultLE‘r:.ng_Beneflté - o
(Employer Contru.butlons) ?
Retiranent/FICA . . : - ' : 20.97% of salary -/
,Unemploynent Insurance . ) L ' .25% of salary //
Workers' Canpensat:.on - S ' | ) "¢31% of salary//
" -~ ‘ /
‘Bealth Insurance -— Annuitants ' i > - .70% of salary )
Dental Insurance | $ 226,00
Health Insurance ’ 1,336.00
. . . ‘ \ A
Life Insurance : : - 16.20
Non-Indﬁstrial Disability Insurance '54.00 v
i TOTAL §1,632,20 ~  plus  22.43% of salary
7t . 4 * . . A
wﬂd
< o
SOURCE:. Assistant Vice President~-Budget, Analysik. dnd Planning

0

-, ’ . . Wt o . "'}Jfg"" _— lﬁS '.' .f
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"IHE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
CFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT—-ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS
SPRING, 1983° : ’
MBLE A-4

- Average Camparison Institution Salaries

A Eid
.

g : Associate \ Assistant
InstYtution N Professor B Professor - Professor
 1982-83 ’ n

. A Al 50,271 (2) 35,800 (1) 28,286 (1)
“ B’ 38,500 (8) 27,556 (8) h 23,992 (7)
: C 45,676 (4) 32,129 (2) . 25,154 (5)
D - \ 49,154 (3) » 29,066 (6) 23,010 (8)
E %41 ;854" (6) 30,580 (3) _ 25,659 (3)
F 43,119 (5) 30,279 (5) {25 201 (4)
G- 40,582 (7) 28,390 (7) : 25,100 (6)
g 53,553 (1 30,533 (4) \\\ 26,677 (2)

Average, 1 45,339 | ;’ 30,542 |\ 25,385

) ' : .- 1977-78 ' | B

AVS ‘

’ A 32,210 (3) . 21,847 (1) 17,488 (1)
B . 26,666 (8) 19,296 (8) 16,473 (4)
c 30, 815Q(4) o 21,358, (2) 16,104 (5)
- D 32,307 (2) 20,540 (5) 15,355 (8)
E 9,270 (6)- 20,888 (4) 16,597 (3)
T F 0,179.(5) o 20,493 (6) . . 16,101 (6)
G - 19,815 (7) . 16,071 (7).
H 20,928 (3) . 16,733 (1)

« ' Average. 20,646 - 16,365

'Y o ’

‘Confidential data received from ccmparisc'sn institutlons include 9- and 11-month full-
time salaries for all sthools and colleges except health sciences. '

A
L

|
4

. N . o 4 =120~
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o~ TME UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA .
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT -- ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS

4

. - SPRING, 1983
‘ TABLE A-5 _

FTE: MEMBERS OF THE PROFESSOR SERIES '
(EXCLUDING BUSINESS MANAGEMENT & ENGINEERING PROFESSORS)

Y

. GENERAL CAMPUSES AND HEALTH SCIENCES, COMBINED , o |
‘ - \. ( : - L.
. N ° ﬂ\ ’ .. ’
RANK STEP  _ O-MONTH FTE  J1-MONTH.FTE TOTAL .FTE : ﬁ
ASSISTANT q © 50.83 " 40.00 1 90.83
PROFESSOR 11 ©119.05 34.10 * '153.15 .
R 111 : 438.73 - 236.10 . 674.83
v 125.44 §2.12 . 177.56
v ° 45.50 12.25 57.75 -
VI, 8.50 1.00 9.50
' Sub - T 788.05 375.57  _ 1,163.62
ASSOCIATE 1 . 202.67 . 45.54 248.21
PROFESSOR I 239,81 y 31.41 281.22 -
111 - 43,09 7 53.36 487.45 . °
v . 177.30 . 11.95 ©189.25 o
' 4.67 19.43 24.10 * .
. Sub - T 1,068.54 161.69. ' 1,230.23
PROFESSOR ~ I 209.81 ~48.78 '348.59
11 385.61 105.03 - 490.64
. .11 382.00 . . 63.93 ¢ 445.93
. v 754.41 . 13.38 . 767.79
v 93.54 . 76.69 168.23 .
VI © .254.82 - 45.23 ",  300.05
VII 158.08 - 27:22 . 185.30
A/S 209.71 26.00 . 235.71
Sub - T  2,537.98 404.26 2,942:28
GRAND TOTAL 4,394,57 941.52 5,336.09
&
-121~ 1 ﬁ -




Dear Ken:

UNIVER’SI’I'Y OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

Office of the Vice President--AcademiC  pEmkELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720 °
and staff Personnel Relations

¥

April 4, 1983

-

Mr.,Kenneth O'Brien N

Ass®ciate Director for Academic Affairs
California Pdstsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street '

Sacramento, California 95814

Vice President Kleingartner recently forwarded to your organ-
ization the biannual "A" tables on faculty salaries and fringe
benefits. At that time, he said that you would be recoiving the

‘supplementary-"B" tables in a new format under separate cover. I

am now pleased to be able to present to you- the "B" tables for

11982 incorporated into a new publication from my unit; the Annual

Academic Personnel Statistical Report. Thig report is intended to
provide for the first time a- thorough collection of data on aca-
demic personnel. The "B" tables have been incorporated into the
report. ,

Ve

You will notice that the format of the* reports and, in 'some
cases, the titles, have been changed. For ease of reference, you
will find attached a matrix indicating the.former title, and number
of each "B" table and the new title, number, and page number. The
information itself, with one exception, remains the same as that
you have customarily received. To meet needs of as many users as
possible, one of our gource reports has been adjusted this year to
provide data in a slightly different format than in previous
yearg. For this reoason, you will note that promotion data for :
1982 appears in congolidated form rathor than for 9= and ll=month
appointoes. - :

gt is my hope‘tﬁat you will fingd the wealth of information in
this report useful, This is the firat time the University has
been able to provide data of this typk, and we have made every

‘attempt to anticipate varipus users'’ needs. In future versions of

thig report we hope to be able to provide additigQnal data on’
academic personnel.” Needs which cannot be met by' reforcence to the
annual Academic Personnel Statistical Report and which would
require additional data collection efforts should be addressed to
the University through customary channels. '




Please do not he51tate do contact my staff in the event -
,questions arise concernlng this report.

Sincerely,

Edward J.°Blhkely
Assistant Vice President yd

Attachments

cc: Vice President Klelngartner°

Director Condron - .
Director Hershman
Director Rodgers
Coordinator Crooks




OLD B TABLE NUMBER AND TITLE

Full-Time Academic Appointees I-C
in the Professorial Titles,

. by FTE, General Campuses

Headcount and Percent of Full- I-D
Time Academic Appointees in

Selected Titles, Including

Those with Tenure or Security

of Eqployment, General Campuses

,

NEW B TABLE NUMBER, TITLE AND
PAGE NUMBER

II-B

Full-Time Academic Appoint-
ees in the Professorial
Titles, FTE by Rank, Gen-
eral Campuses. Page 18.
Please note that 1982 data
is attached separately.

Percent of Full-Time Faculty
and Equivalent Ranks with
Tenure or Security of Employ-
ment to Total Faculty and
Equivalent Ranks, by Appoint-
ment Basis, by Rank, General
Campuses. Page 19. Pleasge
note that 1982 data is at-
tached separately.

Origino of Recruitment of New. Origins of Recruitment of’
Appointees ig the Professorial New Academic Appointees in >
5qries, by Headcount, CGeneral the Professorial Series, _
Campuses Headcount by Rank, Gencral

Campuses. Page 38.
Destinations of Voluntary II-GC Destination of Voluntary
Separations within the Pro- Separations within the Pro=-
feggorial Series, by Head- - fessorial Series, Headcount
count, General Campuses by Rank, General Campuses.

Page, 46. - .
Promotions within the Pro- II-E Promotions within the Pro-
fesgorial Series, by Head- fessorial Series, Headcount
count, General Campugses by Rank, General Campuses.

. Page 43.
- A
f
.3
~125- 175




UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

As of October 31, 1981

TULL-TIME ACADEMIC APPOINTELRS IN THE PROFESSORIAL SERIES
I”‘ull—'l‘ime Equivalent (TIE) by Rank, General Campuses

m,g\

Rank %\I;I'E Percent of Total FIE
— : —
Professor 2,756.72 60.0
Associate Professor 1,086.98 24.0
Assistant Professor 7n7.91 16.0 .
Instructor —- - ’
W TOTAL 4,561.64 .100.0

r

- SUURGE:  Corporate Personnel System:

Academic Personnel Report 5, Full-Time/Part-Time Appointecs in Selected
Academic Titles, Headcount and FTE: General Campuses Followed by Health
Sclences, As of October. 31, 1981,




\ o UNIVLRSI'I'Y or CALIIURNIA f
PI‘RCI.‘INT or I‘ULI:—TIMB FAC(JIII'Y AND I:‘QUIVAIEN’I RANKS WITH TENURE OR SECURITY
. OF FMPLOYMENT TO TOTAIL, FAQULTY AND EQUIVALENT RANKS .
"By Appointment Basis, by Rank, General Canpu..cs
As of Octuber #1 1981

>

| ‘ Percent--Full-Time ,
' Headcount~-Full-Time Faculty and Equivalent

. lleadcount—Total TFaculty and Equivalent " Ranlks with Tenure or
Appointment Basis Mull1-Timg Faculty Ranks with Tenure or Security of Fmployment °
and Rank and Fquivalent Ranks | Security of Employment to Total Population
O-MONTH BASIS
Professor . 2,930 . 2,832 ‘ - 97.0
Associate Professor ©1,172 1,088 : . 93.0
,  Assistant Professor ' 869 L - o -
= Instructor , . 64 + —
[ ) . ) , » ; ,./o . ———
Subtotal » 5,035 3,920 78.0
Iecturer E 977 | 109 ﬂ ' 11.0
Total : 6,& , 4,028 . 67.0
. i - :
11-MONTH BASIS ¢
) Professor | 457 99.0
. Assoclate Professor 166 99.0
Assistant Professor ‘ 157 -
Instructor —_ . v —
Subtotal - ) 780 79.0
h [ 4
[KC Tabley 1D N o ( o * 17249



sity of California and the alif&&nia State University with those of seven

. other professional groups surveyed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics as part
of Ats National Survey of Professional, Administrative, Technical, and
Clerical Pay. o

)

These tables use the rank of associate professor instead of an all-ranks

average since increases in the number of faculty at the professor rank tend

to distort the latter average when comparing faculty gsalaries with such

, groups as those displayed in Tables 13 and 14, for which middle ranks were
/ also used. This single-rank averagewdoes not eliminate distortion completely,

v ® 4

.

TABLE 11 Percentage Increases in the Consumer Price Index (CPI),
the Implicit Price Deflatar for Personal Consumption
0 ; Expenditures (PCE), and Salaries for Federal and State
Employees and University of California and California
State University Faculty, 1963-64 to 1982-83

s’

Federal State University California
Civil - Civil of State
*Year CPI PCE Service Service  California  University
1963-66  1.3% 1.6% 5.6% 6.1% 5.0% 5.0%
1964-65 1.5 1.4 8.7 0.8 0.0 0.0 .
1965-66 2.3 2.3 0.0 6.4 7.0 10.0
1966-67 2.9 2.8 6.6 4.5 2.5 6.7
1967-68 3.6 3.2 4.6 5.1 5.0 5.0,
1968-69 4.8 4.2 4.9 5.7 5.0 7.5
- 196970 5.9 4.9 9.1 5.6 « 5.0 5.0
1970-7t 5.2 b.b4 6.0 5.2 0.0 0.0
1971-72 3.6 4.1 ° 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .
1972-73 4.0 3.8 5.4 9.0 9.0 8.4
1973-76 9.0 8.3 5.3 11.7 <G ° 7.5 ¢
1974-75  11.1 10.5 4.7 5.3 5.5 5.3
1975-76. 7.1 6.1 5.4 6.7 7.2 7.2
- 1976-77_ . 5.8 5.2 5.0 6.6 6.3 4.3
1977-78 ¢ 6.7 6.0 7.0 7.5 5.0 5.0
1978-79 9.4 7.8 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
1979-80  13.3 10.8 7.0 14.5 14.5 14.5
1980-81  11.5 9.4 9.1 9.8% 9.8 9.8
1981-82 8.7 . 1.4 4.8 6.0 . 6.0 6.0
1982-83  (4.1) (46.8) 4.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0
‘ <

*Actually 9.75

Source: Previous Cemmissgion annual faculty salary reports.
\ L
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TABLE 12 Indexed Increases in the Consumer Price Index (CPI),
the Implicit Price Deflator for Personal Consumption

Expenditures (PCE), and Salaries for
Employees and University of California

State University Faculty,
, are inGﬁrentheses)

Year  CPI  PCE
1962-63  100.0 100.0
1963-64 101.3 101.6
1964~65 102.8 103.0
1965-66  105.2 105.4
1966-67  108.2 108.3
196768 1121 111.8
“1968-69 117.3 116.5
1969-70 124.2 122.2
1970~71  130.7 127.6
1971-72 - 135.4 132.8
1972-73 140.8 137.9
©1973-74  153.5 149.3
1974-75" 170.5 165.0
1975-76  182.6 175.1
1976-77 193.2 184.2
1977-78  ,206.1 195.2
1978-79  225.5 210.4
1979-80  255.5 233.2 -
1980-81  284.9 255.1
1981-82  309.7 274.0
1982-83 (322.4) (287.1)

Average Annual Increases:

1962-63/
1982-83 6.0% 5.4%
1962-63/
1972-73 3.5% 7 3.5%
1972-73/
1982-83 8.6% 7.6%

Increases Relative to Price

Indexeu, 1973=74 to 1982-83:

CP1
PCE

<t - -e

.-
Source:

P

ederal and State
nd California

1963-64 to 1982-83 (Estimates

L Y
Federal State Udiversity California :
Civil Civil of “State \ .
Service Service California Unijversity - T
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
105.6 106.1 105.0 105.0
114.8 106.9 105.0° 105.0
114.8 111.7 112.4 " 115.5 :
122.4 116.7 115.2 123.2
128.0 122.6 0 120.9 . 129.4
134.3 129.6 127.0 139.1 '
146.5 136.9 133.3 146.1 !
155.3 4 144.0 133.3 146.1
164.6 164.0 133.3 146.1
173.5 157.0 - 165.3 158.3 )
182.5 175.3 153.2 1%0.2
191.1 184.6 161.6 179.2
201.4 o 197.0 173.2 192.1
211.5 210.0 180.7 200.4
226.3 225.7 189.7 L 210.4
238.7 225.7 @189.7 210.64 . -
255.4 © 258.5 217.2 240.9
278.7 283.7 238.4 264.4
292.0 300.7 1252.7 280.3 ¢
303.7 300.7 252.7 2680.3
——
5.79% 5.79% 6.7% 5.3%
9.7% 4.6% 3.8% 4. 7%
5.8Y 6.72}, 5.7% 5.9%
P !
-23.6% 116.4% L2619 22.7% .
-15.9% ¢ -8.0%  -16.5% -15.0% 4

-19-

A , . 4
Previoug Commigsion annual faculty salary gyeperts.
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o 7 . _PERCENT OF FULL-TIME FACULTY AND EQUIVALENT RANKS WITH TENURE OoRr SEGJRITY
' ) OI" EMPIDYMIN" TO TOTAL I‘ACULTY AND MIWMENTMS (conb«“) :

TS Y

e .
U=

L]

.7 Appointment Basis
‘. S0 mld Hﬂnk

- and Equivalent Ranks

3
r

DA o Headtount—Full-Time
Headcount--Total

Full-Time TFaculty Ranks with Tenure or

s

fed

Faculty and Equivalent

Security of Bmployment

Percent-—-mll—'l‘im

@aculty and Equivalent
Ranks with Tenure or -

‘Security of Elployment
.to Total-Population

[y

{Jecj;urer i - - *

19 ) . N ' N ‘"‘ »- R ] 5

26.0

sa% ,
Total . 799 : 0 .oe22 71.8
' ¢ GRAND TOTAL s s . 6,811 4.650 68.3
) ' T - t
. , a . f“& -‘7‘ .
|*"" 7
4 N .o
.. . -
IR .
. ¢ o )
~ . .
Re— - - - [ - N - - - . - - - | | J\
SOURCE Corporate Personnel System |
, . . Aca,demlc Persormel Report §, I‘ull—Time/Part-—ije Appomtees in Selected :

Academié Titles, }Iewdcount and FIE: General Campuses Followed by Health Sciencess
Aé: of October 31 1981,
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, TABLE 13 Salaries of University of California®and California
State University Associate Professors and of Seven
Oother Profegsional Groups, 1962-63 to 1982-83
' ' ¢
. ;
uc csu Directors
. Associate Associale Job of : ' :
Yeart* Professurs Prutessors Accountants Auditors Attorneys Malysts Personnel Chemists Engineers
1962 -6.) $10,441 $ 9,425 $ 7,668 $ 1,512 $12,3 $ 7,716 $12,060 511,33 $11,6%4
196 1-6h 1,482 9, h4h 1,908 7,854 12.81 7,998 12,528 11,688 C L0
1904 -6 16,994 10,032 8,124 8,094 13,644 8,280 12,936 12,024 12,324
1965-06 11,804 10,830 8,328 8,322 14,052 4,592 13,212 12,59 12,786
1966-67 12,012 V1,460 8,879 8,902 14,419 8,808 12,857 13,225 13,474
1967-68 12,641 12,033 9,361 9,342 15,283 9,611 14,610 14,007 14,158
1968-49 - 11,165 12,732 10,029 10,007 19,163 9,818 15,332 14,720 15,000
1969-70 th,051 13,437 10,686 10,715 20,304 10,377 16,626 15,642 15,850
1970-11 15,150 17,426 11,383 11,43 22,178 1,207 17,872 16,482 16,757
y1-72 14,107 11,301 11,879 11,907 23,448 11,617 18,277 17,126 17,39
172-13 16,439 14,5617 12,472 12,464 - 24,693 12,036 19.869 17,726 18,322 .
774 16,401 15,965 13,285 11,183 25,956 12,705 21,4407 18,993 19,292
1974-7% F 17,105 16,844 14,458 11,961 28,159 13, 746 22,416 20,952 20,915
197916 18,505 18,166 15,428 1A, 147 29,828 14,825 - 24,283 22,264 22,416
1976-11 19,490 19,101 16,545 15,806 30,973 15,296 26,472 23,944 23,846
10/7-18 20,11 20,223 18,115 17,164 31.547 16,197 29,223 26,013 25,987
1978-19 20,620 20,901 19,4668 18,398 37,807 17,720 31,133 28,144 28,231
1979-R0 27,53 23,641 21,294 20,014 40, K64 19,140 34,824 30,777 30,814 .
1900-81 25,400 25,785 23,545 22,108 Al 85 20,548 39,042 13,732 36,0009
1081-82 27,256 27,216 25,673 4,284 4 818 22,4k 42,861 37,12 37,560 .
1982-81 27,664 21,310 (27,361)4 (25,814)* i1, 604) % (23,767)% (45,818)% (19,501)% (39,964 )%
s . : ’ ‘
Average
Anunal ' . h
le reease 5.07, LY A (1Y 6. 3% 1.6% n.8% 6.9% 6.4% 6.40%

AEnL dwale

~

¥ Ninc-mouth salories fur associote professocs are for the Fiscal year noted.
ate determibed on Harch | of the Liseal year noted,

Twelve-wonth salacics lar all othes professiopal groups

Sources:  Assoctate Prolessors:  Aumtal ceports on lacndly salories, California Postsecondary Edacation Compission; Other Protessionals:
Hational Suevey of Professional, Admimistrative, sl Clerical Pay, LS. Depactinent of Labor, Bacean ot habor Statistics.

Q . : e 3ok
ERIC 2

PAruntext provided oy enic [ o




- '~ UNIVERSITY OF CALIIDRNIA

ORIGINS OF RECRUITMENT OF NEW ACADIMIC APPOINTEES IN THE PROFESSORIAL SERIES
Headcount by Rank, General E}mpuses
. ' . . " 1981—82

RS

s o
: -

, : ~ - . o Associate Assistant
Prior Iimployer ‘ " . Total Professor Professor = Professor

- Instructor

Department of Energy laboratory : 3 3
Government ' 13 .2
Industry . R 14 1

° Student ' 29 1
Unknown ' 1 —

2

aw l_Hw.{el
[y
Y

‘ Institution - Foreign - 15 »
T Institution - USA ® © e e

Amherst Oollege

Boston University

California College of Arts and Crafts

.California Institute of Technology

California State University -~ Dominguez Hills
Californjia State University - Fresno

California State University - Fullerton
Carnegie—Mellon University

City University of New York - Queens College (

-6C1-

Columbia University ~ Barnard College
Columbia University - Colufbia Oollege

Cornell University .

- Denison University

[ . Duke University. S S

Harvard University ¢

Iowa State University | '
Johns Hopkins University

Massachusetts Institute of Technology,

Michigan State University

Mount -Holyoke College

New Mexico State University

a

°
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: [ K ©
since the number of faculty at any given step of the rank can affect the
average for the entire rank, but it is still preferable to an all-ranks
average. The fact that some distortion contldgfs to exist is indicated in’
Table 13 on page 21 and Table 15 on page 24, whichshow that the average salary
for State University, associate proféssors actually exceeds the average for
University of California associate professors in 1981-82. Although the
differences have never been large, this.still marked the’ third occasion when
the State University exceeded the University at that rank) At the other two
tanks, the State University's faculty have always been paid a lower average
salary, and it can be seep that the University restored its lead at the .,
assotiate rank as well in 1982-83. The reason for the positional change in |
the three years noted is that far more State University associate professors -
occupy the top step of the associate range than do University of California
associates, a point which will be discussed in Lhapter Three. .,
Tables 13 and- 14, as well as Figure‘7, show that all seven of the comparison °,
occupations received higher percentage increases between 1962-63 and 1982-83
‘than either University or State University associate professors, and in
actuality, the differences are even greater than shown in the tables. Just |
taking the range adjustments (cost-of-living increases) granted since 1962-63 .
(Tables 11 and 12), the University has received increases of 152.7 percent '
and the State University 180.3 percent. Both of these figures are lower

v
-

FIGURE 7 Percentage Salary Increases for Unlverszty of California
and California State University Associate Professors -
and Seven Other Professional Groups, 1962-63 to 1972-73, |
1972-73 to 1982-83, and 1962-63 to 1982-83 4 |

-

403
p 375~ ] 1002-69 0 1972-73
§ 350 : '
¢ 325 P 1972-73 10 1982-00 ' - 3
E 00—
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§ 215 [ 1902-63 70, 1002-83
A
¢
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Source: Table 14. , : \\¥
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. Y ORIGINS OF RECRUITMENT OF -NEW. ACADEMIC APPOINTEES IN THE PROFESSORIAL SERIES (cont.)
o , . | o e )

4

. ] : g - - ‘Associate Assistant .
Prior Hmployer - e~ Total ° Professor Professor Professor Instructor

Institution - USA (cont. =, e - L N

Ohio State University ‘ ' A ¢
Oklahoma State University SO s
Princeton University :
Purdue Unlversity
N Rockefeller University ,
. « ' San Francisco State Uhiversity .
! Stanford University o 1
. State Unilversity of New York Binghamton . t
State University of New York - Buffalo
State University of New York - Purchase
l Texas Woman's University
W University of California
] University of Chicago ° -~
University of Cincinnati :
Iniversity of Colorado
University of Delaware
University of Denver
University of Florida
University of Nawaii
University of Illinois - Chlcago Circle
University-of Illinois - Urbagna
University of Maryiand _ : —
University of Massaehuqettsf~i
University of Michigan
University of Minnesota :
University of Pennsylvania
University of Rochester
University of San Francisco
SR University of Southern California
1 ) University of Washington
: Utah State University’
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than the cumulative increases for associate professors shown in Table 14.
Similarly, between 1971-72 and 1982- 83, all seven groups exceeded the Univer-
sity of California faculty's incredses, and six out of seven the State e
University faculty's increases, most by‘wide margins. Table 15 shows a f/
representative list of occupations compared both to federal "GS" classifica-
tions and to faculty salaries 1n both California four-year segment°

All'of the faculty salaries listed in the previous tables are based on nine
months of employment while those for the other occupations are for eleven.
Adjusting the faculty averages for comparability by an increase of 22.2
percent (the difference between nine and eleven months) raises the Univer-
sity.of California all-ranks average for 1982-83 to $43,708 from its current
level of $35,768 and the State University average from $31,331 to $38,286.
This raises faculty compensation to the range of journeymen professionals in
most other fields, but still below those listed in the GS-13 and GS-15
ranges shown in Table 15. Further, given the weighting system for the
determination of the all-ranks averages, it is clear that the only reason

. the averages are as hlgh as they are is because of the preponderance of
faculty at the full professor rank (approximately 63 percent of the faculty
at the University and 60 percent at the State University). Since these
faculty are comparable in age and experience to professionals at the highest
levels shown in Table 9, the comparison reaffirms other data which show that
faculty salarles are not as competitive with other groups as might be supposed.
This appears to be particularly true ip such disciplines as business adminis-
tration, computer science, and engineering, as the Commission has observed
in two recent reports (Engineering and Computer Science Education in Califor-
nia Public Higher Education, and Recruitment and Retention of Engineering
Faculty: A Report to the Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 2023).

COMPETITION FROM BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY

For the past two years, the Commission has noted the serious shortage of
highly-trained technical personnel in general and that of business/manage-
‘ment, engineering, and computer science faculty in'California colleges and
universities®in particular. Recently, a report by the Western Interstate
‘Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) addressed the problem at length, -
noting that to a very large extent, the future economic well being of the
United States depends more than ever on technological pre-eminence. The
report opens with a comment from the Report of the Special Task Force on
Long-Term Economic Policy to the House of Representatlves

A generation ago, a relatively short list of traditional indus-
tries--steel, autos, textiles, machinery, mining, constructlon,
and agriculture--alone accounted for more than half of our nation's
exports, a quarter of its output and a quarter of its Jobg '

In the last generation, however, nine out of every ten jobs created

have been in the services and information sectors. More than a
two~thirds of the rise in real GNP over that period was contributed
by these new ecohomic forces. \ B

=25~
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ORIGINS ;OF‘I'HZCII[JI'I\WI‘ OF NEW ACADIMIC APPOINTEES IN THE PROFESSORIAL SERIES (cont.)

g

Prior Pmployer

| 'Associate '

Total Proféssor Professor

Assistant
Professor

Instructor

. Institution/uﬁ\se_ (cont.)

- Villanova University 1 —-— -
Wayne State University 1 — _—
Yale University . 4 1 ——
York College . 1 = =

TOTAL \ - 219 - 87’ _—

R . . qac,
'5 )
v

SOURCE: Corporate Personnel Sysl.em

Academic ‘Personnel Report 10, Origins; of New Appo{ntees within the {’rofeasorial Series

(Headcount) ;

Table IIB
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Genera'l Cmnpuses Only. As of July 1, 1981 June 30, 1082 .
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TABLE 17 ‘¥Full-Time Engineering Faculty who Voluntarllg Left
Academia for Full-Time Employment in Industry, 1979-80
(244 Institutions Reporting) :

e : Voluntary Departures
H It As a Percent
Engineering Fields o Number of Total Faculty

Aéronautgcal and Astronautical , 12 9%
Chemical 32
Civil , 61
Computer : ' | A
Electrical 89
Industrial 24
Mechanical ' 78
Other Engineering Fields 58

TOTAL | % 397

NN N LN NN
N N 0N O WO

N
~J

%
Source: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1983a, p. 32.

TABLE 18 Iﬁpacts on Engineering Colleges Resulting From

Faculty Shortages (215 Institutions Reporting)

Percent of Institutions that

Reported Decreased Ability to Recruit or
Impacts - Retain Full-Time Engineering Faculty

There has been a reduction in
faculty research - 34.8%

There.has been an increase in
teaching loads : 80.3

There i greater reliance on graduate
asoistants or part-time taculty 65.7

We have been unable to offer courses
in certain subjects 53.5

Other (includes reduced guidance of
students, restraints in program develop~
ment, and changes in the quality of in-
structional programs) -~ 21.1

There has been no significant effect as yet ' 8.1

Source: Western Intetsfate Commisscion for Higher Educatiof, 1983a, p. 33.
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3 Table LG

JUNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

/\

1981-82

DESTINATION QF VOLINTARY SEPARATIONS WITHIN THE PROFESSORIAL SERIES
Headcount by Rank, General Campuses

/N

Destination

Total
ﬁ

Professor

Asspcelate

DProfessor

"~ Assistant

Professor

Instructor

Department of Energy Laboratory
Government

Industyy .

Not Thyiloyed

Self Bmployed

State of California

Student "¢

Unknown .
, Institution - Foreign

Institution - USA .

Brooklyn Law School

Brown University

California Institute of 'I‘eclmology

City University of New York - Hunter Oollege
Cornell University

Duke University

Georgetown University

Johns Hopkins University

Ohio State University »

Pennsylvania State University

Purdue University

Rice University

San Francisco State University

Stanford University

State University of New York - Stony Brook
Swarthmore College

Unlversity of Alaska-Southeastern
University of Arizona :

13
20
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Ve

o Modernization of instructional.#nd research equipment (p. 43)..
: v . .
e Relief for engineering facylty from "non-instructional activities that
. detract from their primary commitments." :

e Continuation of differential galaries at the University of California and
implementation of differential schedules at the State University "to
compete effectively with its comparable institutions" and extension of
opportunities by industry "for engineering faculty to jincrease their
incéme through summer employment, eontinuing educatioL instruction,
grants, and congulting" (p. 46). . | '

: ’ !

e Implementation of "overlapping salary ranges with suffiﬁient flexibility

to accommodate changes in demand within engineering" (p. /47).
.‘ ! Q

This latter recommendation noted that differential salaries should only be a
temporary measure to improve the segments' competitive pogition and that the
long-range solution would be to institute schedules with Lyerlapping salary
ranges in engineering. Presumably, the flexibility of s&ch schedules could
also accommodate future demand changes in other disciplinq% beyond engineering.

{
Few, if any, states depend more on highly trained tecqhological manpower
than does California. According to the Center for the/Continuing Study of
the California Economy in Palo Alto (1982), the State jclaimed 20.1 percent
of all the high~-technology jobs in the country in 1980, with "high technology"
defined as-all workers in the fields of computers, communication equipment,
electronic components, instruments, and computer sefvices. In addition,

.California employed a similar percentage of all the epgineers in the country,

yet a?kording to WICHE (1983b), only 9.0 percent of the new baccalaureate
enginéers graduated from California institutions in 1980-81. The percentages
for master's and doctorate degrees were higher (16.3 and 18.0, percent,
respectively) but still below California's share of engineers. 0f all
engineering degrees, {alifornia's share wag only 10.9 percent, and of all
computer science degrees, its share was only 9.5 percent. ’

The. recent Commisgion reports on engineering and computer sc¢ience education
and on recruitment and retention of engineering faculty detailed the problems
in these fields far more exhaugtively than can be presented here, and they
make it clear that both California and the nation are experiencing schortages
of trained technological manpower. In California, the problem appears to be
especially cevere where University and State University faculty are concerned,
and the coreé{ 9f that problem appears to be an uncompetitive galary structure
with respect both to private corporations and other universities. The
immediate solution appears to be differential ‘salgry scales for disciplines
where the demand is greatest, but the long-term solution most probably lies
in increasing overall salary flexibility in all disciplines. That posgsibility
is discussed in Chapter Three which follows.

-«

/

-29- . -
- c%l{)




]

II-’SI‘INATM\OF “VOLUNTARY SEPARATIONS WITHIN THE PROFESSORIAL SERIES (cont.)

B _ . . .
= - i
- . . N
o cxh ’ #~ .

' Assoclate Assistant
Destination _ Total Professor Professor Professor : Instructor -

-

Insti’i,ution - USA (cont..)

University of California
University of Connecticut
University, of Denver
thiversity of Florida
University of Illinois Urbana
University of Michigan
University of Mimmesota
University of Mississippi
University of Montana
University of Oregon [
University of Pennsylvania
University of Santa Clara
University of Southern California
University of Utah™

University of Wisconsin

1
1.

-

T O O O I O O

-g€1~-

-

‘wMHHHHHHHHHHHHG
LI
baorpl el el e

<3
<

s Hiliwidild

-

@ latllillipelnintas

b
(=]
(41
-
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TOTAL

SOURCE: Corporate Personnel System: | : ) .

Academic Persomnel Report 11, Destination of Voluntary Sepm'ations within the
Professorial Series (lleadcount) General Campuses Only. As ol Ju]y 1, 1981 - _ ‘ :
i ) ._ .

o RV , ,
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TABLE 20 Results of the Final Election for the Selection of
: an Exclusive Bargaining Agent for California State
. University Faculty

i “ Votes Percentage
Candidate \\_’/_//Received . __of Vote

Initial Count: ' ‘ :
United Professors of California: 6,491 49.0%
Congress of Faculty Associations 6,479 ) 48.9
Challenged Ballots 271 o 2.1
TOTAL ' 13,241 100.0%

Final Count:
United Professors of California 4?7 6,541 49,99
Congress of Faculty Associations 6,580 50.1
TOTAL ' ~13,121 100.0%

’

-

Currently, the bargaining process is underway between OFA and the Trustees,
and it is presumed that a memorandum of understanding will be forthcoming
within the next few months. Regardless of the outcome of these negotiations,
the Commission will follew itg usual practice of presenting, the results of
the comparison methodology for the current and budget years. These resulty
are shown in Table 21 below.

’ J
Table 21 shoys "that the University's and the State University's all-ranks
average salaries for the current year are 9.4 and 2.4 percent behind the
average for their respective cemparison groups in the current year. These
figures are almost exactly as predicted in the Commissgion's salary report
last year (9.8 percent for the University and 2.3 percent for the State

TABLE 21 University of California and California States
University Average Salaries and Parity Requirements,

1982~-83 and 1983-84 ° -

. Chmparison Insti- Comparison Insti=

) UC and CSU  tutions' Salaries tutions' Salaries
, C Salaries (Actual) - (Projected) Lead UC and €SU by:

Segment in 1982-83 ° 1982-83 1983-84 1982-83 1983-84
University of
California $35,768 §39,114 $42,393 0.4% 18.5%
Calffornia State : \§5
University $31,331 $32,090 4,209 ° 2.4% 9.2%

Souxee: UC and CSU curveys and previous Co gion annual faculty salary reports.
(See Appendices E, F, G, and H, pp. 104~144.)

=32=
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UNIVERSITY OF CALITORNIA

’ ' ) , . o

PROMOTIONS WITHIN THE PROFESSORIAL SERIES
Headcount by Rank, General Campuses

1981-82
" Rank - o ) Total
Associate. Professor ' ¢ . 1y
Professor 129
TOTAL : 266
1 /
SOURCE:  Corporate Perbonnel System . | . .

Academic Personnel Report 4, Appointments to, Promotions to, and Separations from
Selected Acadomic Titles: Total Campuses Followed by Health Sciences, by Sex,
.. Headeount, and FIE. As of July 1, 1981 - June 30, 1982, s

e

°» | ' | o \} | / l:i-é’

o ‘Table IIE
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BAKERSFIELD - CHICO - DOMINGUEZ HILLS - FR!"SNO FULLERTON . HAYWARD . HUMBOLDT ~
2 POMONA . SACRAMENTO - SAN BERNARDING - SAN DIEGO - SAN FRANCISCO - SAN JOSE

)

Ny

LONG BEAGH - LOS AEGELES NO"HRIDGE .
J, SAN LUIS OBISPO - SONOMA + STANISLAUS

- o

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
(213) 590- 5584

March'22, 1983 .,  ° , .

“ e

“

M. William Storef\ . " N
California Postsecondary E‘ducaﬁlon .
Cgmussn.on ’
1020 Twelfth Street - ’ e
Sacramento, ca 95814 g

Dear Blll g

' This letter is to transmit to the Commission ’the data requ:.red for the Commission's
~report on faculty and administrative salaries in the CSU and in- ccnparlson :Lnstltu—

tions 1dent1f1ed~'by the Commission. ) ®

Please note that CSU fr:Lnge benefit data are presentd in two different ways, f:L‘L‘St ’
as reported to the National Center for Educational Statistics and, secondly, as -
est:umated us:.ng the PERS contribution rates predicated for the 1983-84 budget year.

=« . If you have any questlons

dJ.ng these data, please call me at 8-635-5584. -
4 S;anerely, B |

. 7

Thierry F. Koenig . - 4
Personnél Analyst NS . e e _
Faculty and Staff Affalrs ‘ '

’Ezmldsure . : "

cc: Dr. Smart . - ' P "

° Dr. Wall ‘ . e 2 w 's_

Mr. Lahey . .

n ~

% . 4

) . ' ' ) , o . _137_ e N ) : . .
Q DLDEN SHORE, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 L ) 1 3 0 . INFORMATION: (213) 590-5506
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" ORFICE OF THE CHANCELIOR™
| /THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
N @ ). -

s 1982-83 ADMINISTRATIVE SALARTES

COMPARISON INSTTIUTIONS  ~ o csu
o s NO. ' AVERAGE ‘' .. . No., . AVERAGE
_posmm I REPORTED SALARY REPORTED . SALARY
————— ﬁ " = . .
“Ch.l.ef Ebtecutlve Officer - 3 78,127 : o 80,000
Mul ti~campus ' ' S

Chief Executive Officer, . | 15 66,657 L 197 69,613
Single campus : ‘ B

" Chief Academic Officer . 15 62,256 . . 53,879
Chief Business Officer S os7,21) 8 T 47,795
Dean of Agriculture ° 4 . 58,981 a5 48,072
Dean of Arts & Sciences 15 54,647 [ : 47,933
Dean of Business } ' ’ : 56,796 ' o 47,933 °

. Dean of Education ° 15 53,855 ' 47,220,

, . Dean of kngineering -7 61,620 : N 48,072
Dean of Graduate Studles ! 11 . 53,986 < o - '47,148
Dean of Undergraduate | .1 NA . - = -~ 48,072

, Studies ‘ . : o : : L

Director of the lerary ‘ 14 49,138' L ' 47 ,\587
Director of Instltutlonal 11 40,325, . : . 44,429

-

Research . : : .
Directar of Athletics 9 ° - - 45,884. _ | 41,338
Director of Personnel 15 38,929 .17 - 35,243
Director of Physical 15 - 44,089 ~ | - 38,711

., Plant : : -
Director of Computer Services . 13% 44,639 S o 45,335
Chief Budgeting Officer ¥ 46,620 L : 36,676
Director of Campus Security 14 31,96 "¢ .. 38,289
Director"géf Financial Aid S 15 omes 36,845

8

*Values in parentheses show g:SU ‘ahead Of cgnparlson J.nstltutlon data.

1 3”,
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FIGURE 10 All Ranks Averagé Salaries at the Unzver51tg of

- California and Its Eight Comparlson Institutions,
1973-74 to 1982-83

42,000
—— UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA v .
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R
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T wem e FISCAL YEARS
Source: Table 23.
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FIGURE 11 Comparlson Between the Average Salaries Paid at the

University of California’s Four Public and Four
Private Comparison Institutions, 1973-74 to 1982-83
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g . OFFICE OF THE CHANCELIOR : ‘
o THE: CALYFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY .
feEs i < ] . . ’ ’ * t )
FALL 1982 SALARIES AND BENEFTTS OF CSU FULL-TIME FACULTY ~ oo
_ : ~ AVERAGE AVERAGE - ADJUSTED
N HEADCOUNT SALARY - BENEFITS BENEFITS** -
Y"ﬁ . Professors 6,553 $35,427 $8,611" - $10,150
Associate Professors 2,646 27,322 "~ 7,3 8567 !
’ "Assistant Professors | 1,562 22,255 6,245 7,212
- : (. C , ‘ -
Instructors - 175 19,594 . 5,385 6,236 -
TOIAL: 10,936 $31,331  §7,924*  §09,285
t L ?
by r
1 | .
*Based on $3,538 plus 14% of average salary. o ‘ ’ |  ,
**onefits calculated with 18.345% contribution rate to PERS. - ' ‘ ' .
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"Over the pasi{ﬁzveﬁyears, the University's comparison group has increased
its salaries By an average of about 8.5 percent, while the State Un1ver31ty s
group has increased its, salaries by about 6.9 percent. The numbers in the
left-hand column of Table 25 show what 'could happen given increases of
either 8 or 7 percent for the University's group and either 7 or 6 percent
for the State University's group. These numbers are lower than experience
would dictate, but it is anticipated that the reduced level of inflation
will probably curb increases in other states just as it has in California.

Taking some of the specific examples in Table 25, if the University of
California's comparison institutions increase their average salaries by 7
percent in 1983-84, and the Governor and the Legislature increase Un1ver31ty
salaries by 9 percent for the same year, it, is probable that the Parity
deficiency reported by the Commission for the 1984-85 fiscal year will be
approximately ~-14.9 percent. Taking-a State University example, if its
"comparison group increases their average salaries by 7 percent in 1983-84,
and the Governor and the Legisalturé apprové only a 3 percent - increase, the
parity deficiency for that segment next year will grow from its current
level of -9.2 percent to -13.8 percent. In both cases, the California
" increases of between 3 and 19 percent have all been adjusted upward to
reflect recent experience with merit increases ardd promotions. Thus the
column which shows .an increae of 7 percent—should actually be 8.49 percent
for the Univeristy and 7.19 percent for the State University. These adjust-
ments of. 1.49 and 0.19 percent hawve’ been applled to all of the potential
range adjustments for the Californxa institutions.
a e

Twq final commentg may be helped in addre831ng potentlal questions about
Table 25., First, the reader might well ask, if the State University has a
9.2 percent def1c1ency for 1983-84, and receives an Il percent «dincrease for

that year, how can the parity def1c1ency remain at between 4.3 and 5.6 .

percent. Superficially,-it would appear that if the Governor and the Legis-
lature appropriate sufficient funds to cover more than the entire deficiency,
. > .

1]

Pl

TABLE 25 Potentzal ParztygDefzczenczes for the- Unlverszty of
- California and the California State University in
1983-84, Compared to PrOJected 1984-85 Comparzson
Instltutzon Salarles

~Comparison Insti- Parity Def1c1enc1es for UC and CSU in 1984-85 leen
tution Increasef, Specified-Percentage Increases to UC and CSU, 1983-84
1982-83 to 1983-84 M%_ 5% 7% 9% 11% 13% TSA 17%  19%

uc Group Increases

by:
8% T -22.9 -20.6 -18.4 -16.3 =-14.2 -12.2 -10.3 -8.4 =-6.6
% ~-21.5 ~-19.2° -17.0 =-14.9 -12.8 -10.9 -9.0 -7.1 -5.4
csu Group Increases ‘
by: _ o B
7% -13.8 =-11.7 -9.6 - 7.6 = 5. - 3.8 -2.0 -0.2 +1.5
~6% -12.4 .3 8.2 6.2 4, 2.5 0.7 .




CFFICE OF THE CHANCELIOR

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

I 4

. | FALL 1982 COMPARISON INSTTTUTION DATA
, NUMBER ’ SALARIES . BENEFITS SALARTES BENEFITS
~ . . . ) . ‘ ‘ T .
'Professors - 6,176 224,883,370 46,918,518 _ 36,412 7,597
ﬁss.‘ociatue Professors 5,070 - 141,599,766 30,783,706 27,929 6,072
Assistant Professors 4,315 97,614,607 20,935,915%‘ 21,663 4,863

.Instrw’:tqrs : 1,074 18,963,186 4,117,295 - 717,65’7 3,834

All instiﬁuéimxs reporting'. ‘




OFFICE OF THE CHANCELIOR
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

CSU ACADEMIC YEAR FACULTY
WITH TENURE AND WITH DOCTORATE
‘ FALL 1982 -

.

b

" NO. W/TENURE - -~ NO. W/DOCTORA

. ) 7 e
Professor 6,346 95.7% o 5,488 ﬁi«%%
Associate Professor 1,973 7.6 1,859 ¢ 67.42

Agsistant Professor ' 1890 11.7% : 731 45.3%

Instructor ’ - - 43 1.7%

TOTAL: ’ | . 8,508 .« 18,081 72.3%
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CUffice of the Chancellor
i The.California State University

+ CSU
Comparison. Institutions Data
Fall 1977 Data *
’ rrpernditures
“eiv, BN 4 Salaries Fringe Zenefits
t'refogoor s Z,452 $143,613,379 $23,581,826
T miame Frefocser 4,445 46,770,247 15,589,875
. 8 .
. eware Py fanzey a0 75,453,298 13,83€,6€0
P L 18,8398, 42 2,554,642
. |
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FIGURE 12 University of California Faculty Distribution by
Rank and Step (by Number of Full-Time-Equivalents),
1982~83 .
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Source: Table 27.

FIGURE 13 cCalifornia State University Faculty Distribution by
Rank and Step (by Number of Headcount Faculty),

1982-83
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APPENDIX 1

University of California Medical Faculty Salaries
. 1982-83
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

1982-83 MEDICAL SCHOOL FACULTY SALARY SURVEY

~ .

February 1983

Deviation

o . Medicine
¢ ’ N Department Date
Code Rank Professor - Rank Q?ggg;ggﬁ Rank Qiglzﬁggﬁv
: B 1. $108,100 5 §$66,900 . 2., §56,600
D 27\ 95,814 1 177,799 1 70,572
. . F 3 91,867 2 76,121 3 55,382
T 4 86,585 5 64,206 4 55,100
3 5 ‘34,241 3 68,992 5 52,714
G 6 84,000 4 67,000, 6 52,000
A 7 81,762 8 62,233 8 49,257 g
c 8 75,008 7 62,519 7 49,334
Average $ 88,423 $ 68,221 $ 55,115
Income . .o . ‘ .
Standard $ 10,122 § 5,885 - $ 6,807
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

©1982-83 MEDICAL SCHOOL FACULTY SALARY SURVEY

| February 1983 =

Pediatrics -
Department 'xf\& “Date
: > Associate . _Assistant
Code Rank ~ Professov Rank Professor Rark ~Professor
8 1§ 93,500 1 $ 69,600 1 §57,000
CF 2 86,246 3 63,821 5 49,820
e 3 81,151 4 61,460 6 49,413
E 4 78,831 7 58,342 3 41,456
D 5 78,510 5 60,815 2° 51,183
A 6 77,607 8 57,171 7 47,382
G -7 77,000 2 64,000 3 . 51,000
c ] 69,301 6 69,166 4° 50,425
Average $ 80,343 - $ 61,797 $ 49,706
Income _ .
Standard $ 7,133 s':\.gss $ 4,331
" Deviation ' ‘

il

-




UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA . .
1982-83 MEDICAL SCHOOL FACULTY SALARY SURVEY - =~/

/

Surgery N ' . : Februaz; 1983
Department . ‘ p Date
» s . | | i
’ _ ) Associate - Assistant
Code "Rank  Professor Rank Profe§sor Rank Professor
- D 1 $146,285 2" $108,883 ' 3 $83,837 .
G 2 134,000 3 . 100,000 6 74,000
B 3 133,300 . - 6 88,600 5 76,80 .
e 4 . 132,744 - 5 94,681 4 77,847 .
F o 5 130,323 - 4 199,243 1 90,489
c 6 127,077 17 .- 130,182 2 89,060
) E 7 109,303 7 85,575 7 7,657
’ * o : )
A 8 93,914 8 58,321 - 8 - 38,434
\ - ”_!
Average $125,368 | $ 95,683 ", $ 75,2160 .
Income 4 .
' | . 1 _ ..
Standard $ 16,435 ° . $ 20,509 o $.:16,361
Deviation . _ - S .
' 4

[+] . ']
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
RERORT ON MEDICAL SCHOOL CLINICAL CCMPENSATION PLANS AND
" CLINICAL FACULTY SALARIES |
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A B 'UNIVERSITY oF CALIFORNIA

Regort on Medical’ School C11n1ca1 Comoensation PlansAand s

s

};% i ;%y - Ciinical Facu]ty Sa]aries - i '.:;‘_f' SRS ;f" '_ﬁ_f ;

l N -
A c J

Yo

‘ ”',Th1s report responds to Item 322 of the 1978 Conference Committee S Suppie-‘~'
 ;menta1 Report on the Budget 8111 which recommends that' -
' UC shall report to CPEC annua]iy on (1) its fu11 time clinical facu1ty
salaries and those of its comparison 1nst1tutions (1nc1ud1ng a descrip-v
) ~ccé”"tion of. the type of compensation pians utilized by each uc sch001 and

A',feach comparison 1nst1tution) and (2) the number of compensation p1an

o

exceptions in effect at each UC schodl. , _
This report discusses the issues in the above suhpiementaT'ianguage by pro¥ v
-viding;
1. a description of the typé of compensation plans uti1ized by each UC
~ school and each comparison institution (Section I);
2. a discussion of the University's full-time clinical faculty sa1aries and
those of its comparison institutions (Section II); and
3. a report on compensation plan exceptions (Section 1),

~ I, Clinical Compansation Plans

General
Ciinica1'compensation oians are compensation arrangements created by
medical schools to provide competitive income»for physiciansfand other

- faculty with'direct patient-care rasponsibility as well as to further the
academic goals of the medica1 schools. As stated by the Association of
American Medical Colleges (AAMF in their December, ]977 report on An

In<0enth Study of SeVen Medica1 Practice Pians,

"The most common1y stated pian obaective is the attraction and retention
of quaiity faculty through the provision of acceptab1e compensation

Tevels not achievabTe through other sa1ary sources. An additional objec‘

» _ -155=




e “t1ve quitﬂ prevalent among the . . plans is. the use af plan ravenue o
| | . to help achieve depar*mental and schoolwide program enriohment with

I . R
. Lo

stabie, F1ex3b1e funds " e
,;The AAMC rev1ewed the medica] practice plans of the 112 M.0. degre--gran-v'
fting fh]lj ‘acradited medical schools in ‘the U S. and concluded that the '
.p1ans cou]d be characterized by the degrse of central contro] exercised
7.},over the deta1ls of the’ p]ans operations a]ong a “centra11z-d/decentra-
jlized“ axis. A summary of the three bas1c tyges of c11nica1 comoensation“\:‘

‘ p]ans was developed by the AAMC as fo]]ows..

— . . EY

.
b

];ggigs -2 highly c-ntraliz-d compensation approach, characterfz=d by
two basic and int-rrelatnd features‘ oFirst, all oat1ent—care fe-s are
-’co]lec o and deoosited to centra1 accounts, usuaiTJ with feaw r-ferences¥

to the origin of the Bi11. béyond the reqoirements or aocdratﬂ book-
keeping ‘and physician 1iabi11t/ and accodntab111.y for servicns r-ndered.
'Sefond, physicians are placed on e1ther 1nd1v1dua11y sat or departmen-
tally fixed 1ncomes based on pr-detnrm1nedscomoensation schedule

- ~which. recognxz-s such features as academﬁc rank,. prev1ous or current

 clinical serv1ces, and=add1tiona1 merit or service featores.

]}gggig - an intermediata arrangement in Which'some common po]icy,frameé
nork exists. for patient-care fae callection and. d1sbursement. In this
approach ‘a general polic/ is set for a11 medical school fagulty wf h
pat1ent-care respons1b111t1es, requ1r1ng that thej Tollow spef1f1ed
bi11ing and co]]eotion procedures through a cnntral o'r"ic° or deoartmen--}“

. tal offic-s Comoensat1on is detarmined by a formu]a which r-cogniz=s
the product1v1t1 of patient-care activities as well as academic factars
such as rank and scholarship. Such compensatjon arrangements usually

sat. broad ranges ror +ota] ccmpensation, recoonizing the aforemantioned

features,‘wf th sat max1ma e1ther 3y departrent, school, or specialty.

] . "‘156-'
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_ | , ,Ifig;g - the least discip]ineanrrangement, which allows wide variation
,@I . '5‘3 ,ﬁ :d*by'individual department or among specialties ~as to how patient-carev
E A : feps are collected and;subs;gueht1y distribdted. The most eXtreme ;
) . ?;‘ 7 example permits the faculty member to bill and retain virtua11y~a11
s g v of the bi]]ab]e practice income with some requ1rement “to re1mburse
the institution for overhead cost (office space, hosp1ta1 -fees, etc. )
Table 2. (p. 11), provides a further description of this medical practice ]
‘ plan typology, indicating by d1rectiona1 arrows the kind of movement that
typica11y occurs in the organization of a practice p1an--from no plan to
decentra11zed to intermediate, and to centralized.:

v - University of California Un1form Medical Schoo1 C11n1ca1 Comgensation P1an

The University of Ca11forn1a uniform Medical Schoo] C11n1ca1 Compensat1on
P1an approved by The Regents in November, 1977 for’ 1mp1ementation in 1978
falls within the Type B category. It provides a uniform framework’ for
patient-care bi]]?ng and sets uniform compensation maxima based on academic
rank and step. The P1an provides* suff1c1ent f]ex1b111ty so that specific
: . ‘ parameters for the various medica] spec1a1t1es or d15c1p11nes within N
the same department may be established as Tong "as the maximum compensat1on
arrangements established by the Plan are not exceeded.’
k The key features of this Plan are:
| 1.”. The eleven-month regular faculty salary scale approved by Th;kﬁegents
; for each facuTty rank forms thé base salary for all medical schoot

é{ E < B ‘ . ¢ , . .
. . % ladder rank faculty. There is no‘d1f£e§ehtia1 in the base salary between

a g ,'
- . , . medical s&hool faculty and general.campus faculty.
[ v (j e ‘.A"_ . ,-;3.. ) ' , X . . . -
2. Arrangements”fbr %ompensation tn addttton to the base salary are
s J . ’ ‘

'Hm‘lted to three types.

-

" a. Negotiated Income - Th1s is<an amount of additional compensatioh




Comparison Data Survev C,

a

detarmined by a departmen;‘or.schooi that e"c]fnfcfen-can eapn via con-

tr%bution'of 1ncomé from pa‘iéntéoare (and)certain otherlspecified in-
come sourcas) .to ag;roup or pdo1ed income, sysoem There is an aosoluoe
oe111ng 6n this amount, as- dfscussed“be]ow. : 4
b. Income L1m1tatjon Arrangements - These are*arrangements whereby the
faculty member may retain, subaec* to assesswents 1ncome direct]y
. from pat1entycare actﬂvities._-Assessments are prbgressive and reach

a nearly -¢confiscatary- TeveI at approx1ma tely three times the facu]tyu

¢

* . . -t
: . . o °

' member's base salary.. - .-l -] .

" ¢. Combination Plans. Q These are'arrangements whereby ‘acol*y members. ..

share a predet.rmdnen portion of a: pobled'amount and are a]]owed

to retain individual earnungs beyond »hao amouno up to a mex1mum

ceiling. - S 1h

3. Memoersh1p in th1s P1an js mandatory for a11 c] nical7‘ach1ty with © .‘ ’

patient-care responsa&i]itj who hold. en appoinonent at 50% or more time,”

and all 1ncrme from professiona] serv1ces performed By - Eheseﬁ‘acul ty is

fn

suBject to the tarms of ‘the Plan. . ,' .

N ! DR 1

4, Acoounting standards and monitoring praq;ices ars speci‘1ed in the

guide]ines for 1mp1ementat1on of this P]an. Along with the Plan and .

guide11nes, accounting procedures have been deve]oped wnich are

consistant with the Plan obdec 1ves.,‘ﬂ : , e

Cne of the‘pr1nc1pa1 faatures of the uniform MedieaI Scnool CTinjcalf |

Compensation Plan is a provision far periodic reV1-w of the estaoXished SR

compensa*1on maxfma. In Sec tion IV (Compensation), which sets forth *ﬁe ’
formulae far deriving maximum comnensaoion, provision iy, B 6 statas: :
Compensation lavals and assessrent ratas w111 he. reviewed period1ca11v

by the ch- President-uAcademfc and St ar- Personne} Re?at1ons -in light

& 2 P

of comoarison data from Un1vers1 / of Ca11rorn1a Meoiga] Schoo1s as
-t ,”-—158--- S
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well as from other COmparisbn institutions. On the basis of the Vice
President s report, the President, after consu]tation w1th the Academ1c
Senate, may recommend adaustments in the compensat1on 1eve15 in thqs '

-«

Plan to The Regents. : . : : .
A set of comparison 1nst1tutions was se1ected and a statistica1 method
adoptad that wou]d y1e1d the requ1s1te data to-satisTy th1s provision of
the Med1ca1 School Clinical Compensation P1an as well as the requirement

for an annua] ‘report to the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

Se1ection of Comparison Inst1tut1ons

‘**"ETght—fnstftutfons-that~repreﬁén%~eemﬁarable-pregFams—weﬁe_selectedgﬁmmnﬁ_

?vate sectors. F1ve of the 1nst1tut1ons are public in ~

public and pr
character and three are privﬂte. «The jnstitutions selacted represent a
diverse spectrum and sufficient variatiod of settings and practice plan

arrangements to prov1de valid comparisons. Appendix8 (see pp. 19-20Y/

prov1des a brief descr1ption of the var1ous compensat1on p1ans used by the

-

¢omparison institutions.

Cf .
y _ n Comnarisoh?§nsf1tutions “
"ﬁgﬁg' o ‘Pub1icﬁaﬁﬁPr1va§gA . }Compens;tfsn Plan
ﬁ;fstanford ‘ ‘~ Private | " yes -
State Univ. of New York- , s
Upstate Medical School = Public B yes
Univ. of Chicago Private . _ yes
gvniv. of {1Tinois 'qu1ic \' o no'
*Univ. of Michigan.  Puplic =~ yes
' ,Univ; of Texas, Houston Pub!ic" ‘ L " yes -
- *niv. of Wisconsin Public N yes
*Ya1e'Un1vergit§ 5 Private . _yes
v ﬂ.\.59—1 ?;;)

-
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| 'yith more ehgn one medical school.

"II.

* campus survey (notad by asteris&s) In add1tion, »he Univers1ty of

A}
©v
o
1

The compar1son institutions included five that are a1so in ehe genera1

Texds, Houston, and the State Univers1tj of New York-Upseate Medical -

School were se1ected because they are part of 1arger mu1t1cempus syseems

Compensation Survey

A. Data Collection: . | -

Compensation plan information was obtained from the eight ccnpar1son
medical schaols by means of a questionﬁhfre (see Appendix A, Pp. 16-18)
The questionnaire was followed by phape calls, and a specia1 meating
‘which took place during the Octobar, 1973 mee*ing of the AAMC in New
Orleens., At that speciaﬂumeetdng of the.compariscn schoo1s, thers

s an ax ended d15cuss1on of the pract tcal asbeces of medical sa1arj
and prac#ice‘p1an management, and arrangements‘nere made to meat and/or
consult each year and to regularly excnenge data. Further, Mr. William
L. Storsy, Higher Education spec1a11ét with the Ca1iforn1a Pastsacondary
Education Commission, was consulted about this comparison study, and

has agreed to meet to discuss in datail the methodology and conclusions.

B. Selaction of Departments and Disciplines

Comparison of medical echoals' salaries raisas probiems which do not
occur in csmparing salaries of general campuses.  On general university
campuses, overall salary averages for a given profess§r1a1 rank are a
good reflection of what the individual faculty memne; is agtually paid
at tﬁet rank. In medical schools, however, thers is great variation in
individual sa?aries, and an gverall salary averege_for a given medical
cchool is statistically unralizble.. For that rzason, 1% was not"possibie

0 use overall salarj averages from the comparison medical scnco1s in
~160~ B
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C.

- -a range of compensation within medical schools.

-medica1 schools (see Tables 3, 4, and 5, pp.

‘a
A

éhis study. Statistiesffrom the annual AAM& report of clinjcal

salaries were s%m%lar1y of 1ittle utiTjty since they tend to.aggregate

~salaries from a variety of clinicians, both full and part-time, without

sufficient disaggreéation in the saﬁpTe td make ‘the data usefui for
this survey The method that was 3evised to avoid the above prob]ems

was to select a stratified sample of three c11n1ca1 spec1a1t1es which .

are common]j*?iund in schools of medicine and which typica]ly represent

The three ciinica1
spacialties selectad are (a) Pediatrics, typica]ly at a 1ower 1eve1 of
compensat1on, (b) Medicine, typically at a-mid-level coqpensat1on, and
(¢) Shrgery, typically at a higher compensation; _These three'c11n1c§1
specialties are taken as representatjve of the mediéa] schéq]s at .
large and are usad as the base for developing the data for this study.

The salary data received from the thirteen medical schools (five from -
UC and eight.from comparison insitutions) are treated es follows:

a single weighted—average compensetion is consfructed from the five UC

medical school respohses for each of the three Spec1a1g1es. 'That

weighted average is displayed in a ranked table (ranked by prof’es«or‘iai'o
compensation) together with the responses from the aight compar1°on
12, 13, and 14},

The Mathod -

For eacH of the specialties a simple average of the resulting table of -
nine weighted avereges is then calculatad, as well as the standard

deviations and entered at the bottom of each of Table 3, 4 and 5.

The single average for the five medical schools is axamined in‘each

of the three ranked tables to detarmine where that average falls within
the samp]e of nine waighted averages; i. e whether or not that par*idg«

lar average deviates significantly from the general average. Ths

S

FEN :
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.o tables raflect éhe following:
' .a. where the UC average falls within cne s*andard deviation,

'b. where the uc average 1s with respec* ta the average for the :

N

" group as a wholey and- 5'

I

N | : SR -5 whethEr the uc average 1s within one standard deuiation of tbe
DR _group.average. . - e T .
If the UC average is, in fact, within cne standard deviat1on from the
group average, ther the UC avarage can be considered to be not statis-

tically different from that of the graup ds 2 whole,

E}

D. Results of the Clinicat Satary Comp&ristn and Unjvwrsity of California

'(‘ ."

“gtanding in Each Catsaory

Tables 3, 4, and 5 (see pp: 12, 13, and 14) indicate’ that the University's

{ average’ cnmpensaticn 15 tongistent with the overali average for each
specialty, as d{splayed below:

 AVERABE FULL PROFESSOR COMPENSATION - ABSTRACTED FROM TABLES 3, 4, 5. . °

_Medicine : - Pediatrics“. _ Surcery
Hich 67,000 High 67,000 High 88,000
Aveéice “éo.aao:‘ _ ue 59,000  Ayeradg? ?9.@451 '
uc_____ §9.200 Avarsce 7,560 ' uc 75,000
.  _Low 54,000 ' Llow 51,000 s Low _67,000

From the tabie above, the following cnnclusicns are drgwn;
1. In Medicine (Table 3,n.12), average profassorial compansation ranges
from a high of Sa7 CGO rer /ear ta a Tew orf $84,0 €0, with an averags
" of aoo,uao. The UC average far Medicin ig $59,300, slignsly beiew

- the group averge, .

2. in Padiatrics (Tabla 4,7, 13), avarage prc*essariau campensation ranges

=162-=
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III.

9

from a hjgh of $67,000 per year to a low of‘$51,000, with an averagé )
of $57,560. The UC average for Pediatrics is $59,000, slightly (but
not significantly) higher than the group average (within one standard |
deviation from the average). o |

3. In Surgery (Tablé 5, p. 15), avéragg,profeésbrial cqmpensatiod ranges
from a high of $83,000 per 3ear to a Tow of $67,000, with an average
of $79,440. The uc average for Surgery 15.555,000, somewhat (but not -
significantly) below the group average.-

ﬁi;hin éachro? thq;thréh speciglties, the gpread of salaries 15 not great,

[

'sﬁpporting.the assumﬁtioq,thatxgﬁb selected medical schools are cqmparabie.

"In each of -the tables for ‘the. three épebialties. the University's average,

compensation is close to the overall average, as is displayed 1n-the tabLé

above. For these reasons, the compensation being paid in University of

1Y

California medica1n4chools can be considered to be represént’t1ve, com-

.petitive and appropriata. Therefore, there gppears to be no need at thij

time to alter the current compensation formuias N

Excaptions to the P1an

Requesta for exceptions, including individual except1ons, to the Medical

. School C11nica1 _Compensation Plan may originate with thef1ndividual depart~

A~
ment, and, subject to approval by the Dean, are then forwarded to the campus

Chancellor’ for the next approval step. The Chancel1or then consults with the
campus Academic Senata. If the Chance11ormapproves the excaption, the request
is recomﬁgnded to the President for f{nal approval. Al1 approved exceptions’
to compensation 1imits must be‘riported to the Board of Regents.

As part of the implementatiop of-the Plan it was agreed that certain 1imited
exis%ing arrangements would bé permitted to’ continue. -Otﬁér than these éx-
ceptions, rio individual exceptions have been made; Irvine has been permitted
to delay impiementation of the Plan until Jénuary, 1880. in order to accommodasﬁ
the campus conversion from a gross to a net ciinical fee ccmpensation plan.

. ,fiG G ﬁ1 .ES’ ; , \ .




TABLE 1
_ L
. P &
CUMP&RISGN INSTITUTIONS - MEDICAL SCHOOLS

Stanford University

" State University of Néw‘York -
Upstate Madical School

Univer;ity of Chicago .
. University of Mlinois
Upiversity df Michigan ‘
° Unfverﬁity of Texas, Houston {
Univer#ity of w1s;ons?n

Yale University

16U
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TASLE 2 )
HEDICH. PRACTICE ?‘ﬂilﬂ'ﬂ,gﬁl

il g T L

PR R T Ty .

PIAN FRATUNES

e A
Cantrallized €

TEE B )
Intarmedlate <

e ¢
« pacantralived

‘6 grgucture

s rolicy Determisstion

Fypexat fons
& hgminlateation

NN

@

& Fow Handiing

nr,tn‘[;_gxlm § Pargloipatjon *

A dbaccately yocognized
onplity, elthar within or
wxteraal to tka mcdical
schuol, having Its ove
parsonnal, at and .
proceducal guidelines,

M) practiclng cliniclans
sre Incindud and dicwctly
and/or Emdlzuctly thiough
thalr sopraagntativus mauk
with Snatbiutlona) ettlolals
to fucus ealy ¢a clinfoal
practice = sralated luwuies.,

A full-tina manager supsr~
vison Lhe duy=ta=day plan
opusetiom with sosponulbl=
fity for adl sdwludakcative
uxsvican swppurting tha

) peactice of mudicine,

Al chinlcel praciica yebac:
od ravanus f1ows thiouyk
the Plan Office which

A common Exsmevark (ex
obinical praatice astivity
oxlote within whish doparte
santal ar spacinlly yrowps
function.

gt ¢hinical dlaciplines
any pucticipanty In delibera

*1 tions aboul clinlcal prace~

tics = yalatad fusuus dentd
Llad by Instikutionad
officlals, ~

A sumbior of the desn's
gogular aduinistrativa akeff
iy the Wpcus far. coardina-
Lion af many plen support
secvines, .

Ualform procudueas for Ll

Any, cotdection and dlu-

bucsumant of fona ase fuple~
Il

1 vnlny of siinieal prag~

tioe sceanyemants for
acadenie Jdepartnents or
wadieal spscialition ase pec-
-‘t‘u‘a .

»
Executiva facuity amd the
dean Consult A8 heussnary
ducing the Toutine comduct -
ol genural westings.

Clther the depactmant haad
or kis dasiynate dixects
aduinlotrative suppaxt

sasvices,

Optonn for Liiling, collece
tlon or diubureemant of less
sce avallabls to acadesmlc
dopartmunis or medical

anduse biiis, cadlacte feat
o ~!ij{llmuu Iacoma. ] wpacheltiae,
rrivate Hedical Schoole a2 , i )
rublbo Mudicel Schuole - 1 3

The above table §s taken from An li-
Hedical Colleges, Wecember,- 192/ p. VAT

Ihe arrows show the kind of sovewent Lhat Lyj
plan, to decentralized, to intevmediate,

-

ERIC - -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

=

~

wically occurs In e organl
ad to centralized,

160

Depth Study of Seven Hedical Practice l‘!m-g-kssoéuu(jn of Awerican

zation of a practice plan, fros o
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- . . . UNIVERSITY OF CALIFC2NTIA ‘

s

- -, . o |
Annud 1. Madieel § chc 1 Taculiy Salary Surray ' |

: _ - Instrueciecs ‘ o
SESESNSTaTRS ‘ o
: ° . *

] The Zforz will be provided 5z taree depazcmencs c;i“y, Generzl Mcc’....c..nc,

o Pediactrics, and Surgery. Thras c;?iezo ies of compensaticn are idencified
' ‘wizh definitions, These aze: /

1. 3Base cr Cuarancaed Campanuz: - tha base salaxy dextved Zxom U el gz .
sity of California salazy scales for cthat rank azd sz*'au g by o
the un_.vers...:y exclusive of frings benefl ::s,

2. Unive"s..:y of Califobmia Uziform ..@:L.:.a.. Schicel C ..ical Ca..pc...sz- [
ticn, or expect ed comnensa:.an y 30t Ineluding tha base salary
v - described in 1, abovc, which is Teceived through or as a vesult
" . the cparatisn of, and the individual facu ulty, zachbex's pazti czpa:" e
in, the University of California Uniform Medical Schcel Climiesl
. Gozmpensation Plaz, and

.

’

4

3. Grarni Toral Coempensaticn ~ the sum of the monies asscciaced with
dtexms 1 zad 2 above, d..v"ded by che head count for chas ling of che
questionnaire,

*
Y

In each case, one calculates the averaje for each boux in <ha quesctlion-
nalre by totalling all the moniles involved in that cacegory and tiHen oy
d"*. d..ng by the har‘ ccx.:z for that lina of the questiomnaire. Resscmabile
eszimates of the year's e..::niz:,,s should be reporced :

v + or last year's accual eavnizgs with Moy estimazed incremant.
Please speclfy the method usad in the "cczzents” se.::"i at the botgem of
eacn quesz:..cvna.i.-n. )
. -
’ for the aep nts spcclﬁ:’.ed sbove, include an.y 12 menth salaries Zox

full-tine paid £ c'..lcy utilizing September 1l budget flgures whenaver pgsa.‘bh'

: Include thes ..ull sala.'-'y of acul*y on sabbagical luvn.. Exclude those Jaculty

o - at affiliaced instizutices, full salary for vacant positions, house so “f and
= fellows in all z..l.s and paws-tima and volunzeer faculsy. >

a
#

Ae:::ac:.hnd" is a 1ist of the subspecialties o be imcluded :»:...:‘aia thee ‘/
departzencs (General Medicine, Pediatrics and Suﬂztwy). I you have a:;y
questicus, plaase phone R.D. Menhasetz at (415) :642«1454, ' f

s

L]

N ' i

> . . >
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CANPUS

®

(

UNIVERSLTY OF CALIFORNIA
HEDICAL SCHIOOL. FACULYY SALARY SURVEY -

E¥FECTIVE DATE

| DEPARTHENT,

[

I

COIPEUSATION

uengcouut

Baas Salaxy or : - Uuiform colpeniatlbu.

Guarantecd "y Plan Cowponcnt
Componant (Average)h (Averaga)*

Grand Total
Compeusation
(Average) ¥

Professor

t‘,.).

0

Associate
Profousor

- -
"Nhsiltaut
Professor

“Indtructor

- - .

. headeount for cach rank.

)

s v R

‘o ) . °
sAverago salary for each of the threo compensation columny

© Cownentn ov quali€dcatonns .

a




APPENDIX B

Brief Descriptions of the Medical Compensation Plans_at the Eight Comparison

Medical Schools - AN S .
1) Stanford University T¢ ?Lﬁj - - e
A Stanford ‘has a new pract1ce plan that is current]y be1ng written and is
o » not yet ava1]ab1e B e e e
» ) & ) ‘m’? 1'}

2)/ State Un1versity Sf New York - Upstate Med1ca1 School

Overall management of the practice plan is vested in a govern1ng board
consist1ng essent1a11y of the Presideﬂt the Dean¢of the, Medical School
hand the med1ca1 schooT department cha1rmen The departments have consi-

derab1e autonOmy, and keep the accuunts ‘and do: the b1I11ng._ The State is )
M |}

'9a1d for overhead costs, and thg,Med1Ca1 Schoo1 1ev1es lar surcharge on : .
gross practice p1an income for vts own use. (Q.§i§e~"8“~or Type "C* Plan) .-
- - '-ﬁ?}’ ‘“ . ./'/ E] A : :
3) -Un1vers1ty_gf Ch\gg & o e oo a:52‘ R .

General guidelines are 1ssued to the” departments by ‘the Dean 5 office. e
Within those gu1de11nes, 1nd1v1dua1 pra€t1ce pIans -are negotTAted on a |
departmental basis.. The med1caT schooﬂAIs experime@ttng wath a surchargéz
and with various kinds ofvnon-sa1ary 1ncentivesi Correhtlx, however,
. the indivﬁdoa1 departiments have a good deal of,autonomy. (A Tyoe "cH P]an)iﬁ

4, ﬁniversity of I111nots

No/?ormai practice’plan exists. The medical school provides centralized

b1111ng ?ac111t1es. Beyond‘that, what. happens is the result of individual (1.'

negdtiation between the 1ndiv1dua1 faculty member, his department and the
Dean’s office. '

5. Universityfof Michigan

The p1anv%s centralized, with a formal central business offioe run by a
full-time Director who reports direct1y to the Dean of the Medical School.
.The central business officE‘estabiishes policy, doQS'bj11ing andfhandles

4
- - Y
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- 1973 to 1978. (A Type “A" P1an) e o
6)

‘7j'

8)

4 . i . . -

o ‘_‘, .

disbursements. The 1nd1vfdua] de#artment§*ha€% comparatively little auto-
nomy. Tne plan was phased 1n gradua11y over the ‘1ve-1ear period from

-«

University of Texas -4t Houstdn .

The plan is controlled by a Bodxd af Directors consisting of the President,

V. P for. Business Affairs and the depar}@ent cha1rmen. " The plan prdvides

for cantral b1111ng and d1sbursement of funds; however, 1ndivég\?1 facu1ty

salaries are set through 1nd1vidual negotiat1on between a, facu1 ty member
and his department chairman. The departments have considerable autonomy.
(A Type "8” or T/pe nee PTan) “

&

Un1vé¥51ty of wiftons1n _ 4

: A1whough a wr1t an plan ex1sts, 1ts net affect is to vest authority: in

~the 1nd1v1dua1 departments Each department creatas in effect {ts cwn

1ndivjdua1 pract1ce p1aqund does pratty much as it pleasas, sub{gc* to
car=ain maximum salary constraints written_into the c=ntr31 plan. (A
Type "8" or Type "C" Plan)

A\

Yale University

) R i

The practice plan consists of a saries of brief salary guidelines published
by the Dean nhich sat up.a framework for sald}y paénent and establish the
permissible salary ranges within wnich an individua1 faculty member may

be paid. Each department develdps fts Bwn practice plan, in negotiation
ﬁ‘;h the Dean s offica. Individual Salaries ars racommended by the

depar*nent chairman and approved by/’ﬁe Dean. (A Type "C" Plan)

0
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N | | " APPENDIX J |
! Administration Positions Surveyed by the .
College and University Personnel.Association <(CUPA)

1. Chief Executive Officer, System
2. Chief”Executive Officer, Single Institution
3. Executive Vice President - —— -
4. Chief Academic Officer
_ 5. Chief Business Officer
o 6. Chief Student Affairs Officer
: Chief Development Officer
8. Chief Public Relations Officer
. Chief Planning Officer

19. Director, Personnel/Human’Resourgés
1l. Chief Health Professions Officer
12. Chief Budgéting Officer
13, Director, Legal Services
14. Registrar
15. Director, Church Relations
16. Director, Learning Resources Center
17. Director, Library Services '
18. Director, Computer Services
. 19. Director, Educational Media Services

o . 20. Director, Institutional Re%earch
21. Director, Special and Deferred ‘Gifts
22. Administrator, Grants and Contracts
23. Director, Affirmative Action/Equal Employment

: 24. Director, Employee Training
: 2%. Comptroller
26. Director, Internal Audit
27. Bursar :
28. Director, Food Services
29, Difector, Physical Plant
30. Director, Purchasing
31. Diteétor, Bookstore
32. Director, Campus Security
33. Director, Information Systems
34. Director, News Bureau
35. Director, Auxiliary Services
36. Director, Admissions . )
37. Director, Foreign Students
38, Director, International Studies Education
39, Director, Student Financial Add . '
40. Director, Student Placement
41.  Director, Student Counseling .
42. Director, Student Unién
43, Director, Student Health Services
44, Director, Student Housing
-177- Ve .
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. 45, Director, Athletics
Bl : 46. Director, Campus Recreation/Inﬁ%amurals
‘ 47. Director, Alumni Affairs
. ' /)48. Director, Information Office K
: ' 49. Director, Community Services
- . 50. Administrator, Hospital Medical Center .
. 51, Chief Planning and Budget Officer
. 52. Chief Development and Public Relations Officer
° 53. Director, Personnel and Affirmative Action

.54, 7~ Director, Admissions and Financial Ald
55. Director, Housing and Food Services
56. Director, Development and Alumii Affaira

. 57. Dean, Architecture . .

¢ 58. Dean, Agriculture ’
59, Dean, Arts and Letters . . .
60. Dean, Arts and Sciences - o
61. Dean, Business - - _ S
62. Dean, Communications : .
63. Dean, Continuing Education .

64. Dean, Dentistry
65. Dean, Education
"66. Dean, Engineering
67. Dean, Experimental Programs
68. Dean, Extension o :
69. Dean, Fine Arts '
70. Dean, Graduate Programs
71. Dean, Health Related Professions
72. Dean, Home Economics.
73, Dean, Humanities
74, Dean, Instruction .
75. Dean, Law
76. Dean, Library and Information Sciences
77. Dean, Mdthematics
78. Dean, Medicine
‘ : 79. Dean, Music
80. Dean, Nursing
81.. Dean, Occupation Studies/Vocational Education/Technology
o 82. Dean, Pharmacy
43. Dean, Public Health
84. Dean, Sciences
85. Dean, Social Sciences )
86. Dean, Social Work
87. Dean, Special Programs
88. Dean, Undergraduate Programs
& 89. Dean, Veterinary Medicine

t

-
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. related matters.

. administration and, where applicable, labor relations.

- gpongible for the conduct of research and studies on the institution itgself.

APPENDIX K

College and University Personnel Assoéiation _ ' -
*  "Position Descrlpnons Used in the Present Report '

]

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF A SYSTEM/DISTRICT/MULTI~CAMPUS OPERATION (PRESIDENT/
CHANCELLOR): The principal administrative official responsible for the
direction of all operations of an institution or a system of higher educat:.on,
who reports to a governing board.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF A SINGLE INSTITUTION (PRESIDENT/CHANCELLOR):
The principal administrative official responsible for the direction of all
aoperations of a campus or an institution of hlgher education. Reports to a -
Pres:.dent/Chancellor of a un:.vers:.ty-w:.de system or multicollege district.

CHIEF ACADEMIC &FICER The senior administrative official responsible for
the direction of the acadgmic program of the ins titution. Functions typically
include teaching, research, extension, admissions, régistrar and library
activities. Reports to the Chief Executive Officer. o

CHIEF BUSINESS OFFICER: The senior administrative-official responsible for v
the direction of business and financial affairs. Functions supervised - Lt

. typically include purchasing, physical plant management, property management,

auxiliary enterprises, personnel services, investments, accounting and

DIRECTOR, PERSONNEL/HUMAN RESOURCES: Administers institutional personnel
policies and practices for staff and/or faculty. Functions typically
include personnel records, benefits, staff employment, wage and salar'y

-

CHIEF BUDGET OFFICER: The senior administrative official with the responsi-
bility for current budgetary operations. . May also include respensibility
for long-range planning unless there is a separate planning cfficer.'

DIRECTOR, LIBRARY SERVICES: DNirects the activities of all institutional .
libraries. Functions typically include selection and direction of pro- )
fessional gstaff, acquisitions, technical services, audio-vicual services
and special collections,

DIRECTOR, COMPUTER CENTER: Directs the institutions major administrative
computing activities., Functions typically include computer programming,
systems studies and computer operations. -

DIRECTOR, INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH. The administrative staff official re-

Funetions performed or supervised typically include data collection, analysis,
reporting, and related staff work in support of decision making.

-

% ‘ 'S '
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DIRECTOR, PHYSICAL PLANT: The senior administrative official responsible
for the construction, rehabilitation and maintenance of physical facilities.
Functions typically include supervision of new construction and remodeling,
grounds and building maintenance, power plant operation and parking.

. DIRECTOR, CAMPUS SECURITY: Manages campus polité and. patrol, units; directs
campus vehicle traffic and parking; organizes security programs and training
as needed. : R ' ' : ‘ i

DIRECTOR, INFORMATION SYSTEMS: The senior official who directs the develop-
ment, implementation and maintenance of institutional management information
systems. Functions typically include responsibility for developing systems
requirements ;esystems analysis, programming, applications, and coordination
with user areas. May also include responsibility for direction of the
administrative computer operations.

'DIRECTOR, STUDENT FINANCIAL AID: Directs the administration of all forms
of student aid. Functions typically include assistance in the application
for loans or schplarships; administration of private, state or federal loan
programs; awarding of scholarships and fellowships; and maintenance of
appropriate records. o

-

DIRECTOR, ATHLETICS: Dirvects' imtramural and intervollegiate athletic

programs. Functions typically include scheduling and contracting for
athletic events, employment and direction of athletie coaches, publicity,
ticket sales, ahd equipment and facilities qaintenancc." _

. DEAN or Equivalent Administrative Title (e.g. directors of academic divisions
in communityocolleges): Serves as ‘the principal "administrator of the

instructional division indicated (i.e., Architecture, Agriculture, Nursing,
oetC.). N
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geparately from the salary data and will in€lude a sufficiently de-
tailed explanation of the issues so as to avoid misunderstanding or
inappropriate usa\gf the figqres. " :

The second major change is the elimination of the "Cost of Living
Adjustment for Salaries." For the past three years, an adjustment
has been made in the projected salaries of the comparison institu~-
tions to account for changes in the rate of inflationm. This adjust—-
ment has been widely misunderstood. It is not an escalator clause
of the kind frequently found in collective bargaining agreements; it
15 an imdex gqnly of changes in the rate of inflation and not a mea-
pure of infldtion itself.

The other changes are essentially technical in nature. To date, all
“ranks average salary and fringe benefit projections have been made

on the basis of prior year (for the preliminary report) and current
year (for the final report) cegmental gtaffing patterns. Since these
elements of compensation are implemented in the budget year, it is
desireble to establish a staffing pattern for that year. This will
be done by the University of California for the 1978~79 report and
by. the: California State University and Colleges beginning in 1979-80.

The final change will affeet only the computation of fringe benefits
for the California State Unilversity and Colleges. That system pre-
viously baged its fringe benefit projections on the assumption that
no salary increase would be granted. Because an increase in salary
automatically increases applicable, fringe benefits, a degree of dis-
tortion occurs. The University of California uses a syotem whereby
a salary increase is computed first, the automatic increases in
fringe benefits resulting from that increase accounted for, and the
fringe. benefits calculated after this accounting. The Commission
believes cbﬁglatter approach to be more reagonable and has there-
fore adopted it for both segments.

METHODOLOGY .

The procedutes to be employed for the 1978-79 budget year and in
subscoquent years arc as follows:

" A. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS

Two reports will be prepared each year. The f@rﬂ% report, based on
pteliminary’ data, will be submitted to the Department of Fimance in
November. The final report, based on the most curren{ data, will be
gubmitted to the Legislative Budget Committee in April. In order to
meet thege csubmission dates, the ¥niversity of California and the
California State University and Colleges will forward data on com-
parison institutions and gegmentdl faculty salarics to Commiggion




~—

staff by mid;QCtober for the prealiminary report and by late February
for the final repert. : ' \

L

B. PRINCIPLE OF PARITY

The report will indicate what adjustments would be aeeded for the
forthcoming year for salaries and cogts of fringe ‘bemefits for Cni-
versity of california and California State University and Colleges'
faculty to achieve and majmtain rank-by-rank parity with such sala- ,
ries and costs of fringe benefits provided faculty in appropriate
comparison ingtitutions. A sepdrate list of comparison institutions
will be used by each of the California segments of higher education.
The report will separate calculations and displays of data related
to_perceantage iacreases requireirfor sarity in salaries £rem those
related to fringe benefit cogtg) - -

C.. GOMPARISON INSTITUTIONS:
Comparison instituticns for the Uaiversity of California will ve:

Coraell University .

Harvard University ) } - o
Stanford University

Stata‘ Cniversity of Yew Yorlk at BuZiale
University of Illinois

University of Michigon at Anm Arber
University of Wiscongin at Madison
Yale Univercity

e

Comparison institutions for the California State Umiversity and Col-
leges will be: :

East o
State University of New York at Albany
State University of New York College ad Buffale
Syracuse University
‘ Vizginia Polytechnic Institute and State Uaiversicy
- o .
West -
Univergity of Southern Califoraia
. University of Hawaildl
University of, Yevada
University of Oregen N
Portland State University

1. 1If any iaseitution is cmitted for any reasom, 4 rcplacememt Wil
be selected based upon tie egtablished critaria by Commisgien
staff 1o mutual comsultation with the segmeats, the Department of
Mimance, and the Legislative Anmalyct. The Atstachment izdicates
the critaria fpr gelection of the comparisen ingti utions.

1
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Other v i - .
University of Colorado “
Illinois State Unilversity '

; ' Northern Illinois University . ' . ERIEN

Southern Illinois University
9 Indiana State University
Iowa State University
Wayne State University : v {4
Western Michigan University °
Bowling Green State University ,
Miami University (Ohio) °
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee ‘

w

D. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED o

The faculties to be included in the comparisons are those with full~
time appointments at the ranks of professor, associate professor, : !
assistant professor, and imstructor, employed on,ﬁine,gnd eleven '
month (prorated) appointments, (both regular and ifregular ranks as .
appropriate), with*the exception of faculties Yn the health sciences, ]
’ : summer sessions, extension programs and laboratory schools, provided -
that these facultijes are covered by salary scales or schedules other:
than that of the Tegular faculty. At the rank of imstructor, full-
 time equivalent faéulty are usgd because of the preponderance of °
part-time appointments at this rank. . ‘ °
. At i ' . ‘ . .
The faculty members to be included are those assigned to instruction
(regardless of the assignments for research or other university pur-
- i .poses), department chairmen (1f not.on an administrative- salary.
' '*gbheduke)y and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave. o T \

E, COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

. . - “For each academic rank within the Califormia State University and
o Colleges' comparison groups, the ggtal actual salary, dollars for the
. , combined group is divided by .thé number of faculty within the rank ' e
to derive average.salaries by rank for their comparison institutions
as a whole. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in a.
similar manner. ' . N )

a - . . e -

salary by rank is obtained for each comparison institution.

Sngle average salary (for each rank) for the comparison group' is
 then calculated by adding the average salaries at .the eight compari-
son institutions and dividing by eight, Lthereby giving equal weight
to each institution regardless,of the number of faculty. K The sam@.

procgdure should be used to ¢ompute the cost of fringe benefits.

For the University of Célifornia's comparison "groups, the ave;géef , .
e
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F. FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT GROWTH

For the preliminary report, a fivé-year compound rate of change in
salaries and fringe benefits at each ramk at the comparison insti-~ 1
tutions will be computed®on the basis of actual salary and fringe
benefit data of the preceding ®ear and of the prior five years.

In obtaining compound rates of change at the comparison ingtitutions, | ‘
eathse ent will compute the average salary and fringe bénefit costs

by rRnk| for their respective comparison institution grouﬁs as spec-
ified ip Section E aboveé. Each will then calculate the annual com-

pound growth rate changes in average salaries’and fringe benefit
costs for each rank (over the five~year period) at their respective
comparision institutions. These rates of change will then be iused
to project average salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that
rank forward for two years tg the budget year. '

cept that the base year for the comparison iftstitutions will be
moved forward one year, ermitting the use of a one-year projection :
rather than the two-year projection necessary in the preliminary
report. The Califdrnia segments will use actual current salary and |
. .fringe benefit data as reported by the compayison institutions
rather than budgeted figures.

The same précedure will §e used in producing the final repért; ex-

~ P
|
G. ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS .
Average all-ranks average salaries and fringe -benefit costs pro%ect#é

for the budget year will be calculated for each segment, using the

average salaries and fringe benefits by ramk projected for the budgpet ‘
year for the comparison groups and the staffing pattern in the apprp-
Priate California segment. The California State University and Col*

leges will use the current year staffing pattern while the University- .
of California will use a staffing pattern projected for the bu%%Et _
year. - These all-ranks average salary and fringe benefit amounts-fo )

the budget year constitute the salaries and fringe benefits to be | ‘
provided to the corresponding California segment for that segment go

N

achieve parity, rank—by-rank, with its compyrison group. The faveragg

'  g@ll-ranks salaries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budge

year for each California segment will then b& compared with.the cu

rent all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefdits for that segme#t

to determine the percentage increase required by the segment to o

achieve parity. For the 1978-79 report, the (alifornia State Univlr; .
o

-
-

sity and Colleges will modify the percentage gifference (to 1/10th

a percentage point) to-account for merit incyeases, promotioms, an
/ faculty turhover. This adjustment will not foe necessary for the | ..
/ Universfty of Califgrnia since the™projection of the staffing pattern ‘
ot ihto the budget year will account fdr tHese adjustments automaticglly.

In subsequent years, the California Stite University and Colleges | .

will use the same progedure as tpe Umlversity of California. |

[
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H. SUPRLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The Commission will prepare supplementary tables containing five
years of trend data, with the data for the most recent year supplied

by the segments. : S

«

1. Number of full-time faculty by rank;

’

2. Number and percent of new and continuing full-time faculty with
the doctorate by rank;

3. Number and percent of full-time faculty with tenure or security -

-

.- of appointment by rank; o \

4., Separations of full-time facult& with tenure or security of
appointment by rank;

5. Destination of faculty who resign, by rank (ihdicating the name
of .the institution fér those faculty remaining in higher educa-

tion); , . \

6. Sources of recruitment by ranky

7. Faculty promotional pétterns;

™
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ATTACHMENT ' < :

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF COMPARISON-INSTITUTIONS

\

-

-3

-
-

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

1. Each institution should be an eminent major university offering

a broad spectrum of undergraduate, graduate (Masters and Ph.D.),

".and professional instruction, and with a faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching.

2. Each in#jtution should be ome with which the University is in
significant and continuing competition in theﬁrecruitment and
retention of faculty.

3. Each idstitution/should be one from which it, 1s possible to col-
lect salary data on a timely, voluntary and regular basis. (Not
all institutions are willing to provide their salary data, es--

.pecially in the detail required for comparison purposes.)

4. The comparison group should be composed of both public and pri-
- vate inscituticns. - :

In selecting thése institutions, stability over time in the compari-~
son institutions group is important to enable the development of
faculty salary market perspective, time serious analysis, and the
contacts necessary for gathering required data.

T%e following criteria will be usad for selection of comparisan insti-
tions for the California State University and Colleges. The insti-
tutions selected according to these¢eriteria are 'those which have
approximately the same functions with regard to undergraduate and ¢
graduate instruction, and with which the Califionia State University
and Colleges compete for faculty. , -

1. General Comparability of Institutionst

The expectations of faculty at the conﬁérison institutions
should be relatively similar to those prevailing at the
California State University and Colleges. Consequently,
the comparison institutions shouldebe large institutions

. that offer both undergraduate and graduate instruction.
Excluded fpom consideration under this criterion were:

a. Institutions with less than 300 faculty members;

R
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b. The 20 institutions that awarded the greatest num-
ber of doctoral degrees during the ten-~year period,
1959-60 through 1968-69. (These 20 institutions
awarded nearly half of all doctoral degre;s awarded
in the U.S. during this period);

c. Community Colleges and colleges-ﬁithout graduate
programs; ) ) '

d. Institutions staffed with réligious faculty.’
2. Comparability of States' Abiiity to Support Higher Eé;cation

The basis of financial support available to the comparison

institutions should be relatively similar to that of Cali-

fornia. Excluded from consideration were:

’ ‘ a. Institutions in states where the per capita incaome
in 1970 was more than ten percent below the U.S.
average. (California's per capita income was
approximately 14 pércent above the U.S. average.)
The criterion was-applied to both public and pri-
! ‘ ate institutions;

b. Institutions in New York City and Washingtenm, D.C.,
because of the high cost of living and the much
, higher than average.incomes in these cities.

(9% )
.

Competition for Faculty

R .
Institutions on the comparison- list preferably should be
institutions from which California State University and ﬂ
Colleges' faculty are recruilted or vice versa.

e 4. Similarity of Functions . : \

The comparison group should include institutions that are
among the largest institutions with graduate programs hut
whith do not grant, or grant very few, doctoral degree%>l
(N¥ine CSUC campuses are amgng the 20 largest such instizu-
tions in the country.) /"

\

w

. Fringe Benefits

The comparison institutions should provide fringe benefits,
including a retirement program, that vests in the- faculty
. ember within five years. This criterion was applied by
® generally excluding from consideration institutions with
g nonvesting ret ent programs.

1. Category IIA in the AAUP report.

)
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6. University of California Comparison Institutions

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

in determining its faculty compensation.

7. Acceptance as Comparison Institution

The comparison institutions preferably should be insti-
tutions that have been accepted previously for the pur-~
pose of comparing faculfy salaries in the California
State University and Colleges. '

1y

8. Senior or Tenured Faculty . ?

The comparison group of institutions should have a
faculty mix ratio in their upper two ranks that'is
similar to the ratip of faculty in the upper two ranks
of the Californmia State University and Colleges.

| N
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APPENDIX D ) '
\ ' A Y
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 qua%}ty 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 Cali-
fornia recommended that funds should be provided to permit at least
an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the Cali-
fornia State Colleges and the 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 comparzble institutions; and

Creaging enrollments in institutions of higher
education in Caljformia during the next decade will cause a demand
for qualified jMculty members which cannot possibly be met unless
such institutfons have a recruitment climate which will compare
favorably with other colleges, universities, buginess institutioms,
industry, and other levels of govermment; and

WHEREAS, Great

I3

”

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

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College
and University dampuses that higher salaries elgewhere are attracting
gome of the begt faculty members from the California institutions of
higher education, and if gsuch academic emigration gains momentum
because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educa-
tional processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by

~ lower tax revenues; and :

‘WHEREAS The Legislature has a continuing inﬁerest in the diffi-
cult and pressing problems faced by the California institutions of

- higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty

members 4in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and
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. WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continfiing interest in the diffi-
cult and pressing problems faced by the California institutions of
" higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty
members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and

" WHEREAS, £ The 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 Californiaz institutions of higher education to
the continued economic .and cultural development of California may
be -gseriously threatened;. now, therefgre, be it

RESOdbED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, Ihatnthe
Assembly Coumittee on Rules is directed to request the Joint Legis~
lative Budget Committee to study the subject of salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty
members of the California institutions of higher education, and
ways and means of improving such salaries and benefits in order
that such California institutions of higher education may be dble
to compete, for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality
of educatidn, and to request such gommittee to report its findings
and recommchdations! to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative/ day of the 1965 Regular Session.
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L A RECOMMENDED METHCD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
ON FACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENEFITS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ‘CALIFORNIA AND : ’
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES |

Y

D

(Pursuant fo HR 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session)

o° /

Prepared by the l

Officw of the Legislative Analyst »
State'of Califernia

January 4, 1965
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INTRODUCTION .

The purpose of this staf report is to recommend a
method for reporting to the Legislature on salaries,
{ringe benefits and othér special economic bapefits for
Zaculties of the University of California and the Cali-

_fornia State Colleges. This report has been prepared

by the Joint Legislative Budgst Committee in re-
sponse to House Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraor-
dinary Session, Appendix 1)® which resolved:

*‘That the Assembly Committee on Rules is di-
rected to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittes to study the subject of galaries and the gen-
eral economic welfare, including fringe henefits, of
faculty members of the California institutions of
higher education. and ways and means of i unprovmg
such salories and benefits in order that such Cali-
fornia institutions of higher education may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the
highest quality of education, and to request such
commirtee to report its findings recommenda-
tions to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1365 Regular Session.”’

Staff of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
initiated its study by seeking information which would
redect the magnitude of California’s long-range and
immediate problems regarding the nsed to recruit'and
retain on adequate number of high quality faculty.
Wiile reviewing past reports presented to the Legis-
iaturs as justification for salary increase recommen.
dations by the Coordizating Council for Higher Edu-
cation, the Uriversity of California and the California
State Colleges, it became apparent that the first step
in trving to improvs faculty salaries and othér bene-
its is to furnish the chmlacn:e with comprehersive”
and consistent data wiieh identify the nature and
level of competitive benesits. The costs associated with
recommendations, rated according to priority, should
be inclnded in proposals by the segments in order to

. aid the Legislature in determining how much to ap-

propriste and the benefits which am’ appropnxmon
wiil bn;

There has existed in the past a diffcrence between
wiat the institgtions have recommended as the need
for salary and benefit increases and what has finally
been appropriated by the Legislature. There are two
principal reasons for this difference which at times
may be clesely related: (1) The Legislature may dis-
agree with what is proposed as to need, or (2) there
mar not be enough funds to meet the need becance of
higher .priorities in othor areas of the budget.

These needs are very complex and, for cxample,
mciuae guch factors as:

DLagrnement with conclu-nous drawn from dota
submitted in justidcation of recommendations;

2. Laek of confdenee in the quantity, quelity, or

tvpe of data;

L Appendices deleted.
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3. The failure of advocates to make points wkich
are concise and clearly understandable;;

4. The submission of conflicting data by legislative
staff or the Department of Finance,

After ca.rerul consideration, it was s determined that
a speeial’ report should be made to the Budget Com-
mittee containing recommendations as to the kind of

ta the Legislature should be furnished for the pur-

pose of co’nsidEring salary and other benefit increases.

On August 5, 1964 a letter (Appendix 2) wos sent
from the Legislative Anelyst to the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education. the University of Cali-
fornia, the California State Colleges, the Dapartment
of Finance and various faculty organizations inform-
ing them that the Joint Legislotive Budget Committee
was planning to hold a public hearing in connection
with HR 250 and asking for replies to a series of
questions designed to gather background infermation
gbout salary and fringe benefits »data. {Appendix 3.
Copies of Replies Received). The primary purpose of
the hearing was to provide the University of Califor-
pia. the California State Colleges and interested
groups the opportunity to indicate the bagis on <which
salary and fringe benefits should be reported o the
Legislature. includirg the kind of data to be com-
piled and who shouid eompxle and publish it (Appen-
dix 4, Copies of Prepared Testimony Filed with the
Joint Legislative Budget Committes at the October
15, 1964 Hearing). The contents of most of the pre-
pared gtatements discussed problems and in some
instances recommendations relating to faculty salaries
and other“beneflts rather than the primary purpese
of the hearing, but the testimorny did serve to identify
areas of concern. The hearing clso established legis.
lative interest in the subjects of faculty workload and
sources of supplementary income.

The review of past faculty salary reports, the re-
plies to the Legislntive Analyat's letter of Angust 5,
1964, the oral and prepared statements received at the
October 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee and other sources have revecled
significant findings ond permitted the development of
recommendations concerning the type of informsation
and method of presentation that should be ineluded
in futore faculty salary reports prepared for the
Legisiature.

BACKGROUND

Current procedures for review of faculty salare
and other benefit inerease proposals, starting with the
presentation of recommendations by state colleges and
Caiversity of California administrative offeials to
their respective governing boards. appear gemeraliy
to be adequate, with m:por reservauons. The State
College Trustees and the Regents of the Tniversity
of Caiifornia penerally formulate their own propecals
in December and forward them to the Stare Depart

gy




ment’of Finance for budzet conaideration. Concur-
rently the Coordinating Couneil for Higher Eduecation
also mazes a repors with recommendations which is
made available to the State Department of Finance.
we Goverzor and the Department of Fizanece ¢on.
sido¥ Tece salary lnerease aropocals in reiation to the
availabjlity of fnnds and their own analysis of faculty
eads and Jecide how much of an increase, if
in the yovernor's Budget. The Legis-
t in the Analysis of the Budget Bill pro-
vsis and recommendations as to the Gover-
por's budget proposal.

When appropriate lemslative committees hear the
budget request for faculty salary incresses they may
be sonfroated with <everal recommendations £rom
various sources. Their drst responsibility is 0 com-
sider the (Joverzor's recommendations in the Budget
Bill. However, the Em*:%rsizy and the California
State Colleges gzeneraily réquest the opportunity to
nresent their own recommendations, which frequently
difer from the (overzor's proposal Aleo, the Co-
ordizating Couneil for Higher Education presents ity
recommendations. Various faculty organizations may
desire to make independent proposals, The Legiala'_mre
has been ccoperative in providing all interested parties
the opporsunity to present their views, but these
pregentations have been marked by extreme variationa
in recommendations and in the Jata which suppott
the requests. ' -

WHC SHOULD PREPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS ‘

There appears to be some difference of spigion
concerning the purpoae of laculty salary reports and
recommendations prepared by che Coordinating Coun-
eil 2or Higher Educazion. The University of California’
and zhe California State Colleges sontend that they
shouid maice dirset recommendations to the Governor
and the Legiglature ond that Coordinating Council
rosommendations should be ragorded as independent
comments. onversely, the Departmesnt of Fizance

eand the Ceoordinating Couneil Zor Higher Education
halisva that salary reports apd recommendations of
+he Coordinating Couzneil should be the primary re-
port submitzed to the Department of Finance snd the
Governor to consider in preparing budget recommen-
Jations. The Department of Findnee states that such
a report should be regorded as similar in status to tie
annual salary report relating to aivil servies salaries
prapared by che State Parsonne) Board for the Gov-
senor and the Legisiature. It i3 our spinion that the
Lequlatare sbould g1ve speetie and primary eongid-
opation %o the recommendations in the Governor's
Buéget and to the annusl 2aculty salary report of
s (oopdinating Council for Eigher Education. How-
ever. ARy feparate recommendations of the University
of California azd the California Stato Colleges should .
also be eonsidered.

" legislative branches off

WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS SHOULD
CONTAIN

We do not believe that reporting required of the
Cnivetsity,, the California State. Colleges, and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Edueation should
limit the right of these agencies to amphasize speecific
points in supporting their own récommendations.
However, the Logislature should take steps to estab-
lish a consistent basis upon which it will receive com-
prehensive information abdut Zaculty salaries, other
benefits, and related subjects from year to year. After
carsfal consideration of the stgtistical and other
grounds presented in support of salary and other

benefit inerease propocals in the past, we recommend -

that basic data be included in faculty salary reports
to the Legislatyre in o consistent form in the foilow-

‘ng areas: \
. Faculty Baw

Salary Data s

Fringe Benests

Total Compensation

Special Privileges arcd Benerts
Supplemenfa Tacome

MED 0D

. ‘s AN .

Since it iz necessary Yor stafl o the executive and
vernment t0 analyze recom-
mendations prior to the

session,
completed by December 1 of each year.

A. Focuity Data ~

1. Findings )

a. Informative data about the size, composition,
retention, and recruitment of California
State College faculty has been’ presented to
the Legislature from time to time, but usu-
ally it has been so selective that it lacks
objectivity and has been inconsistant from
7ear to year.

b. Superior Zaculty performance has not been
demonstrated as a feason 0 justify past re-
quests for superior\fsalnries.

9, Recommendations

The following data should be compiled and pre-
cented annually on a consistent basis, Defini-
vions of wrhat constitutes faculty are leit to the
diseretion of the Tniversity and the state col-
leges but should be clearly defined in any report.
dditional data may be included in eny given
vear to emphasize gpeeial problems; but sueh
data shounld supplement not repiace the basie
information recommended beiow. Grapas should
e used when practeal, accompanied by sup-
porting tables in an appendix. Recommended
facuity data ineludes:

ymmencement of a legislative,
all reports and recommendations sitould be -




a. The pumber of facunlty, by rank and the in-
crease ovey the previous five years to reflect
insticutional growth.

. Current faculty composition expresied in
meaningful terms, including but not limited
to the percentage of the faculty who have
PhD%. :

C. Stn(\mt-fncnlty ratics as a means of express
ing performance.

d. Daty relating to all new full-time faculty for
the curnent academic vear including the num.
ber hired, scurce of employment, their rank
and highest degree held. Existing vacancies
saould also be noted. Pertinent historical
trends in these data should be analyzed. We
do not believe that subjective and incomplste
data estimating reasons for turning down

" offars, suckl as has been presented in the past.
sexrves any useful purpose. N

. Faculty tocrnover rates comparing the num-
ber of separations to total faculty according
to the following suggested categories; desth
or retirsment, to research or graduate work,
intra-institational transfers, other college or
University teeching, business and govern.
ment, other.

. Comxments
The first thres recommendations above ars de-
signed to reflect faculty size, composition, rate
of growth, and workload. The inclusion of con-
gistent data from yezr to year will facilitate
trend analvsis as it relates to the institutions
involved and, when possible, to comparable in-
stitutions. The purpose of including data on
new focultr and faculty turnover is to provide

a quantitative base for discussions of problems

relating to facnlty reernitment and retention. It

may also be beneficial to include some basic
statistics about the gvailable supply of faculty
to ses what proportion of the market, new PhD

for example, Coalifornia- institutions hire every

0. Salory Daoto

1. Findings -

6. The Tnivermty for several years koo ex.
changed salary data to provide o consistent
comparison witk a special group of fve “‘em.
ineat'' universities, as well as with a group
of nine public universities, Converseir, the
alifornia State Colleges hove not vet estab-
lished o-lst of eomparcble ingtitutions whick
is aceeptable to them.

Both the Tniversit¥of Califetnis ond the
Coordinnzing Couneil for Eigher Education
maiptain that salary eomparisons to oppro-

priate institutions is the best single method
of determining salary needs. .

c. The University of California places less sig-
nificance on salarr comparisons with non-
academic emplovinent than the Coordinating
Council 6n Higher Education and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges.

d Salary increases ‘Bave peen proposed on the
basis of differenticls between totel compensa-
tion (salaries plus fringe benefits) in com-
parzble instifutions.

e. Both the University and the California State
Colleges have tended to relate the size of
proposed salary increases to how much of gn
incresse would be necessary to return to &
specific competitive position which exigted in
1957~58 and whickh was unusually advan.
tageous. .

£ Sal comparisons have £réquent1? been

mad#to various lavels of teaching including
elemenpary, high school, and junior college
aries, -
. Methods of salary comparisons with other
institutions have varied from year to ves® in
reports prepared by the state colleges.

2. Recommendations

o

a. We recommend that propossd faculty salary
increases distinguish betwesh: (1) increases
necessary to maintain the current competi-
tive pogition and (2) increases to improve
the current competitive position.

’(1) Proposed increases to maintain the exist-
ing competitive position should be eqtiv-
alent to a projection of the average
calary relationship between the Tniver-
gity, or state colleges. and comparable
institutions during the current fseal
vear to the next fiszal vear. We recom-
mend that this projection be based on a
projection of actual saloyy inereases by
rank in compazable inst;t:ntians during
the past five Fears, permitting statisueal
adjnstments for unusual circumstenees.
Thus the proposed increase to maintain
the existing competitive - pesition would.
in effect. be equal to the average of ap.
nual -salory  inereases. in  eomparable
institutions during the past Sye vears. A
record of the accuracy, of projestons
chould be mointsined in ap appeadiz.

9y Resommendations to improve the cur
rent competitive pemiticns gaounid be re-
lated to the cdditional cdvantages to be ~
derived. )

b. It is niso recommended thot the Califorais
State Coliege Trustees cclect o list of eom-

1
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parable‘iznstitations within the next year ard and cervices wind mre considersd to de
*hat agreaments be negotiated 0 azchangs ‘rings bezesTs only if cash paywment option
calary data in a form which il Jzeilitats 7 ig avoilable, Retiremend and ealth”™ insar.

comparisons, A list of the ariteria a%ed to

selact comparcole inscitations, ' plus aRatae-

rerictics of the institutions selected. should
. be ineluded in next Fear’s report.

s. Specific propesals Zor salary inereases stould '
be accompanied by omparizons of eprrent
salary amounts and historic treznds tO com-
parable institutions. The following genmeral -
principles are considered to te important:

ance, by definition., are tie only two pro-
grams songsidersd as frings benedts by the-
Tatbersicy o} California azd the Colifernia
State Colleges, . .
b. Comparisons of Iringe penefts, —when com-
parisons bave been fade at all, bave gener:
ally been limited to |the doilar contribution
by the employer an ve no¢ inciuded any
analysis of the yaality of the benedts to the

{1} Salary data should be separated from employee.
‘ringe beneft and special benedt data . Ragoramendationa

25¢ purposes of regorting salare com-

- narisons,

' ;2 A sonmscent Sorm should be used Irom
sear o year o present calary data. &
suggeated Jorm might be to dluserate o,

a It is secommended) that Zrings benedt om.
parisons of Iype 0 benadt %e incinded in
faculty salary repofts, but s9mpared copa-
rately Srom salazies. Guch somparisons ghould
inelude aa acaiyms)af tho Juality of tho

dve-rear aigtoric treand ‘in average sal. bclg?ﬁm as weil as tho dollaz nest to h
aries by asipg o line graph Zor each - emplayer. . _ _

m=nle. An alternative might be a table 4, Proposals to iperease specide Zrings benedts
which cimply shows whars CaliZornia should Se made cepatately Imom salaries, -

sanied among comparable institutions
daring the past dve year:.

The surrent salary pesition might best
be llustzated by snowing a lisc of aver-
age calartes of the Califoraiy institurions
and the nther comparable institutions
irom the highest to the lowest average,
by raniz Zor the 133t.3etual and current

. . B, . .
years. Thiy will ¥ =he rslative pom- -

eluding separnte cost AstizDated. ,
3. Comments - ’

Separate propozais Zot increases in cqlaﬂes asd
frings beneits ihould be made to myimize mis-
nguderstanding atout competitive pbsitions, Far
example, “nformation submitzad to the 1063
Legisiazare by the aivernt? of California, in
sapport of a propesed calar? inereate for 1263=

tion of the CaliZonnia institytion Zor the
tasteorual and arrent yeafs, is well as
rhe range of averagea. Irequency diser-
butions of acuity by raak or professor
should be incorgorated in on appeadix

A4, combared total 2ompensation data (gaiaries
nlus fringe benedts) rather than caisries aloms,
This report’stated in pars: **Ia tomporing -
aries. fringe henedts must be taken into ace
count. Salary comparicsns betwveen the Taives.

a

sity and other ingtitutions hased oo salary sisne
look Sar more favorable thoa eomparons Y4
cxlaries plus benesits.' The least fagorable cora-
parison -ves rith @o' ben#dt, Yrot fainries,

icd any signideant limitations ia the |
qes of averages hetween those pardeular
maticasions i 3 ziven year should de
" potad, Far ezample, an =nusual propor.
sion of faculty :a the high raniy or i
low tanis world adecs the comparability
of the arithmetic means. A
(3! Sypecial data to illustrate a particular .
pfobiem in any given year would te .

shus the mpoct £ee snded a calary narecce
largely on the bavus 0% 3 ‘Jiferanza in Zinge
benedits. Althongh it is felt that comparisons ol
total compensanion are appropriats inclesiond ia
a faculty salary report, such dats should only
] ‘ be in addition %o cather than in place of saphe
ug as it mgplcmcgm. =ate gnalyzes of the curzent comperitive positlen
tes, basic caiary data. in calasies and fsinge benedts.

. it/fs secommended that calary data D. Total Cempenscticn

be seporiéd in a Zorm by raak which compen- s Tindiz

cotns for diForences in focmity distrbuticns. L. ria@ngs

a, Total comperncation dasa sonaigts’ s owerogn
salazzes nlus o doliar amouwat representing
1. Findings the nmplogas s 253t 2f fringe benodtd.
2. The dedrition 2f ixinge Semeits geperally b, The Coordinating Cougail for Eigher 2du.
neludes sensdts avaiable o il faculty thas satica. the Tresvarsiey 9¢ Colifornia aad tbo
hava 3 ioilar cset 0 the employer. Senedty =allfopmin 3t0e Cotloges have ia the pegs oll
&
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