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Th'e California. Postsecondary Education Commission wos
created.by, the' Legislature awl Mc Goveipor in 1974 as the

0
.-- successor to the CallforalaPoordinating Council for Itther

tducaliat! in old** to,coortlinato and planlor-educatia tin
_California-, beyond, lails-ec,hoOlv As css state agency+ the'
Commies*" iv:responsible, for assuring, that the. mote's
resoureestforpeatiittondsity'educatioa are utilelistt efActively
and effkiently# for promotin,diversity; itotovatiatti and

. a ' re*Ponivenclis tort* nano of students- and society; and- for, ,

. .. liduiting. tht Legislature., and the Governor on statewide
aluccitiodalpolicy andfunding. 11,

%
I ilkl ' .

4 , %0
.

I 1

. The Colismission- consists of £5 members, Nine represent die

general pub*, withithrsv each appointed .by thelPeaker of ate
Assembler, the-Senatraides Gonsesittee. and the Coventor. The
'whir si.vrepreseitt thednalkor editcatiolaleystentsof the-Etat..

,

.,-- The Comosiisionitoldi ettitianPublia nutitinestkroliEl.$0041he
year _at' whloh.it. takes- action, on staff studiessand adopts'

) positions On legislative proposals, of postsicondary
-, t educalion, Further information about the cOttansiesion4 its

, , meetings, its skiff cinttjts otiterpublicistioneorsay be. obtaintd
40' from: the Commissibn offioes at 20110 'Twelfth' Streel,

Sacrantento,CalifOrnks 98814; tetephone.(9111) 446-7933
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INTRODUCT'IO'N
\ ,

Pursuant to Senate. Concurrent Resolution 51 of the 1965 dineral'Legislative
Session wild House Resolution 250 of the 1964 'jr.F 'Atraordinary Session
(reviduced ip Appendix A), the Coordinating Council for,Higher Education
and subsequ'ently the Postsecondary Educatiap Commission has annually sdbmitted
to the ,Governor, .the Legislature, and otger appropriate State officials an
analysis of faculty salaries ind fringe benefitsiatthe University of Califor-
nia and the California State:University.

Since 1977,11R Commission has transmitted two reports each year:

The first, prepared in the fall cn the baSis of preliminary data, is
designed primarily to assist the Department of Finance in preparing
salary recommendations for the Governor's Budget that is presented to the-
Legislature in January.

The second, prepared in the spring, updates the data of the preliminary
report, adds information on faculty Salaries in the California Community
Colleges and medical faculty salaries' in the University, and provides
compatatilce.infornestion on `salaries for selected aumpistrative positions
within the University and State University. This second report is,useful
to,legislative fiscal coimittees during their budget hearings.

.Both- reports compare faculty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits in
California's puillic universities with those offered by groups of comparison
institutions tat meet certain criteria and agree to exchange salary and
fringe bAefit data. Neither report contains rdeommendations, but both
indicate the extent to which the University, and the State University are
likely to lead or lag behind the weighted average of their respective compar-
ison institutions and indicate the increases needed in each segment to bring
any faculty salary lag up to these averages.

In 1977, representatives of the segments; the Department of-Finance, the
Office of t e Legislative Analyst, and the Commission developed the methodol-
ogy that has been employed since then in preparing both the preliminary and
final repor s. The details of this methodology are described in Appendix B,
but three acts about it are so important for an understanding of this
year's final report that they are emphasized'here.

1.. Disproportionate Representation of Economically Depressed States: The
lists of comparison institutions, whl.h have remained unchanged-since
1974, include:

1

-1
Fo1c the University of California:

1. Cornell University
2. Harvard University
3. Stanford University
4. State University of New York at Buffalo

a
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5. University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign
6. University of Michigan-Ann Arbor

,J. University of Wisconsin-Madison
8. Yale University

For the California State University:
4

1. Bowling 'Green State University (Ohio)
2. . Illinois State University
3. Indiana State University
4. Iowa State University
5. Miami Univerlity (Ohio) 0
6. 2.1qrthern Illinois University 4

7. Portland StOe'Universitr(Oregon).
8. Sotithern-Illinois Uniyersity
9. .State University of New York at Albany

10. State University of New York College at Buffalo
11-. Syracuse University
12. University of Colorado
13. University of Hawaii
14. University of Nevada
15. University of Oregon
16. University of Southern-California
17. University of Wisconsin- Milwaukee
18. ,Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
19. Wayne State University (M.chigi)
20. Western Michigan University

a

40

As can beseen, the number of institutions included in these lists.
located'in the economically depressed Great Lakes region add Oregon make
up over half'of.the State University's comparison grouand three of the
eight in the University's group. Their disproportionate numbers hate

/ served to lower the comparison-group averages this year.

2. Duplicate Representation of Public Institutions in Certain States: The

State University's list of comparison institutions includes not merely
two 'public institutions in each of four states -- Michigan, New York,
Ohio, and Oregon -- but .three 'public institutions in Illinois -- Illinois
btate, Northern Illinois, and Southern Illinois Universities. As &uch,

salary decisions in these states have a gasticularly large effect on
salary computations for the State University's comparison group as a
whole and, this year have contributed to the overall low average of this
group. For exaiple, in 1974, the titre* Illinois institutions paid
average salaries that scored in the fiftieth and sixtieth percentiles
nationally, according to the national survey of Categomy I (doctorate-
degree granting) institutions 'of the American Association of University,
Professors. But by 1982-83, Illinois State University and Northern
Illinois scored 1,ower than the twentieth, percentile in all four faculty
ranks, as did Southern Illinois at the upper three ranks.

(Officials of the California State University have recently requested
that its comparison group of institutions be reconsidered.)

444

P
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3 Problems wit!* the Five.-Year Projections: Apart from questions about the
...........--

national representativeness of the comparison groups, a problem'exists
in thislyear's projections. Two different sets of dates are used for the
preliminary and final reports, sometimes resting in considerable
differences between them. The reason is that the preliminary report
involves a two-year projection of faculty Salaries, because current-year
data is not .available at the time of its survey, while the final report
involves only a one-year projection. For eglimple, last December's
preliminary report projected 1984-85 salaries in the'comparison groups,

/

of institutions based on the latest salary d to available from them last
spring, which was their actual 1982-83 splar es, and salaries paid five
years earlier -- in 1977-78. In contrast, this present final report
utilizes salary,data from the current 1983-84 year and salaries paid
five years earlier -- during 1978-79 -- for its projections.

I.

In times of relative economic stability, this procedure is _usually- ,
N

reliable in projecting eventual salaries, particen4 in' the figal
report, which requires only a' one-year projection. But du ing netiods
of economic flu&uation such as recent years, large diffbpaOs can.f
occur between the two riiiOfti; as illustrated in Table 1, and signifiCan
over, or under-projections can result. For exampie, in 1975-76., 1980-81,
and 1981-82, projected salary levels Aat the comparison institutions
proved considerably lower than their actual salaries because of high
increases 0 the Consuier Price Index the previous years percent
in 1974-75, 13.c3 in 1979-80, and 11.5 in 1980 -8],. .

This next year, actual salaries at the comparison institutions may once
again differ considerably from thosejprojected in this report, got
because of changes in the cost of living but because some of the currently
depressed states where comparison institutions are located may increase
salaries beyond 'what this year's salary computations predict. One .
examplc is Wisconsin, which was unable to increase salaries kis'year-

but, according to indicetOns such as illustrated 'in Appendix C,will
seek increases next year. Meanwhile, comparison institutions in New
York, Colorado, Virginia, Nevada, aeldother states may try to exceed the
projected increases.

TABLE 1 Differences Between the Amm.Possion's Prcliminary..and
final Salary Reports'in Projections of the Salary ,Lag
or Lead of the University of Califorrida and the California
State University in Relation to Their Respective Comparison
Groups, 1978r-79 Through 2983-84

Year
ProIected

1978-79
1979 -80

1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84

Uftiversity of California The California State University
Preliminary Final Difference Preliminary Final Difference

- 7.50 - 7.96 + 0.46 = 3.8 -)3.27 -.0.5i
-12.50 -12.64 + 0.14 - 8.82 40.1 + 1.28

- 3.88 - 5.01 + 1.13 - 0.77 - 0.84 + 0.07

- 2.71 - 5.75 + 3.04 + 2.59 0,0.5 + 3,09

- 5.46 - 9.81 + 4.35 - 0.47 '- 2.29 + 1.82

- 16.52 -18.5 +.1.98 r - 9.03 - 9.2 + 0.17

Source:. Commiision staff review of previous salary reports.

1.2 ti
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Finilly, it should be clear that the projected salary -level disparities
between California's public 'universities and, their respective comparison
institutions is only one measure of"..economic differences between- these

`institutions th'at affect their 'recruitment and retention of faculty aad

thus these statistics should not be employed in the absence of other sources
of comparative information. Theee is growing evidence that factors other
than direct salary comparisons alone, Including differences in cost of
living, per-capita income, and 'cost* of housing within California' and the
comparison institution states, warrant ccfasideration in arriving at equitable
compensation for University and State University faculty.

.1'
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7 FACULTY SALARY. COMPARISONS
4

;

4 J.

As noted in the Commission's Preliminary Report on Faculty Salaries, 1984-85
of last December, the condition of faculty salaries at the University of
California and the California State Univsrsity'is unusually complex this
year since salary increases. did not become effective with the beginning.of"

-the State's fiscal year on July 1, 1983. _Instead, the University of Calif2r-
nia granted from salary appropriati(Js an average faculty salary increase of
6 percent effective this past January 1, and 'also, on that same date, returned
the special 3 percent employer retirement contribution begun in 1966 to the
faculty salary base. (Through the University's newly instituted fldrible..
benefits° program, its faculty is paying this 3 percent retirement contribu-
tion themselves.) In addition, on this past April 14 the Univeriity granted'
a faculty salary increase of 1 percent derived from its salary equiliy funds.

The California State University granted an avera8e41plary increase o ..8' -

percent to its'faculty on,January 1 and used.0.2 percent of its salary ands

to provide enhanced dental benefits on that same date. .. w

Because of this unusual schedule under which salary increases we granted

this year, all calculations in this final report, 8 in the preliminary
report, are based on salary, levels at the University and State University
that apply after April 1Z1984. ,Although the salary figuresiin this report,
like those in the preliminary report, yak that these, average salaries,
existed throughogt the entire 1983-84 fiscal y211, in reality, actual,iverve
faculty salaries in both segments in1983-84 were lower. Thus,the apparent

10.0 percent salary increase for faculty at the ustmaity really averaged
.4.75 percent, while that of 6.0 peicent in the State University averaged 4.1'
percent.

4

°UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

If no action is taken, by the Legislature and the Goveirnor to increase funding
for salaries, the lag in average 1984-85 faculty salaries at the University
of California behind the weighted average of its comparison group of eight,
institutions is now projected to be 10.6 percent -- a decrease from'the 12.8/
pe?cent projection in the preliminary report of last December, which wap
derived from data of a yejr earlier.

nt

Figure 1 shows graphically the all-ranks average faculty salaries at the
University and its -eight...comparison institutions over the past ten years,
the current fiscal year, and into 1984-85 ao now projected for the comparison
institutions. Figure 2 shows the diffesences in average faculty salaries
between the University and its comparison group for these same years.- As it

t

14

2
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Figure 1 Nine-Month All-Ranks Average Faculty Salaries at the
University-of California and Its Light Comparison
Instieutjons, 4'973-74 Xhrotigh Projected 1984-85
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Figure 2 Difference in Nine -Month.All-Ranks Average Faculty
Salaries Between the University of California and

Its Comparison Inititutions,,2973 -74 through

Projected 1984 -85' .
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_indicates, without an increase in University salaries,. its average salary
for 1984-85 will be $4',112 belQw the weighted average oL its:comparison
group.

. .

Figure 2 also shows that for the past 11 years, University average faculty
salaries have been consistently behind its comparison institutions with one
exception' -- 1980-81. The greatest lag -- $3,346.-- ,o( .erred in 1982-83,

but lags /sitceeded $1,009'during three other years. This current lag'Of

$844 4s equivalent to 2.1 percent.

r\ able 2 below shows where the University has stood among all nine institutions

,N4
or each of the past eight years at each of three professorial ranks.
he standing of the University's professors has not been higher than fifth

ition durinuthe most recent eight years. Associate professors achieved
fourth positAn in 1979-80,'when the State provided funds for an unprecedensted
14.5 perCent salary 4hcease, tut before and, after that year they hive-
generally ranked below the'midpoint, and in 1978-7T they occupied the last
position. Assistant professors ranked second 'or third during four ofIthe

eight years but have,, dropped recently tobelow mid-lank, reaching their
11.1swest, and last, positioh in. 1982-83.

It is not the purpose of this report to recommend increases in facuky
salaries nor to advise.the University's Regents.and 'administrators regarding

the distribution of salary fUnds, For illustrative purposes only,, however,,

4 and assuming all comparison institutions grant the same increase, 4 genera/

across-the-board increase in 1904-85 faculty salaries of 10.6 percent at the
University would leave its professors' salaries in fifth place, elevate

associate professors' to fourth place, .and'raiae assistant professors' to

second place among the nine universities, including the University of Cali-
fornia.

4

1

a

TABLE 2 ing of Profossorial Salaries at the University of
Californiar-t Among All Nine In,Ititutions Compared for the.
Faculty Salary Reports, 19/6-77 Through 1983-84

Year Professor

Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor

1976-77, 5 2

1977-78 6 7 2

1978-79 9 7

1979-80 5 4 2

1980-81 5 3

1981-82 6 6

1982-83 7 8 9

1983-K S 7 7

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.

-7-
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

!,

In 1984-85, if the Legislature and Governor take no action to increase
salary funds, the, projected lag in State University faculty salaries behind
the weighted, average salaries of its 26 comparison institutions will be "

S'2,533, war 7:4.pevent -- a decrease from ,the .10.0 pittent derived in the
preliminary report.

Figure.3 shows all -ranks average faculti, salaries at the State University
and its 20 comparison, institutions pver the past decade and projected into
1984-85'. These relationihips .are shown1701) differences in average salities
in Figure 4. As this' latter figure shows,. during ,the past eleven years,
average faculty.saliries at the State University exceeded those in its
comparison institutions. during eight years and fell behind in three. F6r
the current ye r, Figure 4 indicates that the State UniveraityLs average
salary lag, by percent, but becadse this issumes that salaries paid to the
feculty'since January I have 'applied for the entire, fiscal year, actually,-
its salary lag is 3.1 percent. -

During the current year, State University professors' salaries ranked.four-
.

teenth, associate professors' fifteenth, and assistant professors' thirteenth
among all 21 institutions ,(ialcudingOthe-State University) used14or its
salary comperisoms. A. general across-the-board increase of 7.6 percent in
1984-85 would leave its professors' average salariewin eighth place, associ-
ate professors' at tentif place, and assistant professors' at ninth place.

EFFECTS OF THE DEPRESSED ECONOMY
IN THE, GREAT LAKES REGION AND OREGON

Ac noted in the Introduction to this report, projections of 1984415*salary
differentials should be viewed cautiously because a number of the public
insti,tutions used in the University's and State University's, comparison
groups are located in the economically depressed Great Lakes iregion aid
Oregon. Uncertainties about the economy of these statesLhave contributed
both, to the difficulties that the University and State Udiversity have
experienced in obtaining data from their comparison institutions as well as
to questions about, the validity of these data in representing nationttide
conditions.

More precisely, the Great Lakes region includes three of the four public,
4 universities in the University's comparisoh group of eight institutions --

the Universities of Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin-Madison -- and nice of
the 20 comparison institutions for the State Unittersity -- Bowling Green and
Niami University in Ohio; Illinois State, Northern Illinois, and Southern
Illinois Universities in Wlinois; Indiana State University in Indiana; the
University of Wiscontin-Milwaukee in Wisconsin, and WayneState and Western
Michigan Universities in Michigan. Two other State University comparisons
institutions -- Portland State University and° thetUniversity of Oregon --

7

4
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FigUe 3. Nine-110nth All-Raliks Average Factaty Sal arias tat 'the
California State University and Its Twenty Comparison
Institutions, '1973-74 Through Projected 1984-85

$70,000

00,000

50.000 -

a 40,000.

Z..1 30,000
cu

20000..

"sm.

"CALIFORNIA STATE UNZVER5X7V. =IPA N 20 INSTITUTIONS

.

r"4. 1.04

In Mg 0
0 r% NT

; 4.
col

C r N NN N <to
O. A&

N

crirI N 01 r°4
r°4 ' 0 CO Ch
ch A en

r°4 CT
N
CA A el CT

et 44. N
42 .1*
0.1 C4 40#
4).

M
M rr
M
I..; CV.

4,1*

0'

ry
CU

4.1

N N tf1 4)N N 00 °°M CI M
1'0 Col

M M
(01 In

6

A

%4.Ir
1%.

,f41 r
he

oita. etO 113- 06%

*
After January 1, 1984.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.'

figure 4 Difference 4.12, Nine-'Month ,A11-4tanits Average Faculty
Sralardes Between the California State'University.and
Its rwenty Comparison Institutions, 1973-74 Through.

t Projected 219.84=-85
+$2,000

+1,500

+1,000..

1S00

Parity 0

-500 -

-1, ow.?

-3,000

+$487'
+$338

4:$2 +$91 +$148
4q.2-38

111111 UM1 ..... llitilt

+$141p

+$1 120 .0$1,073'

*After January 1, 1984..

$1,043 ."

I

it -$331*.

-$759

-$2 533

1/4 14 1 11 ,,16 ;141 ;i1;\ 0612# ,,C36 CS:'1 S4
\OA." \col be. olbler# ,0-1 ,04 ler 00% \op

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.

.9_

18



t

REST COPY AVAtLABLE,

0 (3

are located iu a state wheie total and per-capita personal income have
fallen well below th* national average.. Most of th'ese inst4tuvionl appear
to'be'suffering from the dOressed economy in their regions.

Total personae income in the United States grew by 6.4 percent between 1981
'and 1982, and id California by 7.1'peicent, buD per-capita lliacome ins the
Great Lakes region rose only,4.0 percent .7 the lowest of any region identi-,
fled imesearch conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Economit Analysis... and in
Oregon-by only 3.7 percent. Table 3 shows these differences in real,dollirs
for 19811,82, as well as in constant 1$72 dollars ,

has

and 1982. Lt

_ illustrates that the recent, economic recovery has been distributed`unevenly
tliroughoutthe..United States. The Great Lakes region and Oregon have not
experiencid theses* imPrOVOMOUt AS the nation at large, let alone as Cali- '

varlia. Worse, in' ive of these seven states, 1902 personal income declined'
from that in 1980, as measured. in cOfialtint dollaxp.

,

This uneven distribution .of economic 'recovery among the states in which
comparison institutions are located is .also illtpitilated by their change in
rank in terms of per-capita income,.as displayed in. Table 4. While California -

moye# up, fits sixth to fifth place in per:cipita income between 1977 and
1982;stites in the Great Lakes region and OrdirOn fell by substantial amounts -n

Michigan, from ninth rank to nineteenth; and Indiana, Wisconsin, and Oregon,
, from above or at the midpoint to below.

TABLE .3 Percent Change in Total Personal Income in Current
Dollars, 2982-82 and in Constant 2972 Dollars,."
2980-82,for Selected Regions and the United States

.

. ,. . Percent Change l' Perient Change

Area CurrentPollars, 1981%82. Constant 1972 Dollars 1980-82

Alted States
°resit Lakes Region -

Illinois
Indiana
Michigan,
Ohio
Wisconsin

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Hawaii
tow%

Massachusetts
Nevada
New 'Fork

Oregon
Virginia

6.4
4.0'
5.0
4.'0%

1.7

4.7

5.1
7.1 ..,

7.8
7.5.

6.6
0.?
7.3

5.7
7.9

3.7

7.4

4

3.6
- 1.5
- 1.6
- 2.3

0.7
='5.0

1.1

4.1

11.8
5.0

1.7

0.3
" 4.9

5.7

4.7

- 3.5

5.6

Sources: 1981 -82 ,data: 'U.S. Bureau of Economic"AnaZysis, 1983, p. 36:
1.980-82 daea: U.S., Bureau of the Census, 1983, p. 456.
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. These declines` are reflected, in 1982-83 andA983-84 faculty salaries at the
compa'rison institutions located in these states\ For example, in 1983-84,
salaries fell,. 0.4 percent at the University of Wis6basin-Madison -- a University
of California comparison-institutioh apd 1.2 percent at the University of
,Wisconsin- Milwaukee --se State Univeriity comparison institution; And they
are scheduled to increase 3.84 percent effective.thia next July 1. (1ip1ter,

1984, v. 17; reObduced in Appendix C)..

If the University of Wisconsin were.to be delatedfrom this year's salary
computations because of its unusual 1983-84 ,circumstances, the average'
faculty salary lag within the University of California would be 13.8 percent
in 1984-85 rather than,10.6 percent. Sipilarly, if only onespublic institu-.
tion were used from the State University's comparison states of Oregon, New
York, Illinois, Ohio, and Michigai, the projected lag tin the State University's .

average faculty salaries would increase from 7.6 to 9.9 percent. Or if even
the three Illinois institutions were alone deleted (beCause of/their large

''influence on` the aVeragio of tfie comparison group), the State University
would still lag by 9.3 percent behind the average o the remaining 17 compar-
ison institutions. 4

Overall,, faculty salaries in the 2& institutions that make up the State
Unisiersity's comparison group are increasingly unrepresentative of faculty
salaties.in public universities nationally. According to annual salary data.
gathered by the'American. Associatibn of University'Profesiors; the comparison
20 aot only fell 4.0 percent behind the average of all105 public universities
in the most went year for which data are available 1982-83 -- but have
fallen furtia5 and further behind each year since 1978-79. If the comparison
20 had maintained the4ame salary relationship with all (05 public universi-
ties that they did during the decade of the 1970s, 4n average salary increaser
of at least 11.6 percent (7.6 + 4.0 percent) would be necessary for the
State University to reach the weighted average of salaries- in all these
public universities.

re,
TABLE 4 Ranking of

States in

State

Selected States
PerCpitta Income,.

Among the Fifty
1977 and 1982

1977 , 1982

California 6 5 `,

Colorado 18 12

Connecticut 3 3

Hawaii 8 15

Illi#bis 5 8

Indiana 25 34

Iowa ( 21 28

Massachusetts 15 10

Michigan 9 19

NevAda 7 13

New York 10 6

Ohio 19 23

Oregon 20 31

Virginia
Wisconsin

a

24

23

20

f'29

Source: U.SIOureau of Economic Analysis, 1983. p. 36.
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CONCLUSION

To" place the ,Commission's 1984-85,selay projections.in perspective, Table 5
on'page 13 lists for the 20 years since the start of this series of reports
tle percentage increases (1) requested by the University and State Uniyersity,
.(2) projected by, the Commission or its predecessor, the Coordinating Council
for Higher. Education; and (3) adopted by the Governor and Legislature.

V
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TABLE 5 Faculty Salaiy Increases Requestqd by.'the University
of CaIiforn4ai'and The California State University,
Increases Required tp Attain Parity with Comparison
Institutions, and Salary Increases Granted by the
Governor' and the Legislature, 1905-66 Through l983-84

Segmental'
K

CCHE/CPEC °A Increases
Requests .-. Reports Granted

Year UC tsb , tic., csu. UC CSU

..".4

1965-66
1966-67
1967-68
1968-69

10.0%.
8.1
7.5

5.4

10,0%
11.2
18.5

104.0 .-

, ,4

42.5

6.5

5.5k

1969-70 5.3 5.2 5.2
19'70 -71 7.2' 7.0 7.2
1971-72 1.1:24 13.0 11.2
1472-73 13.1 13.0 13.1

"i 1973-74 6.4. '7.5 6.4
1974-75 4.5 '5.5 4.5
1975-70 11.0 10.4 " 11.0
1976-7, 4.6 7.2 4.6

1977-78 6.8 8.5 5.0.

1978-79 .9.3 9.9 .8.0

1910-80'. 16.0 14.4, 12.6
1980411 10.5 161.0 5.0

. 1981-82 915 17.71 5.8
1982-83 9!0 None 9.8
1983-84 N/A

3
None

1
18.5

1984-85 ... 12.8 'None
1

10t6

...

No Report
6.6

'8.5

10:0 ..

Nr
13.0

.. 13.0
8.8
4..2

. 9.7

4.6

5.3

3.3,.

10.1

0.8.

0.5.
2.3

1, 9.2

.

.

7.0%
2.5

5.0
5.0

..10.7%
6.6

5.0
7.5

5.0 5.0
0.0 0.0

. 0.0 0.0

9.0 8.4

5.1' 7.5
5.5 5.3

*6
7.2 7./

4.3 4.3

5.0 ''' 5.0
0.0 0.0

14.5, 14.5
,t, 4.8 9.8

6.02
0.0

'6.0
2

"0.0
4

6.04
6.050

7.6 .. .... , ....

1. The State University Trustees did not approve salary requests for 1982-83,
1983-84, or 1984-85f, due to the anticipation of collective bargaining
negotiations.

6

2, Although'the Governor and the.Legislature..4pproved ao--teneral salary
increase, they-didapprove A..$50 per employee reduttion in retirement;
contributions.

3. The Regents did not submit 'a specific request for 1983-84, but urged
.amounts sufficient to attain parity by 1984-85. Thii'should require
increases of about 12 percent in each of the 1983-84 and 1984-85 fiscal
years.

4. The University granted its faculty a 6 percent salary intrease,on January
1, 1984, from salary appropriations, returned the special 3 percent.
employer retirement contribution to the salary base onthit same date,
and granted an additional 1 percent on April 1,,1984 from, its salary
equity funds. 4

5. The State University, through collective bargaining, gfanted a 5.8
percent salary increase effective January 1,'19 and used 0.2 percent
of its salary funds.to provide enhanced dents' benefitssbeginning on
that same date.

Source: Previous and current faculty salary reports of the Clordinating
Council for Higher Education and the California Postsecondary Educa-

- tion Commission.

-13-
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TWO

OTHER SALARY ..COMPARISONS
I. O

A .

Further perspective/on the economic status of University and State University
faculty members can be gained by comparing( their salaries with of

groupsoups employa in the federal civil service and privet industry-.

Because most faculty are employed.on a nine-month basis while industrial and
civil. service employees are employed on a twelve-month basis, 'ter such
comparisons nine-month faculty salaries are converted to twelve-month equiya-
lents.

.44:

Figure 5 shows the differences among salaries for selected occupations\and
federal civil service employees tpsed on the most recent nationwide survey ,

(excludileg Hawaii and Al ska) of Meeral civil service and industrial salaries
conducted annually, by th Bureau of Labor Statistics -- that of March 1983.
It also shows . University' nd State University nine -month faculty salaries,
both for nine months and converted to twelve months, as of the same time.'
The following observations flow from.the00.domparisons:

INSTRUCTORS' SALARIES

Beginning instructors'' salaries *at the State yniversity, even after
conArsion to twelve-month evels, were lower'than all.professional
positions included in the survey.

These beginning instructors' salaries were equal to those paid ,to highly
. compe ant secretaries and technical photographers. but were less than
thos paid to experienced clerical,purch,eing assistants, draftsmen, or
engineering technicians who had gOned modest amount of experiedte.
They were approximately 'equal to the average salaryjor.the GS-7 level Qa
federil civil service.

The top of the instructors' scale in the State University was below that 4

of experienced technical- support personnel well below those of begin-
ninvattorneys, engineers, chief accountants, and directors of personnel.

.

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS' SALARIES

Beginning assistant professors' salaries at the State University, even .

after converting to twelve-month equivalents were below those paid by
industry to technicians, 'draftsmen,. and photographeirs who have only
modest levels of experience: They weree4qual to average' salaries paid to
beginning Chemiets in industry inCto the GS-8 to GS-9 'range of federal
civil service, but they fell $6,000, $4,500, $11,000, and $10,000 short;

-15-
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FIGURE 5 Ranges of pderill Civil Service and Selected Private-
" Sector Salaries,as of March 1983, .and of 1982 -83
University and State University Nine -Month Faculty
Salaries for Nine Months 'and .Converted to Twelve Months
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NOTE: The federal and indpstrial salary data come from ,a survey convering
22'caillion workers id some 44,000 -establishments, of whom 45 percent
were, professional, administrative, technical or clerical employees.

All but 16 percent of the University's faculty and all but 3 percent
of the State University's faculty have nine-month appointments.

SOURCE: For federal and industrial salaries, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,
1983, pp. 7-15, 77-78. For University and atat triversity salaries,

California Postsecondary Educatlidn Commission.,,
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1

respectively, of those paid to'beginning industrial. attorneys' engineers,
chief accounts, and directors of personnel.

*

The average assistant prbfessors' salaries at the State University were
'equal to the beginning salary for engineers who commonly posseis only the
B.S. degree.

The top Step_ in tie assistant professors' range'at the State University'.
ranked below the average salaries paid to technitians and draftsmen and
was equal to that paid to the most experienced photographers. It was

approximately equal to the average salary paid to federal civil servants
holding a GS-11 rating.

Beginning assistant professors' salartes at the University were equal to
the beginning salaries for attorneys and for GS-11 civil service but were
slightly below that paid to highly experienced engineering technicians.

op -of- the -scale assistant professors' salaries at the University wire
approximatelylvequal to those of the GS-12 level in civil service and of
experienced buyers, but lower than the average of most other professional
positions.'

ASSOCIATV-ROFESSORS' SALARIES

4

Beginning associate professors' salaries in the State University fell
below those of highly experienced engineering technicians in the Private.
sector and were comparable to GS-6 in federal civil service.

Associate professors in the University had a narrow salary range -- only
$3,220 between first step and top step -- on a 12-ponth basis,'and fell.
within the GS-13 range of civil service.

Associate professor salaries ab the University lay mid-range of the
salaries for attorneys, engineers, chief accountants, chemists, directors
of personnel, and accountants.

PROFESSORS' SALARIES

State University professors' salaries topped out 'at the average of the
fideral GS-13 level, while the University's topped out sligfttlyiabove the

, GS-15 levels .

Maximum salaries for professors in theeState University were equal to
private-sector salaries for attorney IV, engineer IV, chief accountant
II, chemist V, director bf personnel II, and accountant V; which means
these maximums were approximately,A45,000 below th6 highest average

-17-
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salary groupin:.-, for attorneys, $30,900 below the higheit average group
of engineer-and chief accountants, $24,000 below the highest grouping of
chemists and directors of personnel, and about $12,900 below the ave.:age

of the highest grouping.of accountants.

The highest private-sector groupings of attoraeyi'exceeded the top df the.
University's. professor scale by $25,000; engineers and chiefeaccOunts
exceeded it by $7,b00; and chemists and directors of personae]; did so by
$f,000.,

I
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TH.R.EE'

FRINGE BENEFITS

CY

e

4

The 1984-85 Analysis of the Bud1et Bill contains the following language
1679-1680):

We recommend that dPEC submit to the legislative fiscal committees
by March,15, 1984, a fringe benefit evaluation proposal which
idintifies the funding needed and the specific tasks that must be
performed in order for the commission to provide a more analytical
in-depth review of the current benefits offered

to

California
' faculty, as compared with the benefits offe::L.1 to faculty at

arison institutions. We further recommended that separate
cost'estimates be prepared for a study in 1984-85 covering (1)
both UC and CSU comparison institutions, (2) only UC comparison
institutions, and (3) only CSU comparison institutions,

In compliance with this recommendation, Commission staff has developed cost
estimates for a study of benefits that could be undertaker in 1984-85. In

the meantime, however, data. on ,fringe benefits from the University, thp
State University, and their comparison groups of institutions remain limited
to the costs of providing these benefits.--

(pp.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

The University's analysis of the cost of fringe benefits,,, including the
University of Wisconsin-Madison, appears in Table 7, while Table &shows the
University's contributions to its faculty's fringe benefits as of 1983-84.

f

Table 6 indicates- tOlt the University's contribution to employee fringe
benefits will Ise behind its comparison institution'contributions by $1,553,
or 19.8 percent, in 1984-85. This is equivalent to 3.4 percent of its
average salary, if University salaries are brought up to the average-of its
comparison institutions.

It is unclear how this figure relates to the 3 per-cent employer contribution
to retirement that -the-University returned to its faculty, who in turn are
now making this contribution to retirement on a tax-exempt basis under the
University's new flexible benefit program. Similarly, the meaning of this
figure in terms of comparability in retirement programs, quality of health
insurance programs, and other countable benefits will remain unknown until a

major study is completed.

A
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TABLE 6 Cost l'of Fringe Benefits at the University of/California
and Its Comparison Eight 'Institutions

- .

Comparison Eight Institutiong:
1983464 Avgrage Fringe

Benefits

1978-79 Average Fringe
Benefits

1984-85 Pr3jected Fringe
Benefits

UM.? sity of California
1983 -80Axerage Fringe
Be fits

.,'

Percentagf)djustment needed
to make UC fringe benefits -

Professor
Associate
Professor

Assistant
Professor Ayerage

10,288
.

6,094

11,424

9,843

, 16.1

7,907

4,109

9,013

7,401

2,1.8

6,882

3,383

7,932

6,583

20.5

10,384

8,831

17.6

equal to the 1984.085 projected i

average comikrisonsfringe
0benefits .,,

.

t Less (adjustment for the.eifect of 7.8
A. p:6 range adjustment):

Net adtustment needed to actiieve

/"
.parity: '9.8

1. Average based on the projected 108485 staffing pattern of the
University.'

,

CompUted from confidential diii received from comparison institutions.
--x

3 Compound annual; growth rate over the"fiSe-lrear period for each rank
is used for th0 one-year projection.

4. Equivalent t n average of $2,321.20 plus 15.96 percent of average,

salary.

Source: Office of the Senior Vice President--Academic Affairs, University' '

of Califor,ia..4
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TABLE 7 University of California Average Contributiond
i,Frnge Benefits, 1983-84

Retirement/FICA
Unemployment Insurance
Workers'. Compensation Insurance

Health and Mental Insurance-Annuitants
Dental Insurance,
Health Insuratick
Life Insurance
Nan-Industrial Disability Insurance

9

TOTAL

1. Effective January 1, 1984.

$ 305.00
1:90.00*

76:20
54.00

$2,521.20

Source: Vice President-Budget.and University Relations,
fornia.

THE pALIFORNIA STATE- UNIVERSITY
4

.I prior years, the Chancellor's, Office of the State University., obtained
data on faculty salaries and fringe benefits from its comparison institutions
by requesting each of them to provide a copy of their pmpleted Higher
Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) form on Saliries, Tenure, and
Fringe Bepefits of Full -Time Instructlibnal Faculty. This procedure woed
well for a number of years, minimizing the effort of the comparison institu-

,tions and thus assuring then continued inclusion in the State Unive'rsity's
comparison group; but it failed this year. Unbeknown to thetate University,
the National Center for Education Statistics changed the HEGIS form for
1983-84 by requesting fringe-benefit data ler all ni4e- and twelve-month
faculty rather than for each academic rank within these two categories.
Thus, the State University has been 4naple to provide a rank-by-rank compar-
ison of fringe benefits with its comparison institutions, since it was
impossible to adjust their data to ,its staffing pattern. Consequently, no

direct rank-by-rank comparison of 4inge benefits paid by the State University
and its comparison institutions can be made in thii final rep4rt. Table 8

`thus displays only the average cost of these benefits in the State University
and its comparison institutions for 1983-84, without projecting them into
1984-85.

to Faculty

14.75% of salary
1

.25% of salary

.51% of salary

.95t of salary 4

15.96% of salary

University di/Cali-

Despite the absence of much needed data, in 1981 the Commission compared for
the previous ten years the costs to the University, the State University,
and a numeir of comparison institutions for six benefits -- (1) retirement

and sdcial security programs, (2) unemployment insurance, (3) worker's

compensatiod,. (4) medical/health insurance, (5) life Laurance, and (6)
disability insurance. That report indicated that bothof California's two
public universities had expended increasingly larger amounts of money on the
above benefits than their comparison groups during that period. During

1974-75, for example, the comparison iuritutions.contributed an average of

-21-
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35.4 and 27.7 percent more for benefits than did the University and State
University, respectively, but,tby 1981-82, these percentages reversed to
-30.3 and -35.6. The ;:eport\noted, "the causes of these saifts are unknown
and represent an anomaly spite salary-differentials do not. show similar
trends." (p. 1).

Finally, although few data exist with which to compare the cost of University
and Btate University fringe benefits to those in business and industry, the
Chamber of Commerce of the United States has found that the expense of the
latter benefit plans climbed to 37.3 percent in 1981 -- well above the level
of costs of either the University or State University. (California Posttecon-.

dery Education Commission, 1983b, page 11).

444

TABLE 8 Costs of Fringe Benefits at the California State,
. University and Its ?Plenty Comparison Institutions, 1983-84

Retirement

ComParison Institutions C fornia St to Univ r it

Average
Cost

ieneft Cost
As Percent of
Averaq. Salary

Average
Cost

$ 5,963.

ene OS

As Percent of
Average Salary

$ 3,385 11.21% 18.26%

Social Security 1,334 4.42 1,877 5.75

Medical & Dental 1,206 4.00 1,965. 6.02

Disability Insurance 163 . 0.54'

Tuition 243 0.80

Unemployment Insurance 99 0.33 109 0.33

Life Insurance 131 0.43
Workmen's Compensation 112 0.37 102 0.31

Total/Benefit .$ 6,671* 22.1 % $10,016 30.7 %

Expenditures

Source: Office of the Chancellor, The California State University.
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COSTS OF .HOUSING

'#

er.

Because one of the major impediments'Wthe University and State University
in hirincoutstanaing nOit faculty tiCtgihigh price of real estate in virtu-
ally all urban areas of California, both the University and State, University
'have gatheied data on'housing costs that are summarized here.

Ul4IVERSItY OF CALIFORNIA

.

For the March 1984 meeting. of the Regents, the Office the President
ppepared the comparative indices listed'im.Table 9 on costs ofhousing in
five cities nationally from which University faculty_ are often recruited and
in six areas in%California' where University campuses are located.

At their July meeting, the Regents will consider expanding their*housing
assistance programs, which are now almost fully subscribed. The logic
behind this action ts that even if University salaries are brought up to the
average of its qamparison institutions, the enormous disparity between
housing' costs California and other parts of the nation will still be a
%deterrent totecruiting new faculty.

fi

Or

TABLE 9 Housing Price Indices in Eleven difyiopolitan Areas

Area Inclex

Columbus, phi° (Ohio State University) , 1.00

Austin, Texas (University of Texas) 1.30

Chicago, Illinois (Northwestern University) 1.04

Madison, Wisconsin (University of Wisconsin) 1.06

Boston, Mass. (Harvard University and M.I.T.) 1.57 4

San Francisco Bay Area 1.91 -1.52
Sacramento 1.35

Riverside \. 1.23 - 1.68

Los AngelesTArea 1.15 - 4.77

Orange 1.68 - 3.99

San Dipo 'a 1.51 - 2.24

Source: Office of the President, University of California.
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THE CALIFORNIA i'l'ATE UNIVERSITY

In order to obtain comparative information on relevant housing costs, the
Chancellor's Office of the State University requested data in 1982 from
Los Angeles office of Coldwell1Banker Relocation Service on the typical'
selling price of comparable hmsla& in its 19\16cations and those of its 20
comparison institution'. ColdwellBanker supplied the data on .standard
owner-occupied houses as of November 1981 that appear in Table 10. A
"standard" house iei described as having three bedrooms, two bathrooms, ad

approximately 2,000 square, feet of floor space.). If the locationsJii t 20

comparison institutions are weighted by numbers of faculty, th vera , home
price in November 1981 near a State Uiiversity campus was $129,700, 6mpared
to $91,200 in the compel:1ton groups That is, an. average State U iversity
faculty member would pay $38,500, or 42 percent, above a comparison group
faculty member for hopping.

ilSOO

Other date support the' same theme. For example, a milting of 1980 Census'
data from the nation's cities on various housing cha acteristics placed27
"California cities in the tap 35 of the nation's lost e naive in tens of
housing (',How They Rank," 1983, p. 39).. Home prices statewide in California
were the second highest nationally, exceeded only by Hawaii (p. 43).

TABLE '10 Standard Housing Prices in Communities with State
University Campuses or with Comparison Institutions,
November 2981

CSU Campus Location PriestS Comparison institution Locatio9 Prices,

San Francisco, $275,000 Honolulu $200,000
Los Angeles 165,000 Los Angeles 165,000
Northridge 165,000 Portland, Oregon 100,000

Fullerton . 145,000 Reno ' 93,000
San Diego 140,000 Detroit 91,200
Long Beach 130,000 Milwaukee 86,000
Pomona 110,000 Ames, Iowa 85,000
San Bernardino 110,000 De Kalb,.Illinois .82,000
Hayward 100,000 Blacksburg, Virginia 80,000
San Jose 97,000 Eugene . 78,500-
Sonoma (Santa Rosa), Bloomington, Illinois

BoulderSacramento 85,0

75,000
70,000

Fresno 79,5 0 Bowling Green, Ohio 65,000

Kalamazoo 65,000

Bakersfield' 76,500 Buffalo 63,000

Stnislaus (Turlock) 70,000 Albany 62,000

Chico \ 65,000 Syracuse 57,000

Source: Coldwell-Banker Relocation Service.

-24.7 32



I.

Similarly, a recent survey by the United States League of Savings.Institu-

.
tioas, released on April. 10, 1984, disclosed that four of the nation's five

most expensive housing markets are in California, with Washington,'D.C.

ranked third ( "L.A. Area Housing Costs," 1984). The top 20 cities, including

five in California, are:
I

.10

City Median Price

1. Los Angeles Long Beach $ 139,950'

2. Anaheim A Santa Ana - Garden-Grove 125,018

3. Washington, D.C. 120,600

4. San Francisco - Oakland /20,074

5. San Diego 106,000

6. Honolulu 4
105,000

7.
4,

Memphis, Teniessee
Charlotte - Gastonia, North Carolina

93,000
, 92,050

9. Salt Lake. City- Ogden 90,780

10. Denver - Boulder 90a;100

11. New York 0 89,175

12. Seattle - Everett 88,500

13. Dallas - Ft. .Worth 85,967

'14. Fresno 85,967 r

15. Newark, New Jersey 83,015

16. New Haven - West Haven 81,900

17. Atlanta 80,700

18.

19.

Boston A

New Brunswick-Perth Amboy-Sayerville

80,525

79,755
ip

Jacksonville, Florida 78,522
* "

lw -ionwidetthe survey found the median sales price for a house was $650000,

n from $72,000 in 1981. Despite this national trend, home prices in most

Southern California urban areas have continued to rise. These data indicate

that home buyers in the Los Angeles- Anaheim areas typically pay almost 75'

percent more for housing than people elsewhere in the,country, with San

Francisco, Oakland, and San Diego not far behind. These high-cost cities,

of course, are where major campuses of the University and State University

were located in order to serve students in the State's metropolitan areas.

1
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FIVE

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALARIES

In February.1979, the Legislative` recommended in his Analysis of4the
pudget for 1979-80 that the Commission include information on CoMmunity
College faculty salaries in its annual faculty salary reports. The Commission

first responded to this-recommendation in April 1979, when its final faculty
salary report for 1979-80 includeiodata on Community College salaries for
1977-78, although not for the then current year of 1978-79.

Commission staff proposed that the submission of Community College faculty
salary datar in subsequent ,years be formalized, and for this purpose the
Legislature appropriated $15,000 to. the Chancellor's Office-of, thefrgiqmmunity

Colleges -- the amount that the Chaicellor'indiaated.would be needed annually
for the task. In August 1979, Commission staff outlined for the Chancellor
the specific information desired' (reproduced in Appendix F) sid.airked the .
Chancellor to adhere to a March 15 reporting date in subsequent years. In

1981-82, the Chancellor's Office initiated a computerized data collection
system for this purpose, having compiled the data by hand prior to that
year. In 196; for various reasons .., inclining a fire in the Chancellor's
Office that had destroyed many of the computer'' programs and equipment needed
to generate the 1982-83 report and di4iculties in assuring accurate data
from all 06 Community'Colleses by the March 15 reporting date, Commission,
staff and the Chancellor's staff agreed to delay the 1984 deadline to April
15. The Chancellor's Office was able to meet this due date, and it appears
likely to be able to do so.im future years with reasonably high accuracy in
the,data.

This year'i data resulted from the third annual use of the Community Colleges'

computerized "Staff Data 111.e. This file provides information on the
number of full-time and part-time faculty employed by each district and
their age, sex, ethnicity, teaching load, promotions, new hires, number of
continuing faculty, salaries and stipends or bonuses. It is a complex
document not only because of these many categories of data .but also because
the 70 districts vary widely in their administrative and salary policies.
Each year, however, more41'bugs" are removed from the program, and the data
become more comprealiktivie and accurate;* and this chapter-summarizes_both
salary and ntai-salary data from it.

At the time data were collected for this year's Staff Data File last Fall,
Community College funding for the 1983-84 fiscal year was unresolved.
Consequently; 42 of the,70 districts were still in the process of negotiating
faculty salaries. On April 1, the -Chancellor's Office mailed a question-
.naive to these 42 diVricts in order to update theii salary data. As of

that date, 28 of theme districts were still engaged in negotiations.

I
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FULL-TIME FACULTY

California's Community Colleges use the terminology o ,the elementary and
secondary schools in describing faculty rather than that of the University
or State University. That is, they distinguish between "contract" and
"regular" full-time faculty, with contract faculty being those who are
employed on' a year-to-year probationary basis, similar to University and
State University faculty who are still in their probationary years while
"Regular" faculty are those who have gained tenure. Of the 16,235 contra

and regular full-time faculty, 3,9 percent (640) were employed on a 11-12
month basis, 6.3 percent (1,022) were employed on an eight-month or less
basis, while 89.8 percent (14,573) were employed on a 9-10 month basis.

kt

Salary Uhadtiles.

Other Cemmunity College faculty practices that parallel those in the elementary
and secondary schools are the infrequent categorization-of faculty by rank,
such as professor, associate professor,' assistant profesior, or inptructor;
and their payment on schedules that vary widely by district but that generally .

involve a combination of years of experience and academic credits. Stipends

or 'bonuses above and beyond. the schedule are paid for additimnal duties such

as coaching, department chair, or other administrative es, an) for

possession of an earned doctorate from an accredited instit on.

Typically a salary schedule may include 12 to 15 salary steps within four to
eight classes defined bracademic preparAtion, vial as "bachelor's degree,"
"master's, degree," "master's plus 15 units," "master's plus 30 units," and
"master's plus 45 units," with an added class for an earned doctorate. The

55districts that take an earned doctorate into account in their salary
schedule, current rewarded doctoral recipients by 4 yearly stipend ranging

fro $300 to $1,200 over scheduled salaries for the master's degree plus
some specified number of academic mats. The 15 other' districts do not
differentiate salaries for faculty with an earned doctorate from those for
faculty, member with a master's degree and 45 or some other specified number

of additional academic credits.

A typical Community College District salary schedule -- that of Compton --
is shown in Table 11 on page 29.

Average Salaries

Figu 6 shows av age faculty salaries in the Community Colleges, including

stipe s or bonus , for full-time faculty from 1975 -76 to 1983-84. Togkher
with t percents increase over each previous year. A0 can be seen, these

increases have been relatively consistent from year to year, rising to a
peak of 8.9 percent to 1979-80, when inflation reached its highest point in
two decades (a.13.3 percent rise in the Consumer Price Index). In contrast,

salary increases in the University and State University have fluctuated
widely -- from a high of 14.5 percent is 1979-80 to a low of zero in 1978-79

and again in 1982-83.
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TABLE 11 Compton Community College District Full-Time Faculty
Salary Schedule,

Step a ,

1 $15,698
2 16,514

3 17,330
4 18,146

.5 18,962

6 19,778

7 20,554
8 21,410

9 X22,226
10 23,042
11 23,858
12 24,674
12+15 year increase '25,490

12+20 year increase 26,306
12+25 year increase 27,122

1983.-84

Class
1

IV V

(M.A.) (M.A. +48) (K A. +661

0

$17,032 $18,36-6 $19,700 $21,034

17,848 19,188 20,516 21,850

18,664 19,998 21,332 .22;666

19,480 20;814 22,148 23,482'

20,296 21,630 22,964 24,298

21,112 22,446. 23,780 25,114

21,928 23,262' .24,596 25,930

22,744 24,078 25,412 . 26,746

23,560 24,894 26,228 274562
24,376 25,710 27,044 28,378

25,192 26,526 27,860, 29,194
26,008 27,342 28'1676 '30,010

26,824 28,158 29,492 30,826

27,640 28,974 30,308 31,642
28,456 29,790 31,124 32,458

Note: A' faculty member holding an earned doctoral degree from an accredited
institution Shall receive an additional yearly stipend of $1,000.00. This

salary schedule utilizes a base of $15,698; a training differential of
approximately 8.5 percent, and step iperement of approximately 5.2 percent:

1
CLASS I Bachelor's Degree.
CLASS II Mater's Degree.
CLASS III alibar's Degree with a, total of 48 units .above the Bachelor's

,Degree.

CLASS IV Master's Degree with a total
Degree.
Master's. Degree with a total of 84imits
Degree.

CLASS V

of 66 units above the Bachelor's

Source: Adapted from Staff Data File, Chancellor's
Community Colleges.

above the Bachelor's

Office, California

The increase of 2.7 percent indicated in Figure 6 'for Community College
faculty salaries in 1983-84 .over 1982-83 is most likely-not a true indicator
of this year's actualincrease. As mentioned' earlier, the Chancellor conducted
a special survey on April 1, 1984, of the 42 districts that were still in

negotiation last fall in order to provide the latelt possible -information

available on 1983-84 salaries. The results of Ghat survey are summarized in
Table iron page 31 along with similar data for the two previous years.
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.FIGURE 6 Nine-Month and rwelve-Mipth Averageeraculty Salaries,
Including Stipends, California Community Colleges,

1975 -76 Through 1983 -84
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0
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N

0N
0
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1975-76%1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission

Several facts stand out in this Table:

1. One Community College district had tb negotiate a 5 percent decrease in

average salaries in order to meet its financial commftments and remain

in operation. =

2. Twelve districts were ustiblb to grant faculty salary incre es beyond

dlstep orscolumn advances for changes in experience or educatio 1 status.

3. During 1981-82 -- a stable year for funding the Community Colleges --

all districts had concluded salary negotiations by April 1. But in

1982-83; when the Legialfture removed $30 million from the Commlity
Colleges' budget and directed that certain avocational courses which

were formerly state supported become" self -supporting, two districts were

still in contact negotiations on April 1, and 25 other districts were

dnable to grant any faculty Salary increases. As of April 1, 1984, 28

districts were still engaged in contract negotiations as a result of the

lack of resolution of the Community Colleges' 'budget until mid-year.

Nine of the 42 districts that have completed salary negotiations for 1983-84

have placed all or part of their,salary increases in "off-schedule" adjustments,

.which means that all or part of these increases are for the current fiscal

-30-
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TABLE 12 Salary Increases Granted to Fu11-Time Community' College
Faculty

Range of Salary
Increase'

as of April 1,

1981-82

1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84

1982-83 1983-84
,.

No. %
Cu
%' No. %

Cum
% No. %

Cum
%

- 5.0 - - 2.6 0 0.0 0 0 0 0.0 0:0 1. 1.4 1.4

- 2.5 - 0.1 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 1.4

0.0 .7 9.7 '9.7 25 34.7 34.7 12 16.7 i18.1

+ 0.1 - + 2.4 0' 0.0 9.7 5 6.9 41.6 8 11.1 '29.2

+ 2.5 - + 4.,9 6. 8.3 18.0 16 22.2 63.8 11 15.3 44.5

+ 5.0 - + 7.4 32 44.5 61.5 14 19.5 83.3 7. 9.7 54.2
+ 7.5 - + 9.9 20 27.8 90.3 6 8.3 91.6 3 4.1 58.3
+10.0 - +12.4 6 8.3 98.6 4 5.6 97.2 2 2.8 61.1

+12.5 - +14.9 1 1.4 100.0 0 0.0 97.2 0 0.0 61.1

( Undecided * 0 0.0 100.0 2 '2.8 .100.0 38.9 100.0

Total 72 100.0 100.0 72. 100.0

reS

100.0 72 100.0 100.0

.i

1. Excludes step and column advances for changes in employee experience
and educatiOnal status.

2. Iwnegotiation as of April 1.
3. San Diego and San Francisco Community College Districts are each counted

as two entries, since their Adult /Centers faculty are paid cip a different
basis from other faculty. I .

Source: Chancellor's Office, Cajlifornia Community'Colleges.

year only and will not become- a permanent element in the salary schedule
until uncertainties of the 1984-85 budget are resolved.

These data point to.the need'for overcoming recent inadequaCies in Community
College funding if access and qu41.4y are to be preseved. As the Commission's
Director noted in his special repeit to the Commission on April 30 regarding
State support of California Community Colleges, "Community College funding
is the most troublesome higher education budget issue fiting California.
The bitter dispute over student charges is resolve&by recent legislation,
but the level of College funding for 1984-85 remains uncertain. . .

In comparing faculty salary increases in California's three public,syStems
of higher education from 1975-76 to 1982-83, despite the wide fluctuations
of salary increases at the University and State University and the more .

stable yearly increases granted by Community Colleges, the overall seven-year
increases wire essentially equal -- 60.7 percent in the University, 61.r
percent in the State University, and 62.4 percent in the Community Colleges.
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But, 'if one extends this comparison into 1983-84 and assumes that no salary
increases will be granted by the 28 Community College districts that had not
completed negotiations by Aril 1, the eight-year increases are considerably
different -- 85 percent, 71 percent, and.65 percent, respectively.

Variation Among District; in Average Faculty Salary

,Community College Districts vary widely throughout the state in their average
salary for full-time faculty. Table 13 sh4ws the nember.and average salary
of full-time faculty for the ten highest and ten lowest-paying districts.,

Along the facts that egerge from Table 13, two are particularly striking:'

First, the salary difference between the highest and lowest paying district
is substantial.-- $10,505. or 37.2 percent.

Second, moit,;of .he high-paying districts are locate0din suburban communities,
while most 'of the low-paying districts are in rural communities. The
notable exceptions are Peralta which, while primarily urban, includes
Feather River College; and Compton.

Stipends

Forty-four Commynity College districti utilize stipends or salary augmentations
for full-time faculty who, as noted earlier, carry added responsibilities,
possess special qualifications such as an earned doctorate from an accredited
college or qpiversity, or have taught for many years. According tolthe.
Staff Data File, 1,233 faculty members, or 7.5 percent of all full-time
facuity, received appends in 1983-84, with the mean amount being $14293,
down $99 from the 1982-* mean of $1,392. Theerangeitand distribution of
these stipends is shots/n*1o. Table 14.

Workload

The normal teaching load for full-time faculty in the Community Colleges is
15 weekly contact hours, but approximately one-third of the faculty assumes
overload assignaients similar to those of faculty in the University or State
Univers#y who teach 'extension or continuing education courses for extra
pay. Oveqoad instruction is paid on an. hourly compensation rate. Only
four distri-as -- Barstow, Compton, Hartnell, and Victor Val* -- do not
engage faculty on an overload. basis.

In Fall 1983, the average workload was 16.2 weekly faculty contact hours,
excluding overload assignments. T,pn districts fell slightly below` the
nominal 15 hours, while four districts averaged over 20 hours. apart from
overload instruction. Among the 32.2 percent of full-time faculty who
taught overload they averaged 4.6 weekly faculty contact hours for which
their mean hourly compensation was $26.09. These additional earnings added
about 13.2 percent to the full-time salaries of those faculty members.
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TABLE 23 Number and Average Salaries of Full -Time .Faculty in the
Ten Highe&t and Ten.Lowest-Paying Community College
Districts

District
Number of

Full-Time Faculty to

Mean Salary
1983-84

Ten Highest Paying Districts

Sequoias 135 $ 38,750
Saddleback 237 37,697
El Caiing 390 37,110

Wtst Kern 25, 36,786
San Joaquin Delta 235 35,579
San Jose 239 35,053
Movt. San Antonio 270 34,942
Cerritos 224 34,900
Mira Costa 87. 314,549

'Rio Hondo 190 34;406

Statewide Aveiidge 16,235 $ 32,704

Ten Lowest Paying Districts

Gavilan ° 63 $ 29,230 ,
Peralta 609 29,213

Antelop Valley 84 29,185

Lassen 27 29;098

Cometon a 78 29,091

Cabr4lo 176 28,631

Lake.-Tahoe 18 28,429

Allen Hancock 144 28,401

Siskiyou 46 28,32

Napa 98 28,245

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Staff Analysis.

I
TABLE 14 Stipends Granted tp Full-Time Community College Faculty

in 1983-84 . 4

Amount Granted

$ 1 - $ 400
401 - 800
801 - 1,200

1,201 - 1,600

1,601-- 2,000
2,001 - 2,400
2,401 - 2,800
2,801 or more

Totil

Number
Receiving Stipend

.77

316
354
110

131

96

55,

94

1233

,

Total'Sttpends

6:3

25.6
28.7'

8.9

10.6
7.8

4.5.

7.6

100%

Source: Staff Data File,'Chancellor's Office, California Community Colleges.

-33-

40



BEST COPY /I A!! Prs

If anything is unu &ual about overload teaching in the California Community
.,Colleges, it is that eeportunities are limited. A national 1981 survey of
extra annhariucome eerned-within faculty members' own institutions conducted

. by John Minter Associates for The'Chroniele for taw. Education found that
approximately twd-thirds of the faeulty in public and private 4-year institu--
tiono earned extra income from their own'inotitution and that this income
averaged 21 percent of their base salaries. Some extra income tame from
research or administrative assignments, but most stemmed from teaching
summer session; evening classes, or other courses beyond the normal teaching
load.

,

PART-TIME FACULTY

in'the late 1970s, and particularly following passage of Proposition 13, the
number of part-time faculty in California's Community Colleges increased
rapidly, as college and district administrators sought flexibility in staffing
to ad$ust to fluctuetion in funding. By Fall 1980, 88.4 percent of the
Community Colleges''newly hired faculty were part timers. The percentage of
contact hours taught by part-time faculty increased from 30.5 in 19-'8..79 to
32.0 percent between 1970=79 and in yib01,81, while the percentage taught by
full-time faculty without overloads...decreased from 40.0 to 36.6 -and that
taught by faculty with overioadassignments rose from 29.5 to 31.4 percent.

In general, greater use of part-time faculty provides institutions with
greater flexibility is commitments to teaching personnel. Part-time faculty

lillf

can frequently provide specialized professional expertise to a pro m that

may not be available among fulletime faculty. But because part-tim acuity

are less expensive to employ than full-time faculty, concerns have been
expressed that their use will increase unabated, leading to the erosion of
educational quality. Such concerns in the Legislature culminated.in 1981 in
passage of legislation that established limits on their use in the Community

Colleges. AB 1626 (Chapter 103, Statutes of 1981) required that Community
College districts not increase the proportion of contact hours taught by
part-timers above the 1980-81 level during the, 1981 -82 and 1982-83 school
years. The Legislature extended its limitation in SB 851 (Chapter 565,
Statutes of 1983), through the 1986-87 academic year by requiring that until
then Cammuaity College districts, not exceed their three-year average of
weekly faculty contact hours by part-time instructors during 1900=81, 1981-82,

and 1582-83. If any district exceeds this three-yeer average by more than 1
perent, it is required to submit,a plan for cor.,14,ce for the next academic
year to the Board of Governors.

131caugt,,,of such concerns, the Chancellor's Offeze omission staff
developed Table 15 to demonstrate the proportion eL wo oad carried by all
full-and part -time Corm unity College faculty for the three years identified

in AB 851 and the current year. It will develop data for individual districts

in compliance with AB 851 at the end of the 1983-84 academic year.
4

Table 15 indicates that the percentage of part-time faculty has decreased
considerably from its -1980-81 level, dropping from 64.5 percent to 58.5
percent this year.and that the percentage of weekly faculty contact hours

-34-

41

4



CEST COPY'AVAILABLE

TABLE 15 Numblr and Percent of Full-Time and Part-rime Community
College faculty and their weekly Faculty Contact Hours
Taught, 1.980 -81 Through.1983-84

Item 1980-81 1981-82. 1982-83 1983-84

Number of Faculty .

Full Time, No Overload 9,814 9,354 10,237 11,010

(70) (66) (70) (70)

Fuil,Time, With Overload' 6,260 5,659 5,514 5,225

(70) (66) (70) (70
Part Time 29,255 26,513 24,450 22,847

(70) (66) (70)

To t$' 44_029 41,526
..(70)

40,211 '390082

4,7

Percentage of Faculty
Full Time, No Overload 21.7% 1 22.5% 25.5% 28.2%

kull Time, With Overload 13.8 13.6 13.7 13.4

Part Time 64.5 63.9 60.8 58,.5

Weekly Faculty Contact Holing
Full Time, No Overload

Full Time, Overload Only

248,186
(65)

23,391
(65)

257,874
(70)

28,391

(70)

255,360
(70)

25,402
, (70)

244;762
(70)

24,11D
(70)

Part Time 127,815 150,339 - 125,923. 116,749

(65) _291: 70)*

399,392 406,685 385,621Total 436,604

°.

.Percentage of Weekly
Ficulty Contact Hours
Full Time, No Overload 62,1%. 59.1% 62.8% 63.5%

Full Tillie, Overload Only 5.9 6.S 6.2 6.3

Part Time 32.0 34.4 31.0 30.3

Noe:, Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of districts reporting.

ie. Numbers of faculty for 1980-81 are based on headcount estimates
prepared by the Chancellor's Office for 100 percent of the
Community Colleges-, Contact hour totals for 1980-81 are those

actually reported foi 65 district. All figures are preliminary
for each particular year, because they are based on fall
submissions by the districts to the Staff Data File. Second

semester figures may change those numbers, particularly for
1983-84, when colleges were awaiting resolleiun of student fee

and funding issues.

Source: Staff Data Files, Chancellor's Office, California CommuvLity Colleges
and California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis. f
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ought by part-time faculty reached its peak in 1981-82band then has declined
in both subsequent years until it is now 13.2 percent below its peak number.
At the same time, the percentage that lull-time faculty with no overload

G' constitute of all faculty has increased substantially from 1980-81 to 1983-
84 -- 21.7 percenn; to 28.2 .percent -- while the percentage of full-time
faculty carrying-an overload for extra coMpensetion has remained relatively
stable. There has been a corresponding increase in weekly faculty contact
hours taught by full-time faculty. Statewide trends for part-time faculty
point in the. direction desiredcby the Legislature.

Part-Time Feet laty Compensation

In Fall 1983, the average hourly compensation rate per weekly faculty contact
.hour for part-time faculty was reported as $22.41, an increase. of 67 cents,

or 3 percent, above the previous year. This increase. was somewhat greater

than the 2.7 percent received by full-time faculty: Many districts that
have not completed negotiations with full-time faculty expect their increase
to be higher during the second semester of the 1983..84 academic year.

In last year's salary report, theioCommission commentoed an the difference of

nearly 260 rgrcent between the amount paid full-time Community College
faculty for regular assignments and that paid part-time faculty. Nonetheless,

this difference is not inconsistent with those in the University, State
University or institutions of higher education in general. A recent report
on faculty trends nationally notes that part-time faculty are paid at a rate
"often far below the per-course equivalent salary of full-time faculty, and
their fringe benefits are limited or nonexistent" (Lee 1983, p. 32).

In response to suggestions for prorating part-time faculty compensation, the $
American Association of University Professors has rejected the idea except
wtiere ,the qualifications and duties of part-time and full-time faculty are
comparable except in. terms of time (1981, p. 37):

A policy of prorated compensation is often seen as an attempt to
eliminate part-time faculty by. making them as expensive to employ
as are full-timers. ThAi is not what we propose. We believe
there should be the option of part-time employment for those who
prefer it and, moreover, that only those whose qualifications and
dutiNare comparable in every way except in amount of !time to
thoie of full-time faculty have a claim for pro rata compensation.

THE ISSUE OF "CRITICAL MASS"

Data compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics indicate that
as of 1980 part-time faculty comprised 32 percent of the total teaching
force in higher education. Approximately 20 percent of the teaching staff
at research universities were part-time faculty, as were, 24 percent at
four-yeat liberal arts colleges, and 51 percent in community colleges.

)
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These data wire heavily influenced by the high proportion (64 percent) of
part-time fatuity in California's Community Colleges in 1980.

As noted earlier, part-time faculty.can.often bring special expertise to an
academic program. In California, the University of California and the
California State University have increased their use of part-tilte faculty in
certain disCiplines because they have been unable to hire full-time faculty
at existing salaries. In' addition, business and industry have increased
'their contributions to universities by loaning them part-time.faculty in'
hard-to-hire disciplines such as ensineering and Wiliness administration in
order to assist and enhance programs in these areas.

Nonetheless; extensive use of parttime,fatuity raises questions about the
adequacy of a "critical mass" of full-time faculty to maintain program
integrity. Generally, part-time faculty do not participate in student
counseling, curriculum development, institutional governance, and seldom
hold office hours or -eatablish -times fur assisting=kudividusistudeitts--
Lack of these activities lead to the exploitation of the full-time faculty!,
which contributes to pohrlarale and adversely affects the quality of edutation.
Over dependence og part-1010e fatuity inevitably injures not only part7time
faculty, but their full7time colleagues and, most of all, the students.

The Legislature has thus rightly expressed concern about California Community
Colleges employing greater proportions of part -time faculty.

Although 58.2 percent, of California Community College faculty-are employed
part-time, in two districts -- Lassen and Mendocino -- part-time. faculty
constitute 78 and 80 percent, respectiVely, of the total teaching staff and
teach nearly 50 percent of the weekly faculty contact hours; In six other

districts between 70 to 75 percent of the total faculty are part-timerk; in
28 districts their percentage ranges in the 60s, and in 26 others it

faculty,in the 50s. Only 10 districts employ less than 50 percent part-time faculty,
with Peralta the lowest at 28 percent followed by Yosemite at 39 percent.
(As noted in Table,12, the Stiff Data File separates San Diego Adul and San

Francisco Centers because of functional differences from the rest uf their
districts, resulting in a total of 72.)

[

Accrediting bodies, espe sally those for specialized subject areas, use
various ratios to expres the desired balance between full-time and part-time

facUlty in a healthy acio emit institution. Regional accrediting commissions
generally recognize a r io in less restrictive terms. For example, the
Accrediting Commission for nior Colleges and Universities, of the Western
Association of Schools and Coll ges includes as Standard 5.8.5 in its a credi-
tation Handbook:

Sufficient faculty are employed full-time at the institution to
provide advisement, academic planning, curriculum development, and
institutional governance, as well as instruction. If half of the

faculty or fewar,are full-time, the institution has the respon-
sibility to demonstrate' the faculty perform these functions ade-
quately.
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And Standard 3C.3 of the Accrediting Commission for Community and Ahior
Colleges calls for:

Sufficient staff employed ful
instruction, student services,
development, and to participate

time at the institution to mvide
educational planning and curriculum
in institutional governance.

It is difficult, of course, to judge what proportion of a curriculum can be
taught by part-time 'faculty withodt eroding academic standards, but the fatt
that most Community College districts in California employ 50 percent or
more of their faculty on avart-tisie basis raises questions about the long-term

maintenance of'standards. By continuing the, funding of CommuilitY Colleges

by a flat amount peurs,unAt of ADA regardless of the status of instruceors, SB
851 tends to keep the nuseM1140ftlatime faculty at high levels. This is

so beciwae districts receive no additional funds for hiring full-time instruc-

tors but incur considerably higher instructional costs. A critical mass of

full-time faculty in each discipline at each college is essential to quality
education in California.

'4 a
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SIX

MEDICAL SCHOOL SALARIES

This is the'sixth year that the University of California has forwarded
information on medical faculty salaries to the Commission, in response to
Item 322 of the 1378 Conference Committee's Supplemental Report on the
Budget Bill:

The University of California shall report to the California Post-
secondary Education Commission annually on .(1) its' full-time

° clinical faculty salaries lnd those ()tits comparison inatittitions
(including a description of the type of,compensationr.plans utilized
by each UC school and each comparison institution) , and (I) the
number of compansotion. plan exceptions in effect at each UC school.

In 1979, the University selected eight comparison medical' schools -- the
Upstate Medical School of the State University of New York (SUNY), and the'
medical schools of Stanford; Yale, and the Universities of Chicago, Illinois)
Michigan, Texas (Houston) and Wisconsin -- five of-which are also on the
University's comparison list for regular faculty.

pastFor the past threeyears4 ths, Upstate Medical School of SUNY has declined to
participate. By mutual avhdinent between the University and Commission
staff, data on the medic.'_ school of the University of North Carolina- Chapel
Hill has been used in ,the comparison data 'of this report in lieu of that
from the SUNY school.

THE UNIVERSITY'S UNIFORM MEDICAL
SCHOOL CLINICAL COMPENSATION PLAN

1n.1977, the Association of American Medical Colleges issued its report, An
In-Depth Study of Seven tutook Practice Pleas, which examined the medical
practice plans of the 112 fully accredited medical schools in the Uaited
States. After reviewing that report, the Regents of the University of
California adopted for implementation in '1978 a Uniform Medical School
Clinical. Compensation Plan. The three key features of this plan are:

1. The eleven-month regular faculty salary scale approved by the Regeats
fot each' faculty rank forms the base salary for all medical school
ladder rank faculty. There is no differehtial in the base salary between
medical school and general campus faculty.

2. ArrsAgemenIV554ompensation in addition to the base salary are limited
to three t

tillotiatId Income: This is an amount of additional compenbation determined
by a department or school that a clinician can earn via contribution of
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income from patient care (and certain other specified income sources) to

a group or pooled income ystem. There .s an absolute ceiling on 'this

amount, as diseuSsed below;

Jnco L &jto Afleastrpo: These are arrangements whereby the
faculty me*bIi may retain, subject to assessments, income derived directly

from patieit.care activities. Assessments are progressive and reach
nearly a confiscatory level at approximately three times the faculty

member' s base salary; and

4

Comb I. These are arrangements whereby faculty members share,

a pre *terming portion of a pooled amount and aro allowed to retain
individual earnings, that amount ui to a maximum ceiling.

3. Membership in the plans is moadatort'for All clinical faculty with pa-
tient.icare,respoisibilities who hold an appointment at 50 peicent or

more time, sndall income from professional aervices performed by these

faculty is subject to the togas of the plan.

I SALARY SURVEY AND COI/MARMON

Comparing of salaries among medical .schools involves problems that do not

occur in comparing fa9ulty salaries on general campuseS. Overall salary

averages for a given professorial reek on general campuses provide a good

reflection of what individual ,faculty are paid at that rank. In-medical

schools, however, great variations exist in individual saiaries, and an

overall salary average is unreliable. For this reason, overall salary

, averages are not used for comparison. Instead, this report presents salaries

for three clinical specialties commonly found in schools of medicine -- (1)

surgery, which typically is at a high level olcompensation,' (2) medicine,

which is typically, at mid-level compensation, and (3) pediatrics, which is

generally at a low level of compensation. Grouped within these three specialty

categories are the following subspecialties:

Sur*

General Surgery
Thoracic
Cardio-Vascular
E.N.T.
Urology
Neurosurgery
Orthopedics
Plastic

Medicine;4.;

General
Cardiology
Endoerinology
Gastroenterology
Hematology
Hepatology
tafectious Disease
Nephrolov
Rhemmazology
Pulmonary

All, including
Pediatric
Cardiology

Table 16 compares 1983-a average medical faculty salaries at the University

and its eight comparison institutions for these three specialties.
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TABLE, 16 Average Medical Faculty Sallaries at the University of
California and its Eight Comparison Institutions,. 1983-84
'

ari sonEight

Range of Averages Average

Surgery

Professor $117,193$150,793
Associate'
Professor

Assistant
Professor

Medicine
Professor
Associate
Profesior

Assistant
Professor

Pediatrics

66,738- 131,929
e4

60,397- 94,894

75,058- 108,300

62,519.- 91,158

46,743- 81-,96r

Professor V69,301- 109,8.00
Associate
Professor, 53,400- 80,200

Assistant .

Professor- 44;017- 59,500

,Univ. of California

Average .

Yearly

Standard
Deviation

Increase
Over Past
Four.Years Average

"Average

Yearly
Indrease
Over Past
Four Years

$134,876 $13,559 11.1% $146,972

--i66,322

10.6%

105;596 1- 10.3 10.7

83,691 10,415 ,8.2 86,600 8.3

92,277 11,734 8.5 96,153 9:2

2,559 9;074 `7.2 70,993. 5..9.

58,153'
6

9.1876 4.3 58,832 6.3

84,527 12,198 8.1 88', 661 7.7

4

65,522 47,354 7.2 67,541 5.6

52,168 - 5,189 6.8 52,767- 6.8

Source: University of California survey and Califdrnia'Postsecondary Education
Commission staff calculations.

U

Because of the wide variation ininCiividua1 and institutional average salaries,
the University holds that if its average salary for any specialty is within
one standard deviation from, the comparison group average, this salary can be
considered as statistically not different from that of the comparison group
as a whole. (If the distribution of salaries approximates the form of a
normal curve,,roughly two-thirds of the salaries will lie within one standard
deviation of the mean.) For 1983=84, all three University of California
averages are within one'standard deviation of 'the comparison institution
average:but that of professors of surgery is approaching the upper boundary'
of this deviation... a,,

0

Table, 17 shows the ranking of Univert .ty med.cal faculty salaries with
respect to its comparison institutions over the past five years. The 1983-84

data place the University at the lower middle of all nine institutions -- a
position lower than 1979-80 and'1980-81 but somewhat improved over 1982-83.
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TABLE 17 Ranking of University of Californja Medical Faculty
Salaries Among Al2 Institutions Compared for the Faculty
Salary Reports,

Rank and Speciality

2979-80.to 2983-84

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

re a
.

...~.M. .. +1, =0.
Professor 2 3 2 4 f 3 "

Associate Professor 4 3 4' 5 5

Assistant Professor 5 5 4 54

Medicine .

Professor 2 3 3 4 4

Associate Professor 2 4 4 6 5

Assistant Professor

Pediatrics i

2 . 2 4 4 2

Professor . 3 1 2 3 4

Associate Professor 3 2 2 4 3

Assistant Professor 2 4...4 . 3 6 6

Note: The medical school of the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
has ben used in the 1983-84 comparison group, replacing the Upstate
Medicral School of the State University of New York. In 1979-81 and
1983-84, the comparison group was comprised of eight institutions,
although not the same eight, but between 1980-81 and 1982-63, only
seven institutions were included.

Source: University of California survey.

In conclusion, medical faculty salaries at the University are representative
of, and competitive wixh, salaries at its comparison institutions. The

University believes that its Clinical Compensation Plan is working satisfac-
torily, and therefore it does not intend to alter the compensation plan at
this time, although it is aware that the faculty at the Davis. medical school,
which is highly dependent on Medt-Cal mt Medicare patients, has expressed
its dissatisfaction with this plan.
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SEVEN

SELECTED ADMNISTRATIVE SALARIES AT THE
'UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE

. CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, 1983 -89:

During the 1981 Legislative.Session, the Budget Conference Conssittee adopted
the following supplemental language to the Budget Bill:

It is the intent of the Legislature that the California Postsecond-
ary ..ducation Commission include in its annual report on faculty
salaries and fringe beaefits comparative-information on salaries
of administrators within the University of California and the
California State Univetsity.

The Commission's last two annual reports on faculty salaries have,,sesponded
to this request. O

The first of these reports compared salaries for'25 administrative positions
at the University of .California to those of a corresponding group of tea
comps stitutions (the comparison eight, plus the UniVersity of Missouri
and t niversity o'f Texas) and to those of four groups of public universities,

surveyed by the Cotlege and University Personnel Association (CUPA): o(1)

enrolling between 5,000 and 9,999 'students; (2) those ,between 10,000 and
19,999; (3) those with 20,000,or more; and (4) another group of 273 institu-
,tions which CUPA classifies as "publia.universitiee.. That report compered
administrative salaries for 24 positions in the State University with those
in its faculty comparison group of 20 institutions; and to five groups of
"public universities" surveyed by CUPA: the four noted above, plus the
group enrolling less than 5,000 students.

In that report,' the Commission noted that average salaries for the various'
administrative positioni examined by CUPA increased with institutional size.
It observed that although all University''of California campuses employ the
same salary schedule for administrators, the University appeared to take
institutional size and complexity in to account in setting individual.admin-
istrators' salaries. In contrast, the rigid uniform'salary schedule of the
State University negated antrecognition of size of campus, in that salaries
were largely a function of the salary schedule for the position and the
length of time an individual had occupied'a specified position.

The Commission's second report reduced the number of administrative positions
selected for' comparison in both segments to 20 and discontinued the use of
CUPA's various size groups except for that of 54 public universities enrolling
20,000 or more students., These actions were prompted by a lack of strict
Comparability between the defined responsibilities of administrative positions
,surveyed Vy. CUPA and those in the University or State Unpersity., and noncom-
)oarability of CUPA's categories of institutions to other reference sources
suchas.the American Association of University Professors.
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The report concluded that greater weight should be given to data from the

regular comparison institutions than to the CUPA.data. Despite the utility

of the positional descriptions adopted by CUPA, which arein general use

throughout the cduntry and which have made comparisons. for specific positions

far easier, CUPA's categories of institutions are too broad to be comparable

with the campuses of.the University and State University. (For Uample,-

CUPA's category of "universities" contains, two-year colleges, systemwide'

offices, colleges that award only the bachelor's degree, and some coordinating

agencies.)

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

The University has provided the Commission with the information in Table 18

on administrative salaries at' the University' and tea comparison universities

or 1983-84. This information -is incompatible with that of the past two

MIME 28 Selecteci Administratii?e Salaries at the University of
California and Ten Comparison Institutions, 2983-14

University Ten'

Admi ni strati vent) e of California Institu ions'

2.0 Chief ExecUtive Officer/ $95,000 $111,8x0

Single Institution
4.0 Chief Academic 76,000. 86,700

5.0 'Chief Business Officer 76;000 82,600:

6.0 thief Student Affairs Officer 68,000 69,000

7.0 Chief Development Officer 70,000 83,100.

10.0 Chief Personnel/Human Resources 55,000 60,90

12.0
Officer,

Chief Budgeting Officer 69,000 62,900

17.0 Director, Library Services 67,000 68,300

18.0 Director, Computer Center 61,000 67,200

27.0 Comptroller 56,000 63,100.

32.0 Chief Physical Plant/Facilities 60,000 63,700

34.0 Director, Purchasing 49,000 44,300

37.0 Director, Information Systems 5'15,000 60,8U0!-

40.0 Director, Admissions 53,000 50,900

43.0 Director, Student FinanCial Aid 47,000 43,000

1. University of California average
and Los Angeles campuses only.

computed from salary rates at the Berkley

2. The ten institutions are,the California Institute of Technology, Cor

University, Harvard University, the Massachusetts Institute Of Techn
Stanford University, andethaeliniversities of Illinois CUrbana-Champa

Michigan (Ann Arbor), Minnesota (Twin Cities), and Wisconsin (Madiso

Source: University of California survey.

1
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years in three ways: X1) the...University unilaterally deleted the State ,.

University of New York, the University of Missouri, and Yale Uhiversity fro0 .

its comparison group and substituted the. California Institute of Technology,
the Massachusetts Institute:of Technology, and the University .of Minnesota
for them; (2) it deleted ten positions from the originally-agreed on list of
20,21 added five new positions that,had'not beeh considered before; and (3)
it computed its average salaries from those .salary rates at only Berkeley
and Los Angeles campuses. (Correspondence about thbse data.are included in
Appendix G.) .

As a result, the Commission is unable to report on trends in salaries ,for
the 20 administrative positions discussed'in its previous two reports.

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
4

The State University supplied data on the same 20 administrative positions
used in previous reports, Although comparable data were not available from
its comparison institutions on the position of Dean of Undergraduate'Studies.'
The State University uses this title,on five campuses, as does the University
of California and all ten of its former comparison institutions, but the.th

comparison institutions of the State University do. not, and,CUPA does7not
include the position in its data on public universities.

Table 19 shows -average salaries for the 20 'administrative positions in the
State University and for 19 id its comparison institutions as well as the
number of "filled" positions within each group. Table 20 compares these
salaries in the State University to those -reported by CUPA for 52 public
institutions enrolling 20,000 rr more students,. Trends over the past three
years in these data appear in Tab.i 21. , s P

Salaries for all of the administrative positions compared in these tables

k

Effective January 1, 1984, the Trustees granted salary inc eases of 6,percent --(.e

the same as,for faculty -- for 18 of, the 20 positions: all except the chief
executive officers of the system and single campuses. (ChanCellor and Presi-
dents). However, the real 1983-84 average salaries for these 18 positions
are 3 percent below the amount used for these siasearishnst As with faculty
salaries discussed earlier in this report, alllTiculations and comments are
based on amounts after January 1, because these amounts serve as the salary
base for. the 1984-85 budget. The Chancellor and Presit4ents were granted
unusually large salary increases of 22.5 percent and 15 percent, respectively,
effective January 1, 1984, as a first step towerd implementation of the

. State University's new Management Personnel. Plan.

are for 12 months of service.

For the .first six months of the 1983-84 fiscal year, the Chancellor', salary

was higher than salaries for other chief executives of systems in the compar-
ison group by 4.9 percent and was lower than that reported in the CUPA
surrey by 8.0 percent. After January:1, 1984 the Chancellor's salary moved
to 28.5 percent\above the comparison groupand 12.6 percent above the CUPA
group. :However, as. Table 19 indicates, three of the 18 comparison group
institutions reported the salary of their systemwide executive officers.
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As a result, questions exist about the comparability of these data on chief

executive officers. During the forthcoming review of issues regarding these
salary reports, this issue will be considered.

0

Table 19 indicates 'that the average salary for campus presidents in the
State University continues to lead that of presidents in the 18 public
institutions in the State University's comparison group, but Table 20 shows
that it has'been brought only to virtual equality with the average for
campus presidents ta'CUPA's 52 public institutions enrolling 20,000 or more

students. These, sglarkicomparisons for presidents do not, however, include

totalscompensatiOn. University predideats ..are often provided allowances
such as.tousing, Automobiles, travel, entertainment, housekeepers, grounds-
keepers, increased insurance, and other enhanced benefit& that normally do
not apply to other campus administrators. Not knowi4 these allowances for
comparison institutions prevents meaningful comparisons of presidential
compensation.

All three tables reveal that State University salaries for chief academic,
officers, academic deans,. business officers, budget officers, and directors
of personnel would need to be increased by anywhere from 10 percent to 60
percent to hring the's up to parity or equality with the average salary.paid .

their counterparts, depending. on the comparison group. Table 21 shoW that
this disparity is increasing, even without taking into account the fact that
the State University salaries used in these comparisons are overstated and
that its real salaries for 1983-84 are 3 percent below the amounts shown
here.

q
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TABLE 19 Selected Administrative Shlares at the California State Uniyersity.
and its Eighteen Public Ccimparison Institutions; q983-84*

Administrative Title

Chief Executive Officer
System

Chief Executive Officer,
Single Campus a 18

Chief Academic Officer

Chief Business Officer

Dean of Agriculture

°Dean of Arts and Sciencesv,, 16

bean of Business 16

Dean of Education , 17

Comparison'

Institutions
Number Average
lesstv a 1 ary._

3 $76,269

73,743

18 64,113

15 ' 60,445

4 60,445

58,514

58,429

56,556

Dean of Engineering 10 64,094

Dean of Graduate Studies ,17 55,297
Dean of Undergraduate -

Studies

Director of Library
Director ofoInstitutional

Research

Director of Athletics

17 50,599

11 44,127.

14 46,907

Director ef Personnel 18' 42,379
. .,

Director of Physical Pl!ant 17 46,472
. .

Director of Computer
Services 13 54,018

Chief Budget Officer 12 52,201
t

Direc,tor of Campus Security 17 36,571

Director of' Financial .Aid , 14-, 35,630

*Private institutions did not.respond.

Cl

California
s

State,.University
Salary Salary.'

Number Prior to After
Reported. 141/84 1/1/84

1'

Percent.
Change Needed,
tollring CSU
to ParitY

'1 $80,000 ' $98,004 -22.1%

17 :69,00,

18 . 54,440

18 %.47,354

3 ,48,072

14 48,072

17 48,421

14 47,166

8 47,793

7 .47,753

5

14

14

15

17"

48,072,

47;441

44,748

41,571.

35', 327

37,631 .

80,132

.57t706

50,195

50,956

50,956

51,326

49,996-

50,661

50,618

50,956

50,287'

47,433

44,065.

37,447

'39,889

- 8:0
1

+11.1

+20.4 '4

+18.6

+14.8

+13.8

+13.1

+26.5

+ 9.2

+ 0.6

7.0

+ 6.4

a+13.2

+16.3

13 45,736 48,4800 +11..4

13 37,721- 39,984 +30

15, 35,874 38,026 - 1.8

15 36,854 39,065 - 8.8

Source: California State University and Californi4 Postsecondary Education
Commission staff analysis.

"'
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TABLE 20 Selected Administrative Salaries of the California State
.niversitv and the Medians for 52 Public "Institutions

E blling 20,000 or More Students, 2983-84

Mediati for 52

Administrativt Title Public Institutions

California
State University
After 1/1/84

Percent Change
Nedded to Bring
CSU WOeritt_

Chief-Executive Officer
System . $87,000 $98,004

,Chief Executive Officer.

Single Campus 80,496 80,132 + 0.5

Chief Academic Officer 71,00e 57,706 +23.0

Chief Bus: iess Qfficer 65,010 50,195 +29.5

Dean of Agriculture 66,0,00 50,956 +29.5

Dean of Arts and Sciences 65,200 50,956 +28.0

Dean of Business 67,000 51,326 +30.5

Dean of Education 59,252 49,996 +18.5

Dean of Engineering 69,900 50,661 +38:0

Dean of Graduate' Studies 63,237 50,618 +24.9

,Dean of Undergraduate,
Studies NA ** 50,956

MO MO

Director' of Library 50,000 50.18.7 +11.4

Director of Institutional

Research 41,000 47,433 -13.6

Director of Athletics 60,000 44,065 +36.2

Director of Personnel 46,000 37,447 +22.8

Director of Physical Plant 52,500 39,889 +31.6

Director of Computer Services 51,725 48,480 + 6.7

Chief Budget Officer 65,010 39,984 +62.6

Director, of Campus Security 41,30.0 38,026 + 9.1

Director of FinanCial Aid 38,500 39,,065 - 1.4.

Source: California State University and California Postsecondary

Education Commission staff analysis.

e



TABLE 21 Percent Changes Needed to Bring California State University
Administrative Salaries to Parity with Its Comparison
Institutions and with CUPA's Public InstitutY.ons Enrolling
20,000 or More Students, 2980-82, 1982-83, and 2983-84

Administrative Title
CUPA's Public Institutions

Comparison Institutions with 40,000 or more Students
1986-81 1982-83 1981-84 080-81 ,1982-83 -1983-84

Chief Executive Officer
System -19.5% .. 2.3% '-22.1% -14.1%

Chief Executive Officer
Single Campus - 5.8. - '4.2 - 8.0 + 3..9

"....)L., Chief Academic Officer + 8.4 +15.5 +11.1 +13.0

Chief Business Officer +14.0 +19.7 +20.4 19.1

Dean of Agriculture +10.0 +22.7 +18.6 +20.2

Dean of Arts and'Sciences +12.3 +14.0 +14.8 +14.0

Dean of Business + 9.3 +18.5 +13.8' +17.0

Dean of EducUtion +12.0 +14.1 +13.1 + 9.3

Ow of Engineering + 8.7 +28.2 +26.5 +21.1100.

Dean of Graduate Studies. +12.5 +14.5 + 9.2 +17.1
Dean of Undergraduate

Studies - 1.7 -- ....
4,

+ 2.0

Director of Library + 1.1 + 3.3 + 0.6 + 8.2
Director of Institutional .

Research - 1.5 - 9.2 - 7.0 - 9.6

Director of Athletics - 5.9 +11.0 + 6.4 .+29.5

Director of Personnel +11.4 +10.5 +13.2 +14.6

Director of Physical
Plant + 7.3 +13.9 +16.5 +10.3

Director of Computer
Services NA - 1.5 +11.4 NA

Chief Budget Officer + 9.0 +27.1 +30.6 +12.5

Director of Campus
Security -16.8 -16.7 - 3.8 - 3.3

Director of Financial
Aid -14.2 -10.8 - 8.8 - 8.2

+ 0.4% -11.2%

+ 9,2 + 0.5

+50.0 ,'+23.0

+29.3 +29.5

+34.1. +29.5

+ 9.8 +28.0

+32.7 +30.5

+21.2 +18.5

+38.3 +38.0

+27.3 +24.9

..- --

+13.5 +11.4

-14.4 -13.6

+41.0 +36.2

+24.3 +22.8

+21.5 +31.6

+13.4 + 6.7

+27.1 +62.6

+ 2.5 + 9.1

+ 1.8 - 1.4

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.



0" APPENDIX A

Senate Coricurrecit Resolution 51, 1965' General Session, Relative to
Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits

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

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee.
found that the reporting'of salaries-and fringe benefits Wit has
been made pteviously to the. Legislature has been fragmentary and
has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the Legis-,
lature's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions
of higher' learning has been.made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the
Governor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina-
ting Councilifor.Righer Education, plus%such supplementaty informa-
tion as the University of California and the California State
Colleges desire to furnish indepeddently, containing comprehensive
and consistently reported information as outlined specifically in
the report adopted by the Joint Legislative 3udget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include
essential data on the size and ,composition of the.faculty, the estab-
lishment of comprehensive ses for =paring and evaluating faculty

;salaries, the nature and c t of existing and desired fringe benefits,
the nature and extent of total compeniation to the faculty, special
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of sup-
plementary income, All of which affect the welfare of the faculties,
and involve cost implications Nto the state now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly
thereof concurring, That ti Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion in cooperation with the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and the'
Legislature not Later than December 1 a vacuity salary and welfare
benefits report containing the basic information recommended in the
report of the joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Assembly, under data
of March 22, 1965.
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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 Educaticn strongly
recommended that every effort be made to ensure' that the institutions,
of higher education in California maintain or improve their position
in the intense competition for the highest quality of faculty members;,,_'`
and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its
enamel 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 Califortia'State
Colleges are falling far behind in the face of this competition and
that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
behind those of comparable institutions; and

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

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

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

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing 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

-53-
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WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing 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,grawth; and

WHEREAS1b 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 thei superiority in faculty .quality is maintained, the
tontributions by the California institutions of higher education to
the continu4d econoeic and culturae. development of California may,
be seriously threatened; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, rest the

Assembly dommittee on Rules is directed to request the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee to study the subject of salaries stud the .

general economic welfare, including fringe binefits, of faculty
members of the California institutions ofshigher education, and
way& and mans of issOroving such salaries and benefit* in order
that such California institutions .of higher education say be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality

of education, and to request such committee to 'report its findings
and recommendations to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.

59
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A RECOMMENDED 4011100 FOR IMPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE

ON Lir SWAP AND 'OTHER SPNEFITS

AT 1- UNIVIRSitY 0P CALIFORNIA AND

CALIPORNIA STATE C0141015

. (Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Extreardinavy SessJan) ,

Prowled by the

Office of the LogialatIve Maly*

Slate of California

January 4, 1965

-55-

60



BEST COPY AVAILABIA

CONTENTS
39Istrochtadon
39Baa *mad

isoulti Wary' Soots 40Who Shaul ?mote
&porta Cousins 40What Factalt7 Wary .iihould

= Pasulty lista 40

B. Dad 41,Balary

lad* 42C. Maga
42D. Total Couptosation

Privileges Somata 43E. Braid and

`T. Imo 43lapplastestar7



I.

a

4)

1
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-)NTRODUCT1ON

'. prpos. of this stan report 21 to reoornmnd a

*An.t1od for reporting toth. 'L.alature on sslsri,
'rinqe b.neñts and other special .eonoic benefits for

faculties of the lversity of CaUlornia and the Call.

fornis Stat. Colleges. Thi report has been prep*rsd

by the Joint. L.isIaslte Budges Committe. in re.

spones to Rous. Besolutlon 230 (1954 TInt Ezirior.

dlnvy Smlon, ppendl j)t which rssoliid:'

'That the 4.onbly Committee on Rn].. ii dl.,

rested to request the :oins Lgie1itl. Budget Corn.

\ mitts. to study the subeãofaalsr'snd the en
ral iconomia welLare inaludizig bi'ge bi.øt'1 of

taculty monbees of the CaUtoenls naLisutlocs of

higher .duessf on, and ways a*d massi of laproIaq

man salaries an&ben4ts in order that such Call.

Lornia stituslo: of higher eduestinu. may be bl.

to compete for the skflt nIOSINt? to pro,id. the

highest quality of .dueition, and to requt.such

cemmitte. to report Its flndingt sad. reeoacxp.ada.

dons to the Leglslasm'e xt later than the 2th

legfslatli.dayof the 966 iguiar Sne1im"

Staff of the Joint tigii1atke Budget Committee

(. initiated Its asudy by ing a which would
reñset the magnitude of .Csljfor's long.ange and
immediate probleens regarding thineed to recruit and

rtain qs sd.qse bar of gh quality faculty.'

Wile r.iaw4 pest. reports puinted to Ui'. LaP-
laturs sa jusnadon foreslary iners reeesi
dasions by the C d g:Co for Higher Edu.
ostion, the nj,Lt of Califeenia and the CaIjIornla

State Coll.gs, It b.esm* apparent that the nz$ step
in trying to irnprovs faculty salaries and other bane-
fits Is to furniah'the Legislatur. with comprebsnalvs
and consIstent data which Idemify thi nature sad
level of eomp.tlthe benañts. The costs nasoeis*ed with
r nimesidations, rated sesording to pnorlty, should
be included in proposal by the segments 1* order to
aid the Legislature i ditrmining how much to ap.,
propriat. and the benefits which an appropr1ation
will

There has ested in the peat a d1fferecs between
what he institutions ]is'e rae m.ndd s the need
for salary end benefit Increases sad what has finally
been appropriated, by the Lagislaturs. There ar. two
prinipaL reasons for this difference which at time.
may be closely related: (1) The Legislature may dii.
agree with what ii proposed as to need, or (2) there
may not he enough funds to meet th. need because of
iher priorities in other areas of the budget.
These needs are vçry oomplez and, for .tnpie,

include such factors U:
1. DIsagreement with conclusions drawn from data

submitted in juatifleation of recommendations;
2 Lack of conñdence in the quantity, quality, or

typeof data;
'£pp*adtøI diIItst

-t

3. The hilure of advocates to make points which
are concise and cleuly understandable;

4. The s9brniuion of conflicting data by legislative
staff or the Department of Inanoe.

after careful consideration, It was determined tha'
a special report should be 'made to. the Budget Corn.
mittee cont1nl"g recommendations as to the kind o
data he Legi4sture should be furnished for the pux'
pose of oonski.ring saisry and ocher benefit increØssa

On .ugust 5, 1964 a tetter (..pp.ndi 2) was sent
from the LeisLatlte Analyst to the Coordinating
Council for Lgher Education, the Unavercity d Call-
forms, the California State CoUegsI, .mt
of Finance and vulona faculty og111s*tiOA5

tug them that the Joint Xeç*lative Budget Comitte.
was p%i'n"4'g to hold a public hearing in counietloas '

with . 250 and ssg for replies to a series of.

questions designed to gather bsckpoadUiOrm.tiQU

about salary sad fringe bene&..da* (Ap n'i 3

Copies of B.plias Received). This4g7 purpose of

the hesr$ng was to provide the Unlveiy'of Csjthr-

u,a, the CsllIornls' Stat. Colleges sad Inserestid

groups thee:
. to Indies thi: b1..o*.whinh

sajary and fringe benefits should be reported to the

LegislaturL incL'4lpg the kind of data to be cots.

piled sad who should compil, sad publish it (4ppew

dlz 4, Copiat of Prepared Testimou' P'iltd w the

Joint L.p1ae Budget Committal st tb! October
15, 1964 HearIng). The.cont.ntioi'motàprs.

,, ,

1
pared statements diasuseed probk á In some
instances !,eomrnendstioos relating to filn3'alsri

aM other .banrthsther' than the pr: pOes
ofthhing,bntthetsuydids.r.toidSntifr 'j

areoi conc. The-hearing also established. 1ea
title, lntsnst.in the sublects of 1acuIty'worklcs4snd.

sources of supplementary' income.'

The review of- past faculty salary repo*ts, the re.

plies to the tq4iiative A4a1y$' latter of August '5,

]%4, the oral and prepared 'statements receved at the

October 15, 1964 bearing of the Joint Legislative

Budget Committee end other sources have revealed

significant findings and permitted the development of

recommendations concerning the type of tormation

end mechod of prasentation' that should be included'

in fn* faculty salary reports prepared for the
Legislature.

IACXQROUND
Current procedure, for review ! faculty salary

end other benefit increase proposals, starting with the

presentation of recommendations by state colleges and

t'niversity of California administrative ociaks to

their respective governing bOards, appear getiernily

to be adequate, with minor reservations. The State

College Trustees and the Regents of the t'mversit'

of California generally formulate their own proposals

in December and forward them to the State Depart.

1,
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ment of Finance for budget conaideration. Concur.
r ntly the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
also makes a report with recommendations which is
made available to the State 'Department of Finance.
The Governor and the Department of Finance con-
sider These salary increase proposals in relation to the
availability of funds and their own analysis of faculty
salary needs and decide how much of an increase. if
any, to include in the Governor's Budget. The Legis-
lative Analyst in the Analyeie of the Bisdget Bill pro-
vides analysis and recommendations as to the Gover-
nor's budget proposal.

When appropriate legislative committees bear the
budget request for faculty salary increases they may
be confronted with several reeommendations from
various sources. Their first responsibility is to con-
sider the Governor's recommendations in the Budget
Bill. However, the University and the California
State Colleges generally request the 09mM/city to
present their own recommendations, whichiPliquently
differ from the Governor's proposal. Also, the Co-
ordinating Council for Higher Edusation presents its
recommendations. Various fatuity organizations may
desire to maks independent propoials. The Legislature
has beast cooperative in providing allinterested pasties
the opportunity to present their views, but these
presentations have been marked by extreme variations
in recommendations and, in the data which support
the requests.

WHO !4101JUI PREPARE FACULTY'

SALARY REPORTS *.

There appears to be some 'difference of opinion
concerning the purpose of faculty salary reports and
recommendations prepared by the Coordinating Conn-
cil,for Higher Ediication. The University of California
and the California State Colleges contend that they
should make direst recommendations to the Governor
,ind the Legislature and that Coordinating Council
recommendations should be regarded as independent
comments. Convereelyi the Department of Finance
and the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
believe that salary reports and recommendations of
the Coordinating Council should be the primary re-
port submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Governor to consider in preparing budget reeommen-
dation& The Department of Finance states that suet
a report should be regarded as similar in status to the
annual salary report relating to civil service salaries
prepared by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature. It is our opinion that the
Legislature .should give specific and primary consid-
eration to the recommendations in the Governor's
Budget and to the annual faculty salary report of
the Coordinating Council for Uglier Education. How-
RY4 , any separate recommendations of the University
of California and the California State Colleges should
also be considered.

J

WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS. SHOULD

CONTAIN
We do not believe that reporting required of the

University, the California State Colleges, and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education should
limit the right of these agencies to emphasize specific

points in supporting their own recommendations.
However, the Legislature shpuld take steps to estab-

lish a consistent basis upon which it will receive com-
prehensive information about faculty salaries, other
benefits, and related Abjects from year to year. After
careful consideration of the statistical. and other
grounds presented in support of salary and other

;benefit increase proposals in the put, we recommend
that bask data be included in faculty salary reports
to the Legislature' in a consistent form in the follow-

A. Faculty Data
B. Salary Data
C. Fringe Benedts
D. Total Compensation
E. Special privileges and Benefits

F. Supplementary Insane

Since it is neesseary for stag of the executive and
legislative branches of government to analyze recom-
mendations prior to the COUIMSAMIlallt of a legislative
session, all reports and recommendations should be
completed by December 1 of each year.

A. Faculty Oats

1. Findings.
a. Informative-data about the size, composition,

retention, and 'recruitment of California
State College faculty has been pt rented to
the Legislature from time to time, but tun-
ally it has been so selective that it
objectivity and has been inconsistent
year to year.

b. Superior faculty performance has not been
demonstrated as a reason to justify past re-
quests for superior salaries.

2. Recommendations
The following data should be compiled and pre-
sented annually on a consistent basis. Delini-
dons of what constitutes ,faculty are left to the
discretion of the Univeiiity and the state col-
lege!, but should be clearly defined in any report.
Additional data may be' included in any giVen

year to emphasize speiial problems, but such
data should supplement not replace the basic
information recommended below. Graphs should
bs used when practical, accompanied by sup-
porting tables in an appendix. Recommended
faculty data includez:

-60-
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a. The numba of faoulty, by rank and the in-
crease over the prefrious live Team to redact
hut:int:long growth.

b. Current faculty composition cpreseed in
meaningful tams, including but not limited a
to the patare of the faculty who haws...
PhD 'a.

c. Student-faoult ratios as a mean of express-
ing performince.

d. Data relating to ell new full-time faculty for
the current *soden. year including the nn e.
bar hinksouree of eip nlo. their rank
and, higher* dives Isi =Mg . viands.
should also be noted. Patbiat histories'
triad. in the data should be en abood. We
do not believe that subjective sad istooltPloto
data estimating nuns for turn* down
offers, soh at hut been preeented in the put,
serves in meted papa*,

e. Faculty =mover rata .00nlit$401`the cum-
ber of separationa to total fitulty wording
to the following anggested.catagories; death
or Wit, -to retest* or graduate work,
iutrs.inslitutional enmitiva, other college car
'University teething, 'business and govern-
mint, other.

3. CoMmente
The Snit throe reeemmendatiomi above are de
signed to reflect faculty she, acaposition,i'rati

. of growth, and workload. The, Inclusion of cone
Mount data from year to year will facilitate
trend analysis as it relates- to the institutions
involved end, when pcmdble, to 0021Ponbis in"
a:intim& The mune of including data on
new faculty and faculty turnover is.to provide
a quantitative base for discussions of problems
relating to faculty reauitment and retention. It
may also be beneficial to include some basic
statistics about the available supply of faculty
to set what proportion of the market. new PhD's
for example, California institutions hire every
root

9. Wary Doe
I. Findings

a. The 'University for years has ex-
changed salary data to 'de a consistent
comparison with a special group of five " em-
inent" universities, as well as with a group
of nine public universities. Conversely, the
California State Colleges hare not yet estab-
Hailed a list of comparable institutions which
is acceptable to them.

b. Both the 'University of California and the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education
maintain that salary comparisons to appro.

A
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priate institutions is the bat single method
of determining salary needs.

c. The University of California places lap eig-
nificance on salary comparisons with non-
acadenic employment than the Coordinating
Council on Higher Education and the Cali -
fornia State Colleges.

d. Salary increases have been proposed on the,

tibil:ageon(4(mildioltutiro)tialdsitgbeingetweibubeadtlitejtal
4°121":"Allealne.

e. Both the University and the California State
Cagle have tended to Mite the site of
proposed salary increase to how mush of an
inertia. would seenrary to. Mon to a
speeiac competitive pos

wmums
hich existed in

19 5748 ad which * *dun.
moons.

L Salary comparisons have trequen* %son
made to various levels of teaching ialudhig
elementary, high school, and Metier college

r salaries.
g. Methods of salary toomperisons with other

institutions have varied from year to year in
reports prepared by the state colleges.

2. Reeoulmeadations
a. We reecommend that proposed faculty ialary

increases distinguish between (1) Wilson
flagellum to maintain the OUTtint competi.
+iv, position oil (2) inertial to lioProve
the current competitive potation.
(1) .Proposed increesestio maintain the edit-

ing competitive poition should be equiv-
alent to a projectiOn of the average
salary rehitimaiweim thi 'Univer-
sity, or state colleges. and comparable
Institutions during the Wrest fecal
year to the next fiscal year.. We recom-
mend that this projection Whaled on a
projection of actual salary increases by
rank in cc parable institutions &nipg
the put five years, permitting statistical
adjuitnienta for unusual eircumstances.
Thus the proposed increase to Maintain
the mating competitive position would,
in effect. be equal to the average of an-
nual salary increases in comparable
institutions.during the past five years. A
record a the accuracy of projections
should be maintained in an appendix.

(2) Recommendations to improve the cur
rent competitive positiotas should be re-
lated to the 4dditional advantages to be
derived.

b. It is also recommended that the California
State College Trustees select a lists of corn-

,
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purabia LIttiOU* itJn the aext israud
bss agreem,ts be oattstid to 'ns'
s&Lsry dits n a farm whia wtfl aeWtst.

opstisot List o the oriteris s.d to

etect ompsabte thadtutious, pt* ohezue.

eriszicu of' the tnasntlaus seiaatad. sQU1d

be tnoiud.d in aZ furs report.

. 9P412b tOOMia for 5*1*,? 1**5ls*It should

be aecoapsni.d by ompaxaoes ,af currai.s

salary awo*ee s*d. hlstoa creisde to

pu*bL. I uit fi, The foUowIn i*aar*l

princIples are ooa1d.rId to be important;

(1) SstUv data should b separated from

, r and M bà.dt data

or putp.us of reportin 5*1117 doOm.'pa'
2) coeUsest fqrm should be us4'frum

7rtO74*rt*prIu.n$*MrIAtL .
suqgwsad form tuliks be to lkrnsriiz. a

eqear hlsterle trsnd"u s'trsp *1.

b' 'ii1*& Line rspb. fo, .aah

zezi '..n sLtsrmm' i4h* be a cable

cbieh ampLy wh Calilorwa
ranked smou omparsbIe insdtudois

durnq the pam fti'p yuse.
Thvciirmst slur? eMtion ihs base

be Ulustxitsd by showin sU,t.of a'ver

ae *LItiN of the. CaUfør&a thatuoos

and the th*r oomparib/. instvudous
from the bIaet to the owes$ avsrse,

by rank for the !M* açusL aid rreu;

71*tL ThIs ri. show the riMtIn peel.

CQfl of the CalifornI* fstItutfon for the

last actual and current 71*11, is' well as
the rang. of averqee. requ.ne d1stri.
butiona of faculty by r*fl OrprOfNUOr

should be tneorporaasd 14'an. appen4ts
and any Uaaatioia in the
'is. of averqes betwug thou pardaular
in3dtudoua. in a iYen? 7Nr should be
iotA. ?or ezamplm. an.uauaL propor.
don of facuLty in the b1 ranke or the
tow ranke would aess the compsrsöility
of the artthmet4.

(3) SpecIaL dat* to illrata a psrcu1ar
problem In my iiven year would be
appropr*sa as Long ma It supplements.
rather than replaces. beelo salary data.

d. naLly it a recondid that salary data

reported ma dorm by rank whioh oompen.

sates or dierencea in faculty dlsthbuciona.

C. nnge3.n.ths

1. FindIngs
a, The d.dnition of fringe beneilts generally

Lnclwlee oenedts available o all 1aeuity that
Jiare a doilar coit to th. employer. Beueñts

and seriees in 1n4 are coueldared to
fringe b,nsdts onL i a euh payment optiqu

is snIl*bLs. Retirement and health ic*
anc,, by dedisitlon, are eke only two
rsa* 'onsidared as fringe benedta by he

rtdverelc of Calif oris and the Calif or$a
StitaCallegss. /

b. Compazsous of fringe b.nedta. ,h.ii bm.

psrisoas bave'b.cu madras all. have ge4ier.

ally been Utid to the doilar oontribuou
'by the pLoyer aid hsv cot Luctudud any

inajysis of the quality of the bsnts t9 S

emplójw. -'/
2. Reeem,n4aWons .1 ,

a. It is recoameuded this coin.

parisous of yp. of bensdt' be n1u4.d in

faanity salary repor but compsred/ sips.

rately from salaries. Sueh opsrisoass$hould

uiolud. an anLysis of the quality of he

bensdts as well as the dollar cost 1to

em1*yer.

b. Propsslito iiar.us sp.eidis fringe ,bensdts

should be made separately from i1i.s. in.

cladlig separate cuss. cstasu I

3. Co'""'
Separate proposil for luertasis in salriee and
Irieg. ben.dtoaliould he mad, to $nf'

'etding about .compe!dtL posi1ou& '*

exampli Infoemadon' subidittad to the i963

r.i'tsture by the hivesetty of.'.C4for$, in

support' of *propos.d.saiaw insu'far 163-

64. compared totaL compumdowdas$ (salaries
plus fringe benedts) rather ehsa sskrie alone.

Tha iiport-sw.d in'part "In copszmg sal-

ittlL' $s bi*idts in be t*hIn into ac.

c'uflt. 8*1*ry oomparieoos.'b.$wwu /th. tniver.

aity aid other. toss tntlona b.a.d on/salary 'aloits

look far Tioe favorable than cojpsrisons of

salaries p1w b.si.$ts" The lsus'orsbLe coin.

parlaba wee irish frthg. be*ed%1oot aslaries,

hus the veeomrntn4ed a s4isry menu.

largely o* the beau of. a dLereho. in fring.

bs..thouqh it Is felt cAse. of

oiaL compuasdon are spp,op *inrdnelous in
i aauLty salary report, such dss should only

1. in addItion to rather than in' place of seps.

at. a *1yses.of the current comeefttve position

in aslanisi and fringe baiedta.

0. total Conmpansaion /

1.?tndIngs /

a. Tc*L compensation data slats of

s*.nlus plus a dollar aoinc rpreseuting
the employer's east of fringe bisaedts.

b. The Coordinating Council/for Elgher idmi.

cation. the t'aiverslt' of aUtorna and the

California State Colleges ar* in the put all
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used total compensation data prepared and
publialted by the American Association of
University Professore in their telPtetivo
faculty salary reports.

2. Itecommendations
'I'Ve recommend that total compensation date., u
reported by the watt Association of Uni
vantr Professors, be included is faculty salary
report* as a supplement to separate salary and
fringe bens* information.

Seecisi Privileges end WON
1.. ?Minis

There trip other fatuity privileges and economic
betedts which are not abiedied as trig* bow
fits bemuse they may not be available to all
faculty or it the delnit mi of a fringe n*
in some other respect. Ilitetipies.at the Unbeivef,

airy of California inelude up to
cost of moving expenses, vaeations for b.- th
appointees, the waiving of nonreddent lion
for faculty children, sabbatioal leaves with pay,
,and other special and sick leaves with or with-
out

6

pay.
R6406111311datiikaS2.

It is lrecommended that a lies'" of special privi-
loges and benefits be defined and summearies of
related policies be included in a special Wain
in future faculty salary reports so that she

4

Lint11/1/1" ps.~1NememMNIMI.1140141.0.Legislature will be aware of what these privi-
2$

. homer 11.1111 INIX11114111.

Ws than in other' areas of the nation. For
example, 51 percent of the ,federal research
defense contracts were concentrated Cali-
f or* during 1963 -64.

c. Then University of California has general pol-
icies designed to insure that outside activities
do not Mterfere with University responsibili-
ties. If outside activities interfere with Lig
varsity responsibilities, the faculty member
generally must take a leave of absence with-
mit pay =tit such clan& activities are com-
pleted. These and other related truiversity
poncho wets "praieed its a 1958. 04ernaigie-
finanad . study titled Me:versify isonity
Compesselion ?Weise Oki Prad!ttez.

d. The Coordinating Council for Blither Edit-.
cation submitted excerpt' from nationwide

\studies relating to the magnitude of .outeide
activities. We here no way *of dry
how the date may relate to Califon* butt,if
the agues are remonsitle, thin it apneas
that prObably 'a large percentage otfaisulty
have at lust. one source of extra income.
Sources of income were reported are follows:

,.wee

. Poem* if /11111011V
01101111101ditiesski
isseno from owes

loges and bets include.
3. Comments .

te

'`"44,

The expansion or estsblishatene of some of those
special arivileges and benefits could impme
recruit% suites more than the expenditure of
comparable amounts in salaries. For example,

. moving expenses are not currently catered by
the state ,eollegei but some allowance might
maim the difference of whether a young candi-
date from the East could accept an t
ment. If this type of bone& is pro t must
include adequate controls.

F. Suppiettentary Income

Windings
a. The multiplg loyalties created by permitting

faculty to supplement their salaries by earn-
ing extr a income from varioite sources within
and outside his 20411 or University is rec
ognirad u a problem common to institutions
of higher education throughout the tnited
States.

b. There apparently are proportionately tuke
private consulting opportunities in Calif or.

-I-

-63-

Goiremilat 11111111111:1111 4.4.4.444.44.4.4.4.4.4444.. 1S
Takkbeak writthq 16

Privets teeesittee 12

Mlle soviet sed.feeadatiee weeetas...... 0
Other preheeiosal
seem: WINVINION11 Pardaili 08601DONfiggial PoSeigi sod P*4147,4ftl

!AM. cr. siortteetaties ocatertesa aturersitte, trerversitr

e. The Gaited State Ogee of Education has
just completed a naiionwide sample survey
of outside earnings. of college faculty for
1961-62. Although data hen not been pub-
lished yet. special permission in s been re-
ceived to report the following remits. which,
are quoted fro., a letter sent to the Legis-
lative Analyst on December 8. 19$4 from the
staff of the California State College Trustees :

OUTSIDE EARNINGS OP TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRAC73 (9-10 MONTHS)'

The U. S. Office of Education has just completed a
nationwide survey of outside earnings bF a sampling
of all college faculty nationwide for 1961-62. The re.
suits are, as follows:,
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Pert Vat

alt Kit!! nitride 74

/1111111#41

ostioimrs

$2.200
1.800
1,900

Ssaisaer mashies; gr v.* rer 44
Othet maw empionset-...i..440...... 11
Other tr *WU 90010.000.0k.10.40040400.0.1010.04%01.1.1./..

ROraitirh S 1.300.4.0404400.000
Spokoss

1.400Cossalteat tees 13
Retiremat t iadividasie wee lam mired who

week *when thee 8.400
Rewards 1.800.444441.4041.1.414m.n.0.44.41
Other preemies& 10 1.300
Nevpro(esideaal eseskape 1,700.

The highest avenge esrniners by tasehiug field and
the percentage with outside earnings sze:

Permit
Ler Twkisit we do ow We) 3

/wee*.gip.
MOO0.4.041.4.4~.444.4.404.

Eagiaeestair SI 3.200.....I.... MN.. 04~.~.
Bulimia sad COMMOSteti404Mom.41.04,4.40.144044M4 . TS 2400

Physkel SaIMSOOS NI 2.90022,22 0.1.11101104,11.
Atlillingelif, T1 2,000anamorma.4.441t4~41.41.404wIN
20,14101111 64 24'00.4........m...........s..ib...A.H...«.....

In light of the Joint Committee dismission you might
be interested 'in the following:

4,14011.0
Poreose

Soviet &demo 74 81.000
Flee AM 74 1.000

Inalefeeily 74 1.000
aellaios sad

AM*

TS .300

4 Recommendations
a. We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-

cil for Higher Education, the, University of
California and the. California State Collages
cooperate in determining the 'silent to which
faculty members participate in extra WM-
ties to supplement their isinosomonth salaries
including information as to when extra ao-
tivities are usually performed (such as vacs.
:ions. etc.). Such activities would include,
but not be limited to, lecturing, generat writ.
ing, summer takltextension teaching, govern-
ment consulting; textbook writing, private
consulting, public service and foundation
consulting, and other profestional activities:
If such a study suggests that the magnitude
of these aatilitieli is such that the pertorm
anee of normal University and state college
responsibilities are perhaps being adversely
adected, then consideration should 'be given

4

to the possibility of maintaining more com-
plete and MeltiliNOUI records. Such records

,would aid adminietrative Adele and aca.
demic senates when reviewing recommends..

ctions for promotions and salary increases
and provide summary data for reporting to
the Legislature on these Significant faculty
welfare items. Next year's faculty salary re-

, port of the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education should incorporate the results of
this. study. .

b. We 4150 recommend that existing flute eel.
legs policies and enforcement practices re-

. gargling extra employment be reviewed and
..updated.,.

c. Finally, it is reeonunendoki that faculty sal
arc reports' keep. the Legislature informed
about policies and practioes. relating to extra
empinYment.

3. dominants
In our opinion. it would seem that any nut
employment would affect the' - quality of par.
formula. of University responsibilities time
faculty surreys indicate that the average lac.
tilty worirweek,is. S. hoses. The time spent on
activities for extra- compensation (except dur;
ing the summer) would be on top of what the
faculty has dein& as their average workweek.
Bemis* in some instances, it is difficult to de.
terming, 'whether a given income-producing ac.

such as writing, a boom is considered a
normal University responsibility or an extra'
autivitr, distinetions.between normal and extra
activities need to be more clearly defined.

Much of the outside compensation received
by faculty comes in the form of grants made
directly to thi, faculty member rather than
through the University or colleges. There is no
regular reporting of these grants or the per.
song compensation which they provide to fac-
ulty. and the colleges and University do not
consider the reporting such income to be
feasiblCIt 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 to academic institu-
tions.

-64-

67

4



EEST -05PY AVAILABLE

APPENDIX B

Methodology 'employed by the California Postsecondary Education
Commission for

and
of the Ani.b?" Reports on University

of California and California State Univ,..rsity Faculty. Salaries
- and Cost of Fringe Benefits

WHEREAS,

CiTERENAS

AuLts,
I

Commission Resolution 17 -!_ 7, June 13 , 197

Concerning the Methodology Employed for the
California Postsecondary Education Commission's

AnnuallReports on'
FeCulty SalaHei and .4ringe Benefits ..' Cs.

The University of California and the California State
University and, Colleges have expressed reservations with
the methodology, used for the Californahstsecondfrry
Education.C4mmission's recent, reports on faculty sala-
ries and fringe benefits, particularly with respect to
the, computations for fringe benefitA, and

.

Commission staff convened a techMicaf advisory co=ittei
consisting of representatives' of.the segments, the
.partment of Finance,and the Office of the Legislative
'Analyst to advise on possible tivisions of the existing
methodology, and

The committee met on five occasions to thoroughly'reviaw
and discuss the methodology for the. reports on. faculty.
salaries and fringe benefits, not onlyvith respect to .

the computations for fringe benefits, but alSo regardinif
° all other, aspects of the methodology, and

WHEREAS, Based on the advice of the committee, a revised meth-
odology has been-dayeloped by Commission.staSf; now
therefore, be it

anoivm, That the California Postsecondary Education CtiMiS31.01I
adopt the attached document entitled, Hevised-Methodoloey
for the FreParition, of the Aanual &wort on university of
California and California State UniversiiV and Colleites
acialist Salaries and irinie Bene?-17;77.17T-79, which bit
reference becomes a part o this resolution,4and be it
further

RESOL7.0, That conies of this resolution $e transmitted to the..
Governor, the Legislature, the Departmeit.of :Finance, the
Office of the Legislative Anal7st, the Regents of .the
Universie7,of California, and the Trustees ofithe Cfli-.

fornia State University and Colleges.

-63- 68
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California Postsecondary

Education Commission

June 13, 1977

REVISED METHODOLOGY FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE ANNUAL REPORT ON
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ANO CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FACULTY SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFITS, 1978-79

INTRODUCTION

The methodology to be employed for the 1978-79 report contains a
number of substantive modifications from that adopted by the Commis-
sion in September, 1974 and used for the annual reportssfor 1975-76,
1976-Z7, and 1977-78.

La developing this new methodology, both the University of California
and the California State University and Collages conferred with a
number of groups 'and individuali, including representatives of fac-

ulty organizations. Subsequently, each-segment submitted proposals
for changes in the existing methodology. These proposals were then
considered by a technical advisory committee established by the
Commission consisting not only of Commission staff and segmental
representatives, but also .of representatives of the. Department of
pinance and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.

in the past year', one aspect of the annual report on faculty salaries
and fringe benefits was heavily criticized; namely, the treatment of

the comparison of fringe benefits. This criticism centered on two

major points. The first tilated to the recent practice of treating
the cost of fringe benefits and the salary adjustments required to
achieve parity as additive te produce a firmre for "Total Equivalent
Compensation" (T C), This practice will be discontinued in subse-

quent years. The second criticism stemmed from the fact that the
comparison method was Limited to the employer cost of benefits (ex-

pressed as'a percentage of payroll). Since there is, it best, inly

an indirect relationIthip between the value of fringe benefits to the
employee and the cost of those benefits to the employer, the use of

fringe benefit comparisons with other institutions can often be seri-

ously- misleading.

Although the basic difficulties with fringe benefit comparisons were
toted in the report for the 1977-78 fiscal year, it is proposed that

a much more definitive disclaimer be included is the text for the

1978-79 report. Clearly, a benefit package of riven cost may be very
dif!erent from another benefit package of the same cost when he T70

are defined and administered differently. 3y way of illustration,

if the employer adds co a pension fund to improve its actuarial in-

tegrity, it increasus the cost of the benefit package but does not

result in any new or additional benefits.

The Commission will continue to show the results if the timparisin

survey regarding the cost of fringe benefits but will display it
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separately from the salary data and will include a sufficiently de-

tailed explanation of the issues so as to avoid tisunderstanding or

inappropriate use of the figures.

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 inflation. This adjust-

ment has been widely misunderstood. It is not an escalator clause

of the kind frequently found in collective bargaining agreements; it

is an index only of c#fpges in the rate of inflation and not a mea-

sure of inflation itself.

The other changes are essentially technical in nature. To data, 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) segmental staffing patterns. Since these

elements of compensation are implemented in the budget year, it is

desirable 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 Collages ,beginning in 1979-80.

The final change will affect only the computation of fringe benefits

for the California State University and Colleges. That system pre-

viously based its fringe benefit projections on che assumption that

no salary increasiwould.be- granted. Because an increase in salary

automatically increases applicable fringe benefits, a degree of dis-

tortion occurs. The University of California uses a pylltem 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 the 10ter approach to be more reasonable and has there-

fore adopted it tor both segments.

METHODOLOGY

The procedures to be employed for the 1978-79 budget year and in

subsequent years are as follows:

A. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS

Two reports will be prepared each year. .The first report, based on

preliminary data, will be submitted to the Department of Finance in

November. The final report, based on the most"current data, will be

submitted to the Legislative Budget Committee in April. In order to

meet these submission dates, the, University of California and the

California State University and Colleges will forward data on com-

parison institutions and segmental faculty salaries to Commission

e,
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staff by mid-October for the preliminary report and by late February
for the final. report.

3., PRINCIPLI OF PARITY Al

The report will indicate what adjustments would be needed for the
forthcoming year for salaries and costs of fringe benefits for Cai-
yeri*y of California and California Race University and' Collages'
faculty to achieve and maintain rank-by-rank parity with such sala-
ries and costs of fringe benefits provided faculty in appropriate
comparison institutions. A separate 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 percentage increases required for parity in salaries from those
related to fringe kenefit costs.

C. CCKPARISON INSTITUTIONS1

Comparison institutions for the University of Califo a will be:

'Cornell University
Harvard University
Stanford University
State University of Yew York at 3uffalo
Univorsity of 'Illinois
University of Michigan at Ann Arbor
University of Wisconsin at Madison
Yale University

Compari on institutions for the California State University and Col-
lages be:

test
State University of New York at Albany
State University of Nev York College at 3utfalo
Syracuse University
Virginia Folytachniastizute and State Uni7ersit7

WESZ1'
Universityeof Southern California
University of Eawaii
University of Nevada
University of Oregon ,

Portland State University

1. II any institution is omitted for any season, a :aplacement
be selected based upon the established criteria by Commission
staff to mutual consultation with the segments, the :apartment of
Finance, and the Legislative Analyst. The Attachment indicates

the criteria for selection cr: the comparison institutions.

71
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Other
University of Colorado
Illinois State University
Northern Illinois University
Southern Illinois University
Indiana State University
/ova State University
Wayne, State University
Western Michigan University
Bowling Green State University
Miami University (Ohio)
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee

D. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED

The faculties to be included in the comparisons are those-with full-
.

time appointMents at the ranks of professor, associate professor,

assistant professor, and instructor, employed on nine and eleven

month (prorated) enpointmeats (both, regular and irregular ranks as

appropriate), with the exception of faculties in the health sciences,

summer sessions, extension programs clad laboratory schools, provided

that these faculties' are covered by salary scales,or schedules other

than that of the regular faculty. At the rank ,of instructor, full-

time equivalent faculty are used because of the preponderance of

part -time appointments at this rank.

The faculty members to be included are those assigned to instruction

(regardless of the assignments for research or other university pur-

poses), department chairmen (if not on an administrative salary

schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave.

E. COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

For each academic rank within the'California State University and

Colleges' comparison groups, the total actual salary dollars for the

combined group is divided by the number of facUlty within the rank

to derive average salaries by rank for their comparison institutions

as a whole. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in a

similar winner.

For the University of California's comparison groups, the average

salary by rank is obtained for each comparison institution. The

single average salary (for each rank) for the comparison group is

then calculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compiari-

son institutions and dividing by eight, thereby giving 'equal weight

to each institution regardless of the number of faculty. The same

procedure should be used to compute the cost of fringt benefits.
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F. FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY ANC FRINGE BENEFIT CROWTH

For the preliminary report, a fxvot-'year compoundsrate of change in
salaries and fringe benefits at each rank at the comparisol ia4ti-
culotte will be computed on the basis of actual salary and fringe
benefit data of :he.praciding year and of the prior five years.

In obtaining compound rates of cheap at the comparison institutions,
each segment will compute the average salary and fringe benefit costs
by rank for their respective comparison institution groups as spot-
ified in Section E above.. Each will then. calculate the annual com-
pound growth rime changes in average salaries and triage benefit
costs for each rank (ova; the five-year period) at their reepective
comparision institutions., These rates'of change will then be used
to project a.erage salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that
rank forward for two years to the budget year.

The same procedure will be uaad in producing the final report,,ax-
cept that the bass year for the comparison institutions will be
moved forward one year, permitting the use of a one.-year projection
rather than the two-year projectioa necessary in the' preliminary
report.. 'The California segments will use actual currant salary and
fringe benefit data as reported by the comparison institutions
rather than budgeted figures.

C. ALL -RANKS AVERAGE SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS

Average all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costs projected
for the budget year will be calculated for each segment, using the
average salaries and fringe benefits by rank projected for the budget
year for the comparison grOups and the staffing pattern in the appro-
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 g.or the budget
year. These all-ranks average salary and fringe benefit amounts for
the budget year const tuts the salaries and fringe benefits to be
provided to the corresponding California segment for that segment to
achieve parity, rank-brwrank, with its comparison group. The average
all-ranks salaries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budget
year for each California segment will than be compared with the cur-
rent all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefits for that segment
to determine the percentage increase required by the segment to
achieve parity. For the 1978-79 report, the California State Univer-
sity and Colleges will modify the percentage difference (to 1/10th of
a percentage point) to account for merit increases, promotions, and
faculty turnover. This adjustment will not be necessary for the
University of California since the projection of the staffing pattern
into the budget year will account for these adjustments automatically.
In subsequent years, the California State University and Colleges
will use the same procedure as the University of California.

-71- 73



H. SUPPLE1ENTA2Y 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,.

1. Number cf full-time faculty by rank; 4/

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;

4. Separations of full..time faculty with tenure or security of

appointment by rank;

5. Destination of faculty who resign, by rank (indicating the name

of the institution for those faculty remaining in higher educa-

tion);
t

6. Sources of recruitment by rank;

7. Faculty promotional patterns.'
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AT

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

<1.

The following criteria will be used to select comparison institutions
for, the University of California:...

I.' Each institution should 'be an eminent major university-offering
a broad specirumof undergraduate, graduate (Masters and Ph.D.),
and professional instruction; and with a faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching.

2. Each institution,should be one with which the University is in
significant and continuing competition in the recruitment and
retention of faculty.

3. Each institution should be ans'from'which it is possible r..17. col-
lect salary data on a timely, voluntary and regular basis. (Not

all institutias 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-
vats institutions.

In selecting these 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.

The following criteria will be used-for selection of comparison insti-
tutions for the California State University and Colleges. The insti-
tutions selected according to these criteria are those'which have
approximately the ume functions with regard to undergraduate and
graduate instruction, and with which the Califionia State Tniversity
and Colleges compete for faculty. .
1. General Comparability of,,,IsseiitutLans

The expectations of faculty at the comparison institutions
should be relatively similar to those prevailing at the
California State University and Colleges. Consequently,
the comparison institutions shOuld be large institutions
that offer both undergraduate and graduate instruction.
Excluded from consideration under this criterion were:

`tea. Institutions with lass than 300 faculty members;

4
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74/
"-The 20 institutioni that awarded the greatest num-

. ber of doctoral degrees during the ten-year period,
K'1959-40 tUough.196849. (Thee. 20 institutions
awarded nearly half of all doctoral degrees awarded
in the U.S. during this period);

c. ,Community Colleges'and colleges without graduate.
programs;

d. Institutions staffed with religious faculty.

Comparability of States' Ability to Support Higher Education

The basis of financial support available tb, the comparison
institutions should.be relatively similar tio that of Cali-
fornia. Excluded from consideration were:

a. ' Institutions in states whir. the per capita income,
,in 1970 was more than. ten percent blaiar. the U.S.

average (Caliornia's per capita income was
apprOximatrly 14 percent above the U.S. average.)
The criterion was-applied.tp both public and pri-
vate. institutions; .

.

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

3.' Competitton for Faculty

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

4. Similarity of Functions

The comparison group should include institutions that are
among the largest institutions with graduate programs but

which do not grant, or grant very few, doctoral degrees.1

(Nine CSUC campuses are among the 20 largest4such institu-
tions in the country.)

3. Fringe 'Benefits

The comparison institutions should provide fringe benefits,
including a retirement program, chat vests in the faculty

member within five years. This criterion was applied by

generally excluding from consideration institutions with
nonvesting retirement prograns.

1. Category ILA in tne Aa? report.
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6. University of California Comparisonlnstitutions

The comparison group of institutions developed for till
California State University and'Collages should not in-
clude institutions used by the University of California
in determining its faculty compensation.

7. Acceptance as Comparison Institution
A

The comparison institutions preferably should be inati7
tutions that have beanaccepted previously for the pur-
pose of comparing faculty salaries in the California
State University and Colleges%

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 ratio of faculty in the upper 'two ranks
of the California State University and Colleges.
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Articl by Scott Heller, The chronicle of Higher Education, April 11, 1984

Their Lagging Salaries Imperil Entire State,
Madisop Professors Warn WiscOnsin

Exodus of many top faciulty'rnembers is termed a threat to university's intellectual vigor

By scow HELLER
MADISON

What's a professor of classics doing in a
place like this?

Fannie J. LeMoine, whose academic
specialty is the early Middle Ages, might
have asked herself that qUestion orse after-
noon last month, as she calmly sat on the
dais in a meeting room at the' nn on the
Park here, eyeing a roomful of business-
men as they finished the last bites of their.
chicken, downed their drinks, and
launched into a round of "Wait 'Til the Sun
Shines, Nellie."

As a classics professor at the University
of Wisconsin at Madison and chairman of
the institution's University Committee, its
chief faculty governing body, Ms. Le-
Moine might not have imaiOned her duties
to include an after-lunch address to a
throng of boisterous Rotary Club mem-
bers, each protninently westing. on his
sport jacket. an oversized button shaped
like a gear. But there she waspushing
a° 'de her own plate of half-eaten chicken,
standing up behind the microphone, apolo-
sizing for a bad joke. and then getting right
to the point:

The University of Wisconsin at Madi-
son is in trouble.

PI. A recent pay freeze puts the campus
near the bottom of the Big Ten in terms of
faculty salaries. and leaves it far less com-
petitive than comparable public institu-
tions nationwide.

ew Morale is at an all-time low.
Top faculty members are leaving.
The state doesn't realize what it's los-

ing.
Ms. LeMoine finished her 14-minute

talk with a sharp directive, putting the is-
sue in terms her audience couldn't help but
understand.

As businessmen." she said. "I ask
you, how long do you think we can main-
tain our quality when we are paying sala-
ries far lower than the market?" To the
sound of applause. shLsat down.

While that afternoon was Fannie Le-
Moine's first Rotary Club luncheon, it was
not the first time she had delivered her
warning. After the legislature froze salts-
ries for all state employees for this fiscal
year and approved only a 3.84-per-cent in-
crease for next year, faculty members at
Madison mounted a strong effort to con-
vince legislators and. just as important, the

..obtalee

4
*b.

Michael J. Houston, chairman of the
marketing department at Madison, is
leaving for $15,000 more at Illinois.

citizenry that the State of Wisconsin is eat
ing its "seed corn"--.that as poorly-paid
professors leave for jobs elsewhere. the
excellence of the university is on the line.

In the past, Ms. LeMoine recalls, "we
had been told that the faculty had not been
visible enough, and that may have in fact
been true."
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Fannie J. LeMoine, professor
of classics at U. of Wisconsin's

Madison campus, is heading
a drive for more public support.

Now, armed with anecdotes. brochures,
and pounds of statistical documentation,
they have intensified their lobbying. Their

- goals are twofold: in the short term, to con-
vince Gov. Anthony S. Earl of the need for
a one-time catch-up salary increase to less-
en the differentialibetween Wisconsin and
its peer institutions; in the long term, to
assure that the state continues to recognize
and support the "crown jewel" of its fis-
cally strapped university system.

"The impression around here is that the
state government is not as sympathetic to
higher education as it is in other states,"
says Irving Shain. Madison's chancellor.
"That's particularly true in consideration
of the state's long tradition of support of
higher education.

"lithe exodus of these really good facul-
ty continues," Mr. Shairi adds, "the intel-
lectual vigor of this university will suffer.
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William P. libiterasiero chairman of WiecoackialZpartmet: of Lelecitiicalm"3

and computer engineering, says mom of tie faculty menthere We bee recently
sought to biro seidNlo. "We've been trying like crazy," be adds.

Other universities have decided that Wis-
consin is a happy-hunting groundthat
we're ripe for raiding."

More than Money at Issue .
Faculty leaders and others in the cam-

paign stress that pocketbook concerns are
not what has motivated the Madison cam-
pus to nitwits case to the people. Rather,
they say, the entire university is imperiled.
and state residentswhether they know it
or notwill suffer if the university does.

Initially some of the rhetoric was stri-
dent, leading Governor Eari to re-
mark. "1 thought I was going to pick
up the newspaper and reed. MAN OF

OSTS HIM) COLO.
BLAMES LOW SALARY.'" Now faculty
efforts are more educational.

In particular:
el. Department chairmen, with

more detail than ever before, are
compiling and documenting figures
on comparative salaries, personnel
losses to other universities, and diffi-
culties they have had in hiring new
people.

so. Faculty membersincluding
Howard I. Temin, a Nobel laureate in
medicineare writing to legslators
and the governor. expressing their
dissatisfaction and teen. "I fru that
some dramatic gestures need to be
made here soon or it will be too late
for the University of Wisconsin-
Madison," Mr. Temin wrote in the
most recent of three letters to Gover-
nor Earl.

The university's news service
has helped to put together a bro.
chute, The .University. The Future,
and You. to spell out how the crisis
will hurt the average Wisconsin citi-
zen, Distributed at Founders Day
gathering) and other meetings. the
brochure quotes prominent business
leaders saluting the university for the
economic, social, and cultural bene-
fits it brings to the state.

"When I meet alumni, instead of
showing slides and talking about our
exchange program with China, I talk
about faculty salaries and show
slides and charts of that." Mr. Shain
says. .

0 Faculty leaders like Ms. Le-
Moine are working to convince busi-
ness leaders of the university's im-
portance, and have found an ally in
the city's Chamber of Commerce.'

"What's good for the university
community is good for the business
community, and vice versa." says
Robert Brennan. president of the
Greater Madison Chamber of Corn -
mice and a Madison alumnus. "But
we have to get the faculty to think
like politicians-4o get them to con-
vince taxpayas why it is important
to improve their salaries."

Differences over Bargaining
There are disagreements over tac-

tics. however. The United Faculty
and Academic Staff, an unofficial un-
ion, may be gaining more support in
its continuing battle for collective
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bargaining at Madison. The legisla
turf: has repetitedly rejected such
pf iposals on a'statriiide basis. So far
most faculty members and adnunis.
minors at Madison have strongly op
posed faculty unionization, although
other campuses in the system have
strongly tap/ad it.

According to Robert Kimbrough,
president 'of United Faculty, the
Madison ficulty's "new" approach
to public persuasion is doomed to fail

/unless representatives, from all 27
' state campuses band together.

effec-
"Now, I don't think the faculty is

getting anything across very
tively," he says. "Every time they
open their mouths and say that Madi-
son is more important to the state

i than aay of the other campuses. they
alienate the vast majority of the vot-
ini pUbik.

There is evidence of that. In
December, lower-paid state employ-
ees. who also have been affected
by the salary freeze, sarcastically
announced a Christmas food drive
for "needy" professcri throughout
the state, Their charitable sugges-
tions? French bread. smoked oys-
ters, and bottled water.

Are Madison faculty members jus-
tified in being so upset? Is the univer-
sity really suffering? What benefits
does the institution bring to the state?

In response to the faculty outcry.
Governor Earl established a Faculty
Compensation Study Committee
brim/ing together officials of the uni-
versity system, faculty members,

Lwow of Win problem* at Lilif Viartemrliiefir "Malaos6"1". say".
chiscoller trrist SW*. "Aim uadvoraleiss have dstesiod that.

Wiscoreks Is* kappplimating grevorl-.4** we're rip* for raidiag."
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legislators, businessmen. students.
and other state empioyeesto
Consider the faculty's claims and to
propose statewide solutions.

According to findings presented to
'the group. by next July the pay for
each professorial rank at Madison
will be at or near the bottom of those
at 12 comparable public universitie%.
including others in the Big Tan.

If inflation is taken into account.
salaries at Madison since 1972-73
have declined 20.4 per cent for assist-
ant professors. 22.1 per cent for asso-
ciate professors, and 21.9 per cent for
full professors.

In its final report, the governor,'s
panel recommended a one-time
catch-up salary allowance that would

-raise average pay at each Wisconsin
campus to the median at comparable
public institutions, and suggested
greatet flexibility within each univer-
sity for allocating funds.

At Madison, for example. a full
professor who now earns. 538.026 a
year on average could receive' as
much as 543.384 annually.

The governor's response has been
mixed. It is not likely that we will be
able to provide the makeup all in one
increment." he says, pointing to re-
cent major increases, in the system's
operating budget. "les going to take
more than one biennium."

'Decade of Erosion'
Yet out of the flurry of paperwork

has come a vivid picturewhat one
report called a "decade of erosion"
at Madison as well as at other Wis-
consin institutions.

At Madison, department repre-
sentatives explain the situation with
bOth statistics and "ghost stories"
anecdotes that illustrate damage in
retention. recruitment. educational

e4ellence and. most broadly, mo-
rale.

Retention. The exodus of top pro-
fessors man, taking with them
graduate.students and research funds
to schools offering far higher WO,-
nesseems to be the No. I topic 60,.)
everyone's mind at the university.

Departments in engineering, busi-
ness. and the "hard" sciences have
been hit most severely.

According to Hector F. DeLuca.
chairman of the university's presti-
gious biochemistry department,
which has lost five top faculty mem-
bers in the las two years. "half of
our faculty have better offers in
terms of salary than they're now
making."

CET COPY AVAILABLE

A $ MON Raise

Michael 1. Houston, chairman of
the marketing department: is leaving
for a position at the 'iniversity of
notshis alma materat a salary of
555.000 a year, a515,000 increase.

To move someone who is basical-
ly happy here, as I aril. takes a big
chunk of increase." Mr. Houston
says. "I've never actively sought an-
other position, where I initiated the
action. This was a happenstance.

"I'm happy. I'm somewhat
'melancholy," he ads. "The Univer-
sity of Wisconsin is a very meaning-
ful place to me. and it took a universi-
ty not unlike it to make me consider
leaving."

William H: Stone taugnt at Madi-
son for 30 years. but he left a year ago
and is .now a distinguished professor
of biology at Trinity University. In
discussing his former institution, he
still says "we." and when that is
pointed out to him. he likens it to a re-
married husband's calling his present
wife by his first wife:. name.'

"I was like a fixtare there" at
Madison, he says. "But it's just not-
the place that it used to be."

Mr. Stone is a typical Wisconsin
**refugee- in that he was lured away

4, at mid-career by a Sun Belt universi-
ty in a rush for a reputationand
with plenty offfioney with which to
gain one.

He almost doubled his salary in the
move to Trinity. That, plus a general
feeling that "someone was breathing
down your neck at all times" in the

Wisconsin bureaucracy, led to his
departure, he says.

"I felt that the state legislature was
ignorant of the value of the universi-
tythey were hostile to the universi-
ty," Mr. Stone says. When he visited
Madison several weeks ago, he adds,
he sensed "a malaise on the campus.
There's a general feeling that the uni-
versity is in trouble, that it's losing a
lot of good people. It was as though
you were watching a giant being smit-
ten."

Recruitment. In fields like busi-
ness and engineering, where compe
tition for young scholars comes from
private industry as well as from
wealthy academic institutions, re-
cruiting new faculty members is as
much of a problem as holding on to
those who are already there, says
William P. Birkemeier, chairman of
the electrical and computer engineer.
ing department at Madison.

Mr. Dirkemeier shoOld know; he is
frequently pointed to as the one
chairman struck hardest by the sala-
ry disparities. While outwardly jovi-
al. and stressing that he is "hopeful"

so

of change, heacknowledges that his
department is "limping along," seri-
ously understaffed.

And he has charts to prove it
roughly-drawn graphs, detailing in
Magic Marker how his department's
enrollment has tripled since 1971,
while in diciest two years it has lost
10 faculty members and has replaced
only one.

From 12 offers to potentially prom-
ising faculty members, Mr. Birke-
meier says, he has received only one
Yes.. "We've been trying like
crazy," he adds, "but today, Ph.D.'s
in electrical engineering' are so
scarce, to recruit them is almost im-
possible."

The depurtmeciesaverage starting
salaryS36.000 a yearis about
what comparable universities are of-
fering, he says. But at Madison, a full
professor in his department is earn-
ing, on average, $36,800an indica-
tion of salary comprassion that can't
go unnoticed by a potentially inter-
ested candidate.

"You have to hope a recruit is
dumb enough not to ask a lot of pene-
trating questions," says Mr. ,Birke-
meier. "But if he's that dumb, yOu
don't want him."

Educational excellence. How
have difficulties in recruitment and
retention of top faculty members of

the educational experience at
the university?

"The two most ubviuus ways,"
answers Charles A. Mum, a Madison

Wisconsin Gov. Anthony S. Earl,
spdrred by faculty complaints

over salaries, s t up a cothmittee
to propose statewide solgtions.



senior and student representative on
the Faculty Compensation .Study
Committee. "are in who is in front of
the class and how many students are
in the classroom."

". You see fewer tenured profes-
sors and more acadeAie stall mem-
bers. teaching classes." says Mr.
Murn.'who irmejoring'in economics
and geography. "And whenthe aver-
age student tries to get into a busi-
ness course, unless he's a business
student, he can't do it."

Robert H. Bock. dean of thehusi-
ness school, makes a similar point.
noting that steady enrollment in-
creases over the past decade have
combined with key recut's, depar-
tures and a smaller operating budget
at the school. As a retail, the school
can't offer several courses he calls
"imperative" to a modern business
CUfTiCUIUM. includins microcomput-
er applications, administration poli-
cy. and production and operations
management.

"These should be taught to every
business student. but I don't foresee
them ein the near future here." Mr.
Bock says. "We've been dead in the
water for two or three year's."

As a result of his fnistretion over
"too many conditions over which 1
had no influence and too many nob-
lems which I did not have the ingenu-
ity to solve," he recently handed in
his resigoatiOn as dean. a position he
has held for 12 Years:

'Morale. "I have a sense that I'm
not appreciated here," says Marga-
ret S. Andreastn. assistant professor
pf home economics communications.
"'It's like living on a really good
block in a city that's not so hot..'

Ms. Andreasen's comment is typi-
cal. Faculty members say they enjoy
the intellectual atmosphere and re-
search support at the university, but
are repeatedly frustratedeven.in-
stiltedby dependence on the state
for fiscal support in the forms aside-
ry and operating money. The grow-
ing feeling on the campus is that
things ;awe been sliding downhill.
seemingly without a halt, ever since a
systemwide merger in 1971.

Before resigning; Mr. Bock spoke
. of his awn efforts to fight that percep-

tion.

'There's Only So Long'
"I've been giving pep talks for

three or four years. encouraging peo-
ple. accentuating the positive," he
said. "But there's only so long that
you can keep pumping people up."

.0r
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How long is "salons'? According
to faculty members at Madison. a re-
Anal by Governor Earl and the legis-
lature to grant the catch-up money
soon the proposition that the gov-
ernor says is "not likely; in one incre-
men1"could be the knockout
punch.

Meanwhile. faculty members find
it difficult to accept the fact that a
solid pay raise may Quiet only if an
individual receives an offer from an-
other institution -what one depart-
ing professor calls a "perverse incen-
tive" to look for work elsewhere.

When Harvard University sought
to' raid Madison's top-ranked soci-
ology department last year. recalls its
chairman. Gerald Manvell. most fac-
ulty member% chaise to stay onafter
receiving comparable counter-offers
withdrawn from a dean's discretion-
ary fund. Morale in the department is
thus high, Mr. Maxwell addsexcept
that now other faculty members he-

,. kis that they, too, need outside of-
fers to gain a salary increase at Madi-
son.

Those without such leverage be-
1ieve they4are stuck. "People who are
good people, who make large contri-
butions to the university, but are not
'hot'they-are getting screwed, and
they know it." Mr. Marweil notes. "I
know it: I'm probably one of them. I
didn't get a raise last year.'? .

U

The situation at Madison is not
unique. Michigan's state system of
high& education, for example, re-
cently was the subject of a five-part
'series in the Detroit News, which
concluded that the system had been
"livir4 on its reputation --and on
borrowed time."

What may be in question in many
states is how and whether a state can
nurture a public institution that seeks
to compete in a national 'market=
place.

"The Wisconsin Idea"an egali-
tarian notion that the boundaries of
the campus are the boundaries of the
statecuts both ways as far as Madi-
son goes.

Increased enrollment and account-
ability have in many ways con-
strained the university. leading Mr.
Shain to aptifint a panel to investi-
gate heW a limit on enrollmentcur-
rently more than 40.000 students.- -
would affect the university's rapport
with the state.

I

Governor Earl, while stressing his
commitment to the Madison campus,
swats dawn suggestions of limiting
enrollment or raising tuition for state
residents. now $1.199. the second
lowest in the Big Ten.

"I don't think that the University'
of Wisconsin should only be a school '
for the elite," the governor says un-
equivocally.

In any cue. those arc not alterna-
tives that university representatives
ever really wish to, convey as they
ventura--brothures and anecdotes
in towto sell the citizens on Medi-
sonAnstead, they point out that only
34.8 per cent of the university's
budget comes from state revenues;
that research at the institution has
meant mpre than $1.7-billion to the
Wisconsin economy in the put dec-
ade; and that more than 100 major
companies in the state have a chief
executive officer who is a Madison
graduate.

Whether enough citizens care
and how that will influence the pow-
ers-thatbais still buically un-
known.

Resentment is a factor; however.
Governor Earl points out that work-
ers atthe nearby Oscar Mayer Foods
Corporation meat-packing plant are
suffering through a three-year salary
freeze. and have not taken kindly to
the faculty outcry. And faculty mem-
bers at other University of Wisconsin
camptises have recently called for
the thing of the aystem's president.
Robert M. O'Neil. accusing him of
having a "double standard" that fa-
vors faculty raises only on campuses,
like Madison's. that offer doctorates.

Manviltemain Hopeful
Yet many Madison faculty 'mem-

bers, including some whO are leav-
ing, exprests hope that things will
work out.. They echo Age Soren-
senone of the "hot" sociologists
dopamine for Harvar as he gazes
out his office window at Lake Men-
dota, a scene said by some to be
worth the equivalent of S5.000 in sal-
ary.

"I do not have a bad thing to say
about this place," Mr. Sorensen
says. "I credit most of my career to
this place, and I feel somewhat un-
grateful leaving."

But. as he notes as well. "It's easy
for someone to point and say, 'This is
a good fertilizer.' It's not quite as
easy for this university to point out
particular benefits to the state so that
constituents uqdentand."

Reproduced from pages 29-32 of The Chronicle of Higher Education, 28:7, April 11, 1984,
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APPENDIX D

University of California Supplementary Information
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Letter to Patrick M. Callan from Xdwar&J. Blakily,
April 4, 1984

Memorandum to John Harrison from Mr. Blakely,
April 10, 1984 .
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TTNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE tADMINISTRATION

IMUCturf DAVIS UMW( LOS ANGZIA3 RIMS= MN 01E40 AN FRANCISCO

0 ce o the Senior V ce President- -
Academic Affairs

IANTA !MADAM iANT. OIL 7.

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA )4720
April 4, 1984

Mr. Patrick,M. Callan, Director
California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, C.A 95814

Dear Director Callan:

On behalf of ttCe University of California, I an pleased to submit Tables
N-1 through A-6. The. supplementary 95-Tables," tice annual medical faculty
salary report, and the administrative salary canparison report will be
sent to you shortly in a separate mailing.

The difficulty in obtaining the data appears to increase with each passing
year. This year three of the comparison institutions were' unable to
provide data until mid-March. A fourth, the University of Wisconsin,

-requested that their data not be included in this year's comparison. (See

attached letter tram Vice President Lorenz, University of Wisconsin.)

In ord to honor Wisconsin's request and yet stay within the accepted
methodology, Wisconsin's salary data was removed tram both 1978-79 and
1983-84 figures. The normal five-year ccmiccund growth rate was then
applied to data for the remaining seven institutions. Therefore,, Table
A-1 omits Wisconsin data in the base and current year.

Taole A-2, the benefits comparison, irclUdes roPsconsin data in thte base
year but not in the current year. Our historic documents were not
sufficiently detailed to permit deletion of the Wisconsin benefits data
from the base year.

-83-
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Tables k.5 and A-4 give FTE-by-Step data for general minus faculty

excluding business/management and engineering faculty and similar data for

business /management and engineering faculty alone. These tables are

intended to meet the requests made by your staff earlier in the year.

If you have questions concerning these reports, contact Director Joseph B.

Rodgers at (415) 642-8399, Coordinator JoAnn Staley at (415) 642-8410, or

our regular CPEC liaison Director Clive Condren.

Enclosures

ritncerely,

/

Edward J. Blakely
Assistant Vice President- -

Academic Personnel

cc: President Gardner
Senior Vice President Frazer
Senior Vice President Brady
Assistant Vice President Stover
Assistant Vice President Hershman
Assistant Vice President Levin

Director Rodgers
Director Condren
Director Arditti
Associate Director O'Brien
Director of Finance Huff
Legislative Analyst Herm
Coordinator Raley

64
0112.e.
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ipTHE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
1,,

OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT-- ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

SPRING, 1984

trAlaLE Ac-11

Pro'ected Difference in Facu.Lt Salaries: UC and comarlson Institution*

Associate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor hy21294E

Comparison 7 Institutions:3

1983-84 Average Salaries
1978-79 Average Salaries
1984-85 Projected Salaries4

UC:

1983-84 Average Salad 5es
1983-84 Average Salaries
Adjusted for a 1Q% mid-year
range adjustment

1984-85 Projected Staffing

Percentage Increase Needed to
adjust UC 1983-84 salaries to
equal the projected.1984-85
average salaries

49,575
32,956

33,308
22,119

27,233
17,474

53,79a 36,150 29,760 46,412

42,844 28,934 24,278 37,082

47,128 31,827 26,706 40,790

3,110 1,049 732 4,891

14.1 13.6 11.4 13.8

1Salary data excludes health sciences.

2Averages based on projected 1984-85 UC staffing pattern.

3Comparison institutions: Cornell University, Harvard University, University
4 of Illinois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor) , Stanford University, Yale

University, and SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential data received from
these comparison institutions.

4
Compound annual growth rate dver the five-year period is used for the one
year projection.

51983-84 average salaries adjusted to include merits and promotions to be
effective 7/1/84.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENTACADEMIC AFFAIRS

SPR:NG 1984

TABLE A-2

tattphd UCa4:...Lawnt.son Institutions

Comparison 8 institutions:

1983-84 Average Fringe
Benefits2

1978-79 Average Fringe
Benefits

1984-85 Projected Fringe
Benefits

UC:

1983 -84 Average Fringe
Benefits4

Percentage Adjustment needed
to make UC fringe benefits
equal to the 1984-85 projected
average comparision fringe
benefits

Associate' Assistant
Professor Professor Professor Average1

10,665 8,252 7,174
.

8,094 4,109 3,383

11,928 9,487 8,338 10,867

9,843 7,401 . 6,583 8,831

21.2 28.2 26.7 23.1

Less (adjustment for the effect of
13.8 range adjustment): 10.2

Net adjustment needed to achieve
parity: 12.9

lAverage based on projected 1984-85 UC staffing pattern.

2Ccmputed tram confidential data received from comparison institutions.

3Compound annual, growth rate over the five-year period for ea ch rank is used

for the one-year projection.

`Equivalent: to an average of 52321.20 plus 15.96% of average salary.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT--ACMINISTRATION

SPRING, 1984

REVISED TABLE A-3

UC t Fri Benefiti
tions

Retirement/FICA

Unemployment Insurance

Workers' Compensation Insurance

Health and Dental Insurance--Annuitants

Dental Insurance
is

Health Insurance

Life Insurance

Non-Industrial Disability Insurance

$ 305.00

1,946.00*

16.20,

54.00

14.75%* of salary

.25% of salary

.51% of salary,

.95% of salary,--

TOTAL 52,321.20 plus 15.96% of salary

rargarsr-717W

SCURCE: vice PresidentBudget and University Relations
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THE mums= or CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESITEM-ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

SPRING, 1984

TABLE Ar,4

Average Carl a i, t Institution Salaries

Institution Professor

T
U
V
W
x
Y
Z

Average

T
U
V
w
X
Y
Z

Associate' Assistant "P

Professor Professor

1981-84

54,101 (2) 37,585 (1) 29,657 (1)

48,593 (4) 34,407 (2) 27,020 (5)

52,101 (3) 31,888. (6) 25,066 (7)

43,696 (7) 32,509 (5) 27,050 (4)

46,819 (5) 32955 (4) 26,960 (6)

43,912 (6)- 30,660 (7) 27,112.(3)

57,806 (1) 33,150 (3) 27,767 (2)

49,575 33,308 27,233

1978-79

34,394 (2) 23,507 (1) 18,548 (1)

32'020 (4) 23,202 (2) 17,494 (5)

34,317 (3) /jr 20065 (7) 15,777 (7)

31,023 (6) . 22,200 (3) 17,621 (4) /

31,949 (5) 21,904 (4) 17,143 (0, /

30,135*(7) 21,41e (6) 17,792 (3)

36,554 (1) 21,640 (.5) 17,944.(2)

Average 32,956 22,119 17,474

Confidential data received fray comparison institutions include 9- and 11-

month full-time salaries for all schools and colleges except health sciences.



THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT -- ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

SPRING, 1984

TABLE A-5

MEMBERS OF THE PROFESSOR SERIES EXCLUDING
BUSINESS/MANAGEMENT AND ENGINEERING FACULTY

GENERAL CAMPUSES- AND HEALTH SCIENCES, COMBINED

RANK STEP 9-M0NTH FTE

ASSISTANT I 41.50
PROFESSOR II 116.60

III 369.749
IV 75.32
V 41.50

VI 13.00
Sub - T 401.66

ASSOCIATE I
, 156.15

PROFESSOR II 232.19
III 397.33
IV 198.30
V 9.17

Sub - T 903.14

PROFESSOR I 344.15
II 355.52

III 363.15
IV 761.12
V 106.36

VI 235.15
VII 187.46

VIII 211.36
Sub - T 77364:77

GRAND TOTAL 4,215.07'

Source: Staffing List for July 1, 1983.

11-14011TH FTE TOTAL FEE

60.50 102.00
28.77 145.37
204.30 574.04
45.79 121.11
14.39 55.89

.10 13.10
353.85 1,oli.51

35.87 192.02
41.41 273.60
46.63 443.96
18.84 217.14
18.68 27.85

161.43 1,154.57

49.94 394.09
99.81 455.33
61.75 424.90
23.48 784.60
79.07 185.43
46.68 281.83
31.49 218.95
27.95 239.31

426.19
.

t9t34.44

935.45 5,150.52



THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT -- ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

SPRING, 1984

TABLE A-6

MEMBERS OF THE PROFESSOR SERIES,
BUSINESS/MANAGEMENT AND ENGINEERING FACULTY

RANK STEP 9-MONTH FTE liestam TOTAL FTE

ASSISTANT. ° I 14.05 .90 14.95
PROFESSOR II 14.50 -..* 14.50

III'` . 23.80 .62 24.42
IV 12.

Sub - AA .

44 #'in!

ASSOCIATE I 29.25 -- 29.25
PROFESSOR, II 31.50 .40 31.90

III 53.50 53.50
Sub - T 114.25 114.0

PROFESSOR I 43.50 .25 43.75
II 132.90 2.61 135.51

III 7.70 10.0 7.70
IV 74.97 .35

. ,75.32

V 87.72 .65 88.37
VI 118.61 1.11 119.72

VII 1.00 1.00 2.00

Sub - T 44.40 597 472.37

GRAND. TOTAL' 645.50 7.89 '653.39

Source: Staffing List for July 1, 1983,



The University of Wisconsin System

via PRI1510114T ANA TRUST 011/1C1R
1732 Van Mho Hail 1220 Linden OM* Madison, Wisconsin 53706 608.262.1311

'March 1.4, 1984

Dr. Ed Blakely
Assistant Vice President
University of California-Berkeley
Berkeley, California 94720

Deer Dr. Blakeley:

I understand that there is some confusion on reconciling
our current submission for average faculty salaries. Since our
Governor froze all Wisconsin salaries for 1983-84, I am suggesting
that you disregard our latest report, rather than having another
one submitted.

The,Governor and the Legislature have approved a 3.84% increas
for all state employees, including University of Wisconsin faculty,
effective July :1, 1984.

If you have any further questions, please call me.

Sincerely,

uben R. Lorenz
Vice President
and Trust Officer

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

1..,
".uswoe+ 4;«

. .,
ie.

Universities: eau Cretin Ravi LIOtOlte, ht411011, Milwetiket, Oshkosh, Pjrksido, Platteville, Rh,2( Rnis, StOvatis Point, S101it, SUOttiOt, VPittew,n sr.
attabourS,Auk.Couogy,..aarsots .County,..Font-clu, Maisitovios-Cowistv: Merethotiotintv; frtminvite' Cour

Marsh( iinciAViloci County. Medford, Richland, Rock County, Sheboygan County, VAshiniton County, Miukesita County. iztensiont 5tatew
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Office of the Senior Vice President- -
Academic Affairs

Filim.Mlamm1111.1.0.10110

BERKELEY, CALIFORN IA 94 7 20

'April 10, 1984

TO: John Harrison, CPEC

FROM: Assistant Vice President Blakely

Attached are three charts showing comparison faculty salary data.
The figures have been calculated using the following methods.

Chart A - Comparison method using available Wisconsin data.

Chart B - Comparison using Wisconsin's 3.8 (1984-85) figure as
the base for developing projections,

Chart C Comparison method using 5 year compound growth rate
projecting Wisconsin salary 1984-85 as equal to the
average growth in previous 5 year period.

CTI'Y ntii



OFFICE OF 'IRE SENIOR VICE PRES'IDENTACADEMIC AFFAIRS

SPRIM, 1984 CHART A

TABLE Ar0-11

prid2s!d Difference in Facult Salari s: UC and Com arison Instituti s

Comparison-13 Institutions:3

1983-84 Average Salaries
1978-79 Average Salaries.

. 1984-85 Projected Salaries4.

UC:
.

. .

1983-84 Average Salaries5
1983-84 Average Salaries
Adjusted for a 10% mid-year
range adjustment

r

1984-85 Projected Staffing

Percentage Increase Needed to.
adjust UC 1983-84 salaries to,
equal the projected 1984-85
average salaries

TENOTIMINIIITTAINIT.TIMpTIMMOTTammlb

prOfe.ssc+Ici.

Associate
i,rofeisott

Assistant
Professor AVeracie2,

48,173
32,383
.52,156 .

32,563
21,943
35,238

26,851
17,447
29,269 45,102

42,844 28,934 24,278 37,082.

47,128 . 31,827 26,706 40,790

3,110 1,049 732 4,891

10.7 10.7, 9.6 10.6

18alary data 'excludes health sciences.

2Averages based on projected 3984-85 UC staffing pattern.

3Comparison institutions: Cornell University, Harvard UniVersity, University ofIllinois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Sta4lford University, Yale University,University of Wisconsin (Madison) and SWIY-8uffalo. Computed from confidential datareceived from these compLrison institUtions.
4
Conpound annual.grcwth rate, over thit
year prjection.

51983-9414verage salaries adjusted
effective 7/1/84-

five-year period is used for the one

include merits and promotions to be

L.t.:ST C3PY AVAILABLE

...Oh. low g ,... .

. . /..,.....10.00 r TT,* 4 A. ;a I 1.
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OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENTACADEMIC AFFAIRS

SPRING, 1984

TABLE A-11

Pro'ected Difference in Faculty; UC and Comoarison ilstitutions

-CHART B

Comparison 8 Institutions:3

198344 Average Salaries
1973-79 Average Salaries
1984.-85 Projected Salarias4

UC:
: .

. Associate Assistant. ""
Professor sProfeisoi tiofeasoi Average2,

7 49 475
32,383
52,211

7 733,308
21,943
35,231

2T233
17.447
29,184 45,123

42,844. .28034 .- 24,278 37,082

.

47,128 31,827. 26,706 40,790 :

.

3,110 .. 1,049
. 732 4,891

10.8 10.7 9.3 . 10.6

.

:.3.963-84 Average SalariesS:
..1981-84 Average Salaries
Adjusted for a 10% mid-year

.

range adjustment
.

,_
19p4-85 ProjeCted Staffing

Percentage Increase Needed to
adjust UC 3383-84 salaries to
equal the projected 1984-85
average salaries

1Salary data excludes health sciences.

2Avairagassbasedon projected 1984145 UC staffing pattern.

3
Comparison institutions: Cornell University, Harvard University, University Of
Illinois, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Stanford University,'. Tale University,
University. of Wisconsin.(Madison) and SUNY-Buffalo. .Computed from confidential data
recetyed from these comparison institutions.

4Compound annual growth rate over the five-year period is,used for the one
year projection.,

51983-84 average salaries adjusted to include merits and promotions to be
effective 7/1/840

.% at - owl.. -

r7,1?aserl to co,:id..rt-faly.

ana R2sz!,:in

.
-967-

94

f".;-11 ft\ q.!i
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'4.11S UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT--ACADEMIC 'AFFAIRS

SPRING, 1984

TA&,S N.11

CHART C

Projected D. in Facult. Salaries: UC and Ccmoarison Institutions

Associate Assistant
Professor. siirofeiSor Professor Averag!t2

Comparison 8 institutions:

1983-84 Average Salaries
1978-79 Average Salaries
1984-85 Projected Salaries'

48,558
32,383
52,656

32,843

21,943'
.35,602

27,062
17,447
29,545 45,539,

UC:

1983-84 Average Salaries5 42,844 28,934 24,278 37,11s21983-84 Average Salaries
Adjusted for a 10% mid-year
range adjustment 47,128 31,827 26,706 40,790

1984 -85 Projected Staffing 3,110 . 1,049 732 4,891

Percentage increase Needed to
adjust UC 1983-84 salaries to
equal the projected 1984-85
average salaries. 11.7

'Salary data excludes health sciences.

11.9 10:6 11.6

C.

2Averages based on projected 1984:-85 UC staffing pattern.

3Comparison institutions': Cornell University, Harvard University, University of
Illinois, Univerity of Michigan (Ann Arbor);. Stanford University,'Yale'University,
University of Wisconv!n (Madison) and SWIY- Buffalo. Computed from confidential
data received from these comparison institution's.

4Compound annual growth rate over the five-year period*Is used for the one'
year projection.

51983-84 average salaries adjusted to include merits'and,promotions to be
.effective 7/1/84.

-97- 95
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,California State University Supplementtry Infotmation

Letter to Russell Riesefrom
March 20, 1984

Letter to Patrick M. Callkn

Naples, April 20, 1984

ihierry Fl.Koenig,

10,1 '

from :Caeilkar

107

4

et

4

ititAP';;*

r



JTHE -CALIFORNIA SY,ATE UNIVERSITY
BAKERSFIELD CHICO DOMINGUE2 HILLS FRESNO FULLERTON 41AYWARD' HUMBOLDT
r)MONA )ACRAMIINTO SAN BERNARCNNO iAN DIEGO iAN ,FRANCISCO SAN JOSE

amm/......ses..E.

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELL9F
_13) 590. 5679

March 20, 1984

Dr. Russell Riese
California Postsecondary.
Education Commission

1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, CA, 95814

Dear Ru-ss:

Enclosed is a copy of 'the initial proposal of the
CSU Board of Trustees foithe'collective bargaining
negotiations with the California Faculty Association.

LONG 'BEACH LOS ANGELES NORT4RIDGE
iAN LUIS OBISPu iONOMliTANISLAUS

4,

Also enclosed are data on CSU faculty salaries for
1983-84 and their projection into 1984-85; and data
received from the comparison 20 institutions. With
regard to the latter, they include a projection from
last year's Ota for the Universit_4' of Colorado which
advised us that their fihal data may not be available
until mid-April.

1

The fringe benefit information, as I advised you
earlier, were, reported W the National Center for
EducatiOnal Statistics dEd therefore to us in a more
limited format than in earlier years. As soon as
I have cApiled them - in a day or two - I. will send
them to you.

Administrative, salary inforTation is still coming
in from other universitie I will try to send you
a complete package early nextweek.

Sincerely,,

Thierry F%-,Soenig
Personnel Analyst

cc: Dr. Naples
Dr. Smart
Mr. Lahey

400 GoLIAN iHOR E. LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 10802 97
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CSLI Averaye PaQuity Salaxj.es

Number

6,530

,2,532

1,520

1.76

1 0 l'7 5 8

4

0.

1983-84.
Actual "Id k

36,857 S37,614

284348 28,930

/5
k J b4

2.0,647 Y0,887

11.

$32,6p2 12:2.

1. 1:1Li,:d on uffected ,January 1, 1984.
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TUP,CALIF4NIA. STATE UNIVW;ITY,

LATICE qv 'zitc.ClIANCELLolt

1

1983-84 PreliminarlI'Data on

Faculty Sal.aries at tile 20 Comparison Inslit'utions

r.

6,215

5,1A792

4,2'19;

F,609

Sal 1' y_

$236,642,328

148,:832,265,

.180,340,45.3

18,581,8851
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Ave.i aut.!
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iffice of ihu liancellor
The California Sidle UniVersity ond Colleyes

wank Number
, .

Professor 5 459 ,

ALisc.c. Prof. 4 843
<, -4,

L5is1. 1rof.' 4,910

it instructpr

11/2/79

4

1,291

BEST COPY MUM

Comparison Institution Data

.Fall 1978

Expenditures

Salaries Benefits '

.

Average

S"ries

$157,445,198 $26,774,665 $27,822

t

102,786,389 18,550,697 21,224 '

4
. .

83,768,753 15,291:662 , 17,061

17,287,,971 3,106,312 13,,, 391

$4,731-

1 0 1
5'.
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE 631YIVE7tSITY

RAM. IFSFIVIII I IMO IRIMINCI:F.Z 11111 FRF.SNO F1'ITERION IIAMARD tiumeni.nr
at

POMONA NM:HM.1F ro ,,AN itERNARDINO S%N DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE Avg
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) FF10E OF THE CHANCELLOR 4 4
(213) 590.

yid . Pat TaIlan
Director .

California Postsecondary Education
Cqmmission

Ir

April 2Q, 1984

.1020 12th Street, 2nd Floor
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Directot Callan:

ef

IA)N1. HF..%CO I OS N14:1.F.4 OR ImIttxx.
SAN 1.1.1S oriNpo ,osmA srsist..40i

The C7EC raports.on comparative salaries are a useful re,;.0nrce
for State offigpelais cohsidering appropriate levels of funding.
for higher educat-ion. The informed use of these re?or,ts has
bean of benefit to the two senior' segments Of higher education
luring periods 6f marked ex0ansion and inflation by providing
benchmarks against which.salarge levels could be compared.

To- insure that the reports .continue to be ouseful, the methodology
shouldbp reviewed frOm'time to time to assist public
education in Californiasi,to maintain, its ability to attract and
retain qualified faculty:as conditions within*, and'external to,
the state change. We are pleased that agreement has been reach-
ed to review the comparison institutions now used by The,
California State UniversIty and we'are looking forward to workin14
with you and your staff and representatives of the-Executive and
Legislature on this very important matter.'

We do have a real ,concern, however,' with respect to the conteAt
.

within which the salary lags for The California State Universities
will be presented in the.CPEC report. The comparisons could be
mis1eajing if they are bhe, sole basis ,for decision, and not viewed
in the perspective of the real differences between California and
the comparison states in. living costs a'hd the health pf the
states econoMies.1

400 (i01.1)F.N ;NHORF. LONG RF:ACH, (ALIPORNIA 90002
-107- 102
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Mr. Pat Callan
Page Two
April 20, 1984

LEST Orr( AVAILABLE'
4

We believe very strong1 that any interpretation of the reported
salary figures should iddntify) the following considerations:.

differences in the ,cost of"living7in California
when,coMpared with,other%geogr,aphical areas .

of the country. For example, our analyses
indicated that the average faculty salarysi'n
the CPEC 20 institutions would support a house -

hold of 2.95 persons at their states' yer capita
income levels. Thecomparable figure of 2,50
perso9s existed in 1982 for CSU'factilty and is
projected to be between 2.42and 2.58 persons

%for. 1984 if the Governor's proposal were adopted
by-t Legislature. .

Another example may',be helpful. 'We have calculated
.the additional cost oaf .,housing in California over
the cost pf similar ''housing at the comparison
ihttitutions. At current interest rates, California.
housing costs dh additional 22%. of a CSU assistant
professors' maximum salary.

competition from business and industry for the
services of highly trained faculty membersas the
economy of California continues to expand. This
competition has had a great impact on the adequacy.
of California State University salaries such as in
Computer Science, Engineering, and Business. 'Any

understanding of the comparison data must cOnSider.'
this.

relative living. standards of faculty'compared to
those of the average CalifOrnia citizen. Ih 1973,
the. average Californ.a.State University faculty
salary could support aPhousehold of 3.02 persons
at California's per capita income level. In 1982,
that figure had dropped to 2.50 persons, indiCating.
clearly that our, faculty standard of living'has
not kept pace with that of other California
citizens.

If we can be of any assistance in facilitating a clear under-
standing of the_significance of the reported salary lags as



Mr. ?v- Callan
Pane Three

r' April 20, 1984

GESTCOR MAILABLE A,

imqacted by these forces, ,please do not hesitate to, 10.t in
touch with me.

CJM:lq

cdc W. Ann Reynolds
William E. Vandamen6

.Jack M. Smart
kenneth B. O'Brien
Johm_lar.AZ.LaQD °

).e

4

Sincerely

Caes/ J. Naples'
Vice Chancel3ror
Faculty and Staff Relations

e

-1.09- 104
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APPENDIX F

Letter, from Kenneth B. O.'Brien to 'Gerald Hayward, August 9, 1979

U



LE:ST CJPY AVAILABLE

ar.

. ,Au
P
ust 1979

Gerald Hayward
'Director of Legislative and

Public Affairs
California Community Colleges
1238 S Street
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Jerry:

4

As you know, the Legislature took several actions during the cur-
rent session concerning the reporting, of salary data. TMe first of
these emanated from the Legislative AnwlystAs report and requires the
Commisilion,o, include the Community Colleges in our .Annual reports on.
University of California and California State University and Colleges
faculty salaries. The second action appropriated $15,000 to the

"Chancellor's Office for the purpose of colletting salary data for the
1978-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years. The latter action, however, did
not specify thj type of tnformation to be collected.

.

It is mygundersianding that you discussed thiis 'subject with Bill
Storey and 'agreed that we should develop a detailed list of ,the infor-
mation we will "require for our report. After that, I presume you will
contact us if there are any questions ar ambiguities.

Our questions fall into three categories:' (1) full-time faculty,
(2) part-time faculty, and (3) administrators. For each of these, we
will need the following:

Full-time faculty

1. A listing of all salary classifications (e.g., BA + 30,
MA, etc.) for each Community College district.

2. The actual salary at each step of each classification.

3t The number() f faculty at each step of each classification.

4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the
number of faculty receiving them, the total salary of every,
faculty member receiving a bonus, and the reason for granting
the bonus.

-113- 111 06
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'Gerald Hayward
August 9, 1979
Pagd 2

5.. The percentage increase in salary grinted,(i.e., the
range adjustment)) for the fiscal year covered by 'the

report.

6. The total *number of full-timi faculty in each district.'

7. The mean salary received by those full-tim faculty,

8. The total dollar amolint pai'd to full-time faculty as 4

group.

Part-time faculty

1. The total number of part-time faculty employed by each

district on both a headcount and fullirtime-equivalent

(FTE) basis.

2. The mean salary paid to each headcount faculty member in

% each district.

The mean salary paid to each FrElaculty member in each

district.. '1

4. The total dollar amount paid to all part-time faculty in

each district.

5. A summary of the compensation plan for part-time faculty

members in each district.

Admini strators,

1. A list of all administrative positions (titles) in each

district.

2. The salary schedule for each position.

3. The number of headcount and Fit employees occupying each

administrative position.

F'

4. The actual salary paid to each employee in each administrative

position.

5. The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e., the mange

adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the report.
4b

-114-
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Genic Haywarl
August 9, 1979
Page 3

A' few wards of explanation may be in drder..
-4

The data requested
f6r full-time faculty is very similar to that which has been_collected
by the Chancellor's Office for a number of Jars' but which was not ,

collected for 1978-79 due to Proposition 13 edocticns. The only xajor
difference,'relates to the detail on bonuses whfch was not clearly pre-
sented in prior reports.

We are asking for data on part-time faculty'becau of objectfons
.

raised by Community College representatives. At the ime our prelimi-
nary report on Community College salaries was present many Co =

- ni ty College representatives, including thosi from the Cheri
Office; complained that the. data were misleading because part-time- 00
faculty weee not included. To avoid that difficulty in the future, it
is imperative that data on these faculty be included in next year's
report to the Legislature. k

We are ilsoaasking for data on administrators because of the con-
cerns expressed by both the Legislature (on the subject of academic '"41.,

adMinistration generally) and various Community College faculty argent-
zations. r am not sure we will publishaany of the data on administrators
but we do want to be able to respond tequestions should they arise.

The final item concerns,the dates fdr riceipt of the data. t,s ydu
know, we publish two salary reports each year. 'Since the University
and the State University report to us each year by November 1, we think
it would be appropriate to set November 1 as a reporting date (for the
1978-79 data) far the Chancellor's Qifice as well For the 1979-80
data, we would like to have a report. by March 1, so that we may include,
it in our final report to the Legis4Oure. In future years, the March.1
data shobld become permanent.

rf you have any questions concerning eny of tn6se matters, please
let me krtw..

<808:mc

Sincerely,

(
'Kenneth 3. 9'3rien,
Associate Director

-115-
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. APPENDIX G

o Correspondence Regarding Administrative Salary Information
University of California

4

Letter to Clive Condren from Russell L. Riese,1
February 17,01984

Letter to Russell L. Riese frbin Joseph B. Rogers,

April 30, 19.84

119

121

Memorandum, "Comparative Analysis of UC 1983

and 1984 'CPEC' Administrative Management Salary
Reports," by Nevine Mandeeson,. Mcy.25, 1984 123

co,

-117-
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Clive Condren
Staff Director
Educational Relations
University of California
735 University Hall
"2200 University AvenUe

Berkeley, coA0474

Dear Clive:

February'17, 1984

The purpose of this letter is to remind you about my requests for ,

information for the final annual report on factiLlty and,administrative'

salaries that we have discussed on several occasions. According to
the methodology developed by the Commission in 1977. these data shou10-
be submitted to us in late February.

Specifically, we need:

1. The sprint faculty salary and fringe benefit comparison
report' (Tables Arl throUgh A-5). Table A-5 should shcw
salary schedules in effect before January 1, 1984 and .afte4
April 1, 1984.,

2. The supplementary "B- Tables. "-

3. The annual medical faculty salary report, and

4. jhe annual administrative salarrcomparison report.

If all this information cannot be sUpplied at this time, I would

appreciate receiving portions of the data when they are ready for
release so that,I can complete various sections of the report at an

:vearly date.

Sincerely,

RLR:na

Russell L. Riese
Postsecondary Education Administrator
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA S ,Y,STEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

BERKELEY DAVIS IRVINE LOS ANGELES RIVERSIDE SAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO

Office of the Senior Vice President- -
Administration

Mr: Russ Reese'
CPEC Administrator
1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814.,,

SANTA BARBARA SANTA CRUZ

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94 7 20

' Academic and Staff Employee Relations

April 30, 1984

Dear Russ:

Attached is a copy of Table I, 1983-04 Administrative Management Salary Data
for the University of California and Com ariton '10' Universities. ,If you

have any, questions, olease direct them to Neville Manderson at (15) 642-5977.

Attachment

cc: Assistant Vice :I.esideni Le4in

Director Condren
Senior Analyst Manderson

-121-
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Sincerely,
I

Jos 8. Rodgers
Dir or'of Compensation'

and Economic Rdsearch

LEg COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE I
1983-84 ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT SALARY DATA FOR

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND,COMPARISON,1101 UNIVERSITIES

2.0.

Administrfitive Title
*Average for

University of Calif.

**Average for
Comparison '10'
Universities

Chief Executive Officer/
Single'Institution

$95,000 $111,800

.0 Chief Academic Officer 76,000 86,700

5.0 Chief Buslhess Officer 76,000 82,600 AIC

6.0' Chief Student Affaiet Officer 68,000: 69,000

7.0 Chief Development Officer 70,000 83,100'

10.0 Chief Personnel/Human Resources 55,000 60,900

Officer

12.0 Chief Budgeting Officer 69,000.

17.0 Director, Library Sdrvices 67,000 68;300'

18.0 DirectOr, Computer Center 61,000 67,200

27.0 Comptroller 56000 63,100

32.0 Chief Physical Plant/Facilities 60,000" 63,700

34.0 Director, Purchasing 49,000 44,300

37.0 Director, Information Systems 56,000 60,800

40.0 Director, Admissions 53,000 50,900

43.0 Director Student Financial Aid 47,000 43,000

4

* University of California average computed from salary rates at the Berkeley and

Los Angeles campuses only.

**CompariSon '10' institutions are Stanford University, Harvard University,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cornell University, California Institute
of Technology, Universities of Michigan (Ann Arbor), Wisconsin (Madison), Illinois

(Urbana, Texas (Austin) and Mipnesbta (Twin Cities).
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r COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF UC 1983 and 1984 'OPEC' ADMINISTRATIVE
MANAGEMENT SALARY REPORTS

A. Comparison tions

Thafollowing table summarizes
universities used in the Salary survey process

for 1983 and 1964.

ICISX11141tutiRms

*Stanford University

*Harvard University

*Cornell' Utliversity ,

*University of Michigan

*University. of Wisconsin

*University of Illinois

*University of Texas

**Massachusetts Institute ofJechno1ogy

**California Insitute of Technology

**University of Minnesota

***Yale gyiversity

***University of Missouri

***State University of New York

6

Surveyed

Surveyed

Surveyed

Surveyed

Surveyed

Surveyed

Surveyed

Surveyed

Surveyed

Sur- eyqd

Surveyed

Surveyed

Surveyed

9

in 1983 and 1984

in'1983 and 1984

in 1983 and 1184

in 1983 ana'1984

in 1983 and 1984

In 1983 and 1984

in 1983 and 1984

in 1984 only

in 1984 only

in 1984 only

in 1983 only

in 1983 only

10983 only

C.1

ti

*Seven of the Comparison 10' institutions were surveyed in both 1983 and 1984.

* *M.I.T., C.I.T, and University of Minnesota were included in the list of 1984

ComparisOn '10' Institutions when the survey crlteria'wes modified to include
p.

universities ranked among the Top Ten or To Fifteen Ph. D. granting institu.

tione.
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*** - Yale University alpough eligible declined to participate in the 1984 survey. ,

The University, of Missourii was not eltgibeto participate in the 1984'survey.,

- The State University of.New York, ,a multircampus system, was not eligible for

participation in the 198` survey,

9

Suryez Selettion Criteria

t's

Institutions particiPating in the 1983 survey were kcombinationuf private

single campus universities (Cornell, Harvard, Stanford, and Yale) And public
At .

multi-campus systems (Illinois, Michigan, Aftsouril Texas wisconsin, and*
4

PNY). They were with the exception of Missouri eh Texas, the same insti-
,

tutions traditionally used for the'facuiv salary 'Comparison 8'..surveys.'
r

a

2. Institutions participating tn the 1964 survey were selected on the basis of

a

an assessment of their Tespective Research Doctorate Programs In the Arts,

Sciences,.and Engineering fields, Ppgle campus rather than system (Multi-

sampus) comparisons were made.

3. The Berkeley and Los Adgeles campuses of the Unversity.of California ustem

were used as comparators in the survey. Their respective positions among

leading Ph. D. granting Insitutions were first and eighth respectively.

C. Administrative Titles

1. The following titles utiltilng CUPA job descriptions were used in both the

1983 and 1984 surveys.

-124- 114
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.2.0 Chief Executive Officer/Single Institutio n

4
4.0 Chief Academic,Officer

5.0 Chief Business Officer t 2

191.0 Chief Personnel/Human Resoirces 0ffice0

12.0, Chief Budgeting 'Off a ; N.

. A

17.0 Director, Library Services ,,
c

f
(

.

a

18.0 Director, Computer Center

32.0' Chief Physical Plant Facilities

37.0 Director, information fystemsAs
43.0 Director, Student Financial Aid

,
, 'LA) (,/,;,,1

2. The following titles were used in the 1984 survey only.

6.0. Chief Student Affairs Officer

7.0 Chief Development Officer

p.0 Comptroller

34.0 Director, Purchasing

40:0' Director, Admissions '

40

R.

P

VAILABLE

I .1

J

- The titles used linIthe 1984 Administrative Management Survey were selected as

part of a representative 'core' management group of classes which were common

in the provision otessential administrative management support '3t the leading

instiCutions. The titles selected had management responsib44tty limiped'to a

single institution. Thus comparisons for example were not made for Chief

peci utive Officer/System which would be the equivalent'of UC's President.

3. The following titles were used in the 1983 survey only.

-Chief Executive Officer /Multi- Campus System.
J

rDirecror, Campus Security

- Director, Athletics
1) 5 ,

-0eaft of Agriculture', Arts & Sciences, Business, EdUcation. ,Engineerihg,

.

Orlduate progrtioil and undergraduate programs .4

V
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.Note; 1. Thy, Executive OfficepAultl-Campus system was excluded from the 19840
. 6

surrey because dnliheads of Wetted 'Single insitutions were incyuded.

(Roper to Section a below).

The Oiredtor. of Campus SeCUrity and Athletics were not considered to be

'core' administrative management positions,

/
'The Deans wte considered to be more academic than core administratt e ,0

management positions and thus were not included in the 1984 curvey.

D., Exclusion of the President of the Universit

The catlting firm of Hewitt Assoclatei in a Janur 10).983 Study of Compensatic

for The Regents of UC stated the following conclusions regarding the President's Jc

- The job is the largest manegement'job 1n. any United States university in.quantita

terms. HewittAssoclate3 is. not able to measure the job from a qualitatiVe.stand

point.

- The conclusion is that the-University of California
President",s job 1$ large and,

the pay is not consistent with the scope of the job..

The consultant's conclusion above and the decision to survey administrative

' management posAions in single institutions rather than multi-campus institutions

contributed to the Univer'sity's decision not to survey for Chief Executive Officer/

Multi-Campus System positions in the 1984 survey.

>(.4114.eee,2

Neville Manderson
Compensation and Economic
Research Unit ,
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