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I. Introduction
The Senate Committee on the Economic Status of the Faculty (SCESF)
is charged by the “Rules of the Faculty Senate” to:
e Gather and organize data on faculty salaries and benefits,
e Issuean annua report on the economic status of the faculty, and
* Represent the faculty in the determination of University policy
on salary issues.

The focus of this report is on the current economic status of the fac-
ulty based on salary data. In accordance with the procedures adopted by
the Senate Executive Committee in Spring 1999, we do not offer recom-
mendations here for development of faculty salary policy. Instead, we
report in Section VI the present status of committee recommendations,
as adopted by the Senate Executive Committee and submitted to the Pro-
vost in 1998-99.

In designing this report on the economic status of the faculty, SCESF
has addressed three broad concerns:

¢ Thesdary setting process at Penn: how funds become available for fac-

ulty salaries and the how annud salary increase decisions are made.

¢ External comparisons. the competitiveness of faculty salaries at Penn

in comparison with faculty salaries at other universities.

¢ Internal comparisons: variability of faculty salaries within Penn, and

sources of possible salary inequity that might occur within observed
variability.

Major sections of this Report are devoted to each of these three top-
ics, while Section V1 is devoted to SCESF's overall conclusions about
the economic status of the faculty.

In performing itsresponsibilities, SCESF has been cognizant of Penn’s
current salary policy as stated by the President, Provost, and Executive
Vice President (Almanac April 20, 1999, p. 3). Penn’s guiding principle
in salary planning is to pay faculty and staff (a) competitively, (b) in
relationship to the markets for their services and prevailing economic
conditions, (c) to acknowledge their contributions to the University, and
(d) to help Penn remain a strong and financially viable institution.

In studying faculty salaries for this report, SCESF continues to ben-
efit from detailed salary information (excluding, of course, individual
faculty salaries) that has been provided by Penn's administration.Our
understanding both of Penn’s competitiveness with peer institutions in
faculty salary levelsand of faculty salary variability within Penn has been
enhanced by access to this information and by the assistance of those who
produced it. The SCESF acknowledges this cooperation with appreciation.
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Il. Resources for Faculty Salaries

Faculty salaries are the product of a two-step process. First, most of
each school’s resources are raised in accordance with the principles of
Penn’s Responsibility Center Budgeting System. In addition, subvention
is distributed to schools by Penn’'s central administration. Of these re-
sources, each School makes a certain amount available for faculty sala-
ries in three respects: (@) sustaining existing faculty appointments, (b)
providing annual salary increments for continuing faculty members, and
(c) creating salary funding for new faculty positions. In addition, schools
must provide funds for employee benefits that approximate 30% of all
such faculty salary expenditures. Second, deans of schools make annual
salary increment recommendations to the Provost for continuing faculty
members by adifferent process. These two steps are described separately
in the following sections.

A. Responsibility Center Budgeting System

In accordance with principles of the Responsibility Center Budgeting
System (RCBS), each of Penn’'s 12 schools is allocated most of the in-
comethat it generates annually. Inturn, each School is obligated to estab-
lish alevel of annual expenses that does not exceed the total of available
income.

A school’srevenues are divided into two major fund groups: “ General
Operating Funds” (which weretermed “unrestricted” funds prior to 1997),
the expenditure of which is not restricted by specific terms and condi-
tions established by external donors; and “ Designated Funds’ (which were
termed “restricted” funds prior to 1997), the expenditure of which isre-
stricted by specific terms and conditions established by external donors
of such funds. Because payment of the base academic year salaries of
most standing faculty membersis assured from General Operating Funds
(even though significant portions of such salaries are actually paid from
Designated Funds), only principles of the RCBS as applied to General
Operating Funds are described here.

In general, the General Operating Funds income available to each
School isof threetypes: earned income, gift income, and centrally-awarded
subvention. These sources are shown in greater detail in Table 1 for all of
Penn’s 12 Schools combined. Tuition is, by far, the greatest source of
school income, with indirect cost recoveries from externally funded
projects a distant second.

With respect to faculty salaries, it is possible (at least in principle)
that the amount of money available to a school could be increased by
augmenting a school’s income from one or more of the nine specific
sources listed in Table 1. To the extent that it is possible to increase a
school’s income from sources that are based on the work of faculty (e.g.,
tuition, indirect cost recoveries, and net income from clinical practices),
faculty members have influence over the growth of income that is avail-
able for supporting faculty salaries.

General Operating Fund expenses for each school are also of three
general types: academic compensation? (i.e., salary plus benefits), other
school-related operating expenses (including staff compensation, materi-
als, equipment, debt service, and student aid), and central University costs
that are allocated among the schools according to RCBS formulas (e.g.,
facilities services, central computing services, central research support
services, the University Library System, public safety, etc.).

These expenses are shown in greater detail in Table 1 for al of Penn's
12 schools combined. Academic compensation and total allocated costs
were the greatest (and roughly equal) sources of school expensesin the
FY 1998 budget. With respect to academic salaries, it is possible (at |east
in principle) that the amount of money available within a school could be
increased by reducing that school’s “ standard of living” (i.e., by reducing
the level of staff and other support, facilities used, and/or student aid), or
by increasing the efficiency of that school’s administrative operations (or
those of the central University) so that key services are delivered at cur-
rent or expanded levels, but alower cost. In essence, the RCBS sends the

1 In addition, designated funds also provide the basis for salaries of standing

faculty members appointed to endowed positions. Furthermore, the financial
base for faculty salariesin the School of Medicineis so different that they are
routinely excluded from SCESF's annual reports.

Included here arethe wide array of faculty members appointed to variousranks
in the standing faculty, associated faculty, and academic support staff, all as
described in Penn’s Handbook for Faculty and Academic Administrators.

www.upenn.edu/almanac


http://www.upenn.edu/almanac/v45/n29/ORsalary.html

SENATE Economic Status of the Faculty

message to schools that each can spend as much as it can earn, and that
each School hasagreat deal of latitude in how to spend itsincome. More,
or less, might be spent on faculty salaries at a school’s discretion. A ma-
jor exception to this message is that a significant component of incomeis
subvention—an annual award of funds to each school by the University
centrally. The amount of subvention awarded to each school isbased ona
number of considerations such as an adjustment for certain inequalities
among schools in the costs of providing instruction and supporting re-
search. One of many such considerations can be the variation of average
faculty salaries by rank among schools. For this and other reasons, the
percentage of school expenses provided by subventionincome varied widely
among Penn’s schools from alow of 4% to a high of 28% during FY 1998.3
These percentages suggest that considerable central judgment isused in
allocating subvention to schools.

B. How Annual Salary Increase Decisions Are Made

Annual salary increase recommendationsfor continuing faculty mem-
bers are made by Department Chairs (in schools with departments) and
by Deans, with review and oversight by the Provost (see the Appendix
for a statement of the “ Salary Guidelines For 1998-99” published in Al-
manac, April 20, 1999, p. 3, online at www.upenn.edu/al manac/v45/n29/
ORsalary.html). Penn’s President, Provost, and Executive Vice President
set an upper limit on a “pool percentage” for salary increases. For FY
2000, schools were authorized to award, as salary increases, apool of up
to 3.5% of the FY 1999 salaries of continuing faculty members. The rec-
ommended salary increase range was 1% to 6%, with Deans being obli-
gated to consult with the Provost about any increases outside this range.
Deans could supplement the pool by 0.5% without the Provost’s approval,
and by more than this with the Provost’s approval. To address possible
inequity in faculty salaries, Deans were asked to “pay particular attention
to any faculty who meet standards of merit but whose salaries for various
reasons may have lagged over the years.”

Within this framework of available funds, Department Chairs and
Deans had the responsibility to recommend salary increases to the Pro-
vost for each continuing faculty member based on general merit, includ-
ing recognition of outstanding teaching, scholarship, research, and ser-
vice. In addition, the Provost reviews the Deans' faculty salary recom-
mendations “to insure that raises on average reflect market conditionsin
each discipline.”

Ill. Penn Faculty Salaries: External Comparisons

Average Penn Faculty Salaries (i.e., academic year base salaries) are
compared with three types of external indicators in the following sec-
tions: growth in the Consumer Price Index (CPl), average faculty salaries

3 In defining this range, the three schools receiving grants from the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania(Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Dental Medicine) have
been excluded.

Table 1
General Operating Funds Budget for All Schools Combined at the
University of Pennsylvania for Fiscal Year 1998
Reported in Millions of Dollars (Excludes the Designated Funds Budget)

Dollars

Item $1,000,000s Percentage
Income
1. Tuition? $294 48%
2. Indirect Cost Recovery 79 13%
3. Subvention® 66 11%
4. Commonwealth® 36 6%
5. Sales and Services 28 5%
6. Special Fees 18 3%
7. Gifts 9 1%
8. Other 23 4%
9. Health Services Transfer 53 9%

for School of Medicine

Total Income $606 100%

Expenses
1. Faculty Compensation® $163 27%
2. Staff Compensation 102 17%
3. Current Operating Expenses 98 16%
4. Student Aid 83 13%
5. Allocated Costs

a. Library 30 5%

b. School Facilities etc. 81 13%

c. Central Administration 54 9%

Total Expenses $611 100%

2 Tuition earned by schools is subdivided into two components: School Tuition (80%)
and University Tuition (20%). School Tuition is listed here as “Tuition,” while ap-
Eroximately 85% of subvention is composed of University Tuition.

The grant from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is designated for three schools as
follows: Veterinary Medicine: $31M; Medicine: $4M; Dental Medicine: $1M.
¢ Excludes a large amount of faculty compensation budgeted in designated funds
such as from endowments (including endowed chairs), external research grants, and
clinical income.
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by rank at other universities as reported by annual survey conducted at
the school level, and average salaries of full professorsfor asample of 17
public and private research universities selected as comparable to Penn
from among those included in the “ Annual Report on the Economic Sta-
tus of the Profession” issued by the American Association of University
Professors (AAUP). As amethodological note and unless otherwise spe-
cifically stated, all faculty salary information discussed in this report re-
fers to the aggregated “academic year base salary” of individual faculty
members whether salaries are paid from General Operating Funds and/or
from Designated Funds. In addition, all salary datareported exclude mem-
bers of the Faculty of Medicineand all standing faculty memberswho are
appointed as Clinician Educators from four other schools that have such po-
sitions (Dentd Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Socid Work).

A. Comparisons with Growth in the Consumer Price Index (CPI)

Faculty salary increases by rank, averaged for all schoolsexcept Medi-
cine, for FY 1998, FY 1999, FY 2000, and compound cumulative for FY
1990-99, are shown in Table 2 in comparison with comparable data for
the CPI (UScityaverage) and Penn budget guidelines. Even though the
nation isin a period of low inflation, it is reassuring to observe that me-
dian faculty salary increments for all three ranks for FY 1998 exceeded
the percentage growth in the CPl and Penn’s budget guidelines for the
years reported.

The most impressive salary increase percentages were the cumulative
compound salary increments over the 10-year period from FY 1990
through FY 1999 as seen in Table 2. On the whole (all ranks combined),
cumulative mean Penn faculty salary increments during this 10-year pe-
riod were almost twice the growth in the CPI (UScityaverage).*

Furthermore, the mean compound cumulative growth in faculty sala-
ries over the 10-year period exceeded Penn’s budget guidelines by a con-
siderable margin. These guidelines refer to the centrally-recommended
salary pool percentage. What has happened is that many (perhaps all) of
the Deans of Penn’s schools have added considerable additional school
resourcesto the recommended cumulative base pool for salary increments.
If we estimate the compound cumulative increase over the 10-year pe-
riod for all ranks combined to be 68% (the exact number isnot available),
the cumulative compound additional contribution of schoolsto the salary
pool must have approximated 20% (68% minus the recommended bud-
get guideline of 46.6%). Thus, it is apparent that both Penn’s central and
school administrations have made substantial joint efforts to raise the
average level of faculty salaries well in excess of the rate of inflation in
the CPI during the past 10 years.®

The overall increases in faculty salary by rank in comparison with
growth in the CPI, as seen in Table 2, are reported by school (including
three disciplinary areas of SAS) in Table 3 for FY 1998, FY 1999 and FY

4 For detailed information about long term trends in academic salaries gener-

aly, see the introductory sections of “The Annual Report on the Economic
Status of the Profession, 1997-98", Academe: Bulletin of the American Asso-
ciation of University Professors, 1998, 84, 2 (March-April), pp. 11-106.

In making this observation, we realize that the centrally-recommended guide-
line of 3.5% for FY 2000 salary increases was stated as a maximum. Depend-
ing upon a schools's financial condition, a lower pool percentage could be
awarded. In any event, al funds for annual salary increases must come from
each school’s operating budget. There is no central fund earmarked specifi-
cally for this purpose.

Table 2
Average academic base salary percentage increases of
Penn standing faculty members by rank in comparison with
the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and Penn Budget Guidelines

Cumulative
Fiscal Year Compound
Group/Condition Average 1998 1999 2000 1990-1999

Full Professors Median 4.3% 3.5% 3.5%
Mean 5.0% 4.6% 5.0% 66.7%

Associate Professors Median 4.0% 3.5% 3.9%
Mean 5.4% 5.2% 5.7% 67.1%

Assistant Professors Median 4.3% 4.4% 5.0%
Mean 6.0% 6.0% 5.9% 72.4%

All Three Ranks Median 5.2% 5.0% 5.3%
Uscityaverage CPI — 1.7% 1.9% NA 35.6%
Budget Guidelines Mean 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 46.6%

NOTE: Academic base salary percentage increases pertain to all Penn standing fac-
ulty members who continued in the same rank during the periods of time reported.
Excluded were all members of the Faculty of Medicine, all Clinician Educators from
four other schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work)
that have such positions, and faculty members who were promoted or entered Penn
employment during the periods of time reported.
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2000. A high percentage of faculty membersin all of these schools/areas
was awarded salary increments for FY 2000 that exceeded growth in the
CPI (Phil.) for the twelve-month period ending June 1999. More particu-
larly, al faculty membersin 3 of 13 schools/areas were awarded salary
increases greater than the most recent CPI growth percentage.

Given the fairly low percentage level of inflation in Philadelphia
(2.38%) and the fact that aggregate salary increases for the continuing
professorate ranged from a low of 3.9% (Dental Medicine, which pro-
vided salary increases in excess of the most recent CPI growth percent-
age to 95% its faculty members) to a high of 10.9% (Annenberg, which
provided salary increasesin excess of the CPI percentageto all itsfaculty
members) for FY 2000, it is puzzling to seethat 8 of the other 11 schools/
areas awarded asalary increase below the CPI growth percentageto more
than five percent of all continuing standing faculty members. In particu-
lar, over 10% of faculty membersin the School of Artsand Sciences (the
three areas of humanities, natural sciences, and social sciences combined)
were awarded salary increases less that the CPI growth percentage. Like-
wise, well over 10% of faculty members in the Graduate School of Fine
Arts and the School of Social Work received increases less than the CPI
percentage. Under such conditions, there is always concern that the sal-
ary increasesfor someindividual faculty members might have been ineg-
uitably low. It is also disappointing because an increase of less than the
CPI growth percentage for an individual faculty member represents an
effective reduction in the purchasing power of a salary.

In addition, trends during the three year period shown in Table 3 rep-
resent declinesin the percentage of faculty members receiving salary in-
creases greater than growth in the CPI (Phil.). Overall for FY 2000, 9%
of faculty members received salary increases less than CPI growth,
whereas this percentage was only 7% for FY 1999. While some schools
improved their percentages during the three years shown in Table 3 (e.g.,
Annenberg), there was a systematic decline in these percentages for each
of the three disciplinary areas of SAS.

By contrast (as shown in Table 4), the vast majority of full professors
of all schools/areas received cumul ative salary increments that exceeded
growth in the CPI (Phil.) over thesix fiscal yearsfrom 1994 though 2000.
On this indicator, 5 of 13 schools/areas awarded cumulative salary in-
creases exceeding growth in the CPI to 100% of its continuing full pro-
fessors, while no school/area was below 90%. Moreover, there has been
considerable improvement in these cumulative percentages during the
three blocks of time reported for Grad Education, the social science area
of SAS, and Veterinary Medicine. The high percentagesfor most schools/
areas indicate that only a small minority of full professors have fallen
behind growth in the CPI over the most recent six year period. The two
exceptions to this generalization are the natural sciences area of SAS
(90%) and Grad Fine Arts (91%).

SCESF recognizesthat there are legitimate reasons for individual fac-
ulty members to be awarded increments | ess that the growth in the CPI.
For example, in a particular year, the salary increment pool may only
approximate, or even be less than, the rate of growth in the CPI. Further-

Table 3
Percentage of continuing Penn standing faculty members
awarded percentage salary increases exceeding the
percentage growth in the consumer price index (CPI) for
Philadelphia for the twelve-month period ending before
the beginning of each of three fiscal years

Percentage of all Standing Faculty
Members with Salary Increases
Exceeding Growth in the CPI (Phil.)

FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000
78% 93% 100%
100% 96% 95%
93% 95% 94%
100% 97% 100%
Grad Fine Arts 85% 100% 84%
Humanities (A&S) 99% 96% 92%
Law 97% 97% 94%
Natural Science (A&S) 92% 88% 82%
Nursing 89% 88% 100%
Social Science (A&S) 95% 95% 85%
Social Work 94% 76% 87%
Veterinary Med 95% 89% 97%
Wharton 99% 94% 93%
Phil. CPI Growth (prior year) 2.38% 1.14% 2.34%

NOTE: Academic base salary increases pertain to all Penn standing faculty mem-
bers who continued in the same rank during the periods of time reported. Excluded
were all members of the Faculty of Medicine, all Clinician Educators from four schools
(Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work) that have such
positions, and faculty members who were promoted or entered Penn employment
during the periods of time reported.

Schools and Disciplinary Areas
Annenberg

Dental Medicine

Engineering & Applied Science
Grad Education
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morein asmall department or school, afew promotions or market adjust-
ments needed to retain a valued faculty member could obligate a dispro-
portionate share of an existing increment pool, thereby leaving little to
award to other faculty members in the unit. Finally, some faculty mem-
bers may be sufficiently lacking in merit to justify an increment exceed-
ing the CPI growth.

Nonetheless, if the salary increment pool available in each school/
areaiswell in excess of CPI growth (asit has been in recent years), it is
the judgment of SCESF that no individual faculty member should re-
celvelessthan acumulative salary increase equal to, or exceeding, growth
in the CPI unless his or her performance has been unsatisfactory. It there-
fore seems possible that the cumulative salary increments received by some
continuing full professors have been inequitably low, at least in part.

B. Comparisons with Peer Universities Using MIT Survey Data

Thebest currently available salary datafrom other institutions of higher
education are provided by the MIT annual survey of agroup of approxi-
mately 23 private and public research universities (the sample size varies
somewhat from year to year). Mean faculty salaries by rank (professor,
associate professor, assistant professor) and discipline have been made
available to the SCESF for analysis as of the Fall Semestersfor theyears
1996 through 1999. These salary data are reported for the following aca-
dem| cfields:

Natural Sciences (at Penn, represented by SAS departments)

* Humanities and Social Sciences (at Penn, represented by SAS

departments)

* Engineering (at Penn, represented by SEAS)

e Architecture (at Penn, represented by GSFA®)

Management (at Penn, represented by Wharton)

Even though the MIT sample varies somewhat from year to year, com-
parisons reported here have been made only with universities that sub-
mitted salary data consistently during the four year period examined. The
MIT sample includes major private universities, as well as a number of
highly regarded public research universities and one college. However,
the specific sample of universities varies with the academic fields listed
above. Each of these samplesis described in turn below.

1. The MIT Sample of Universities

Comparison Sample for Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, and Hu-
manities: The MIT sample for academic disciplines in these areas in-
cludes 23 ingtitutions: the California Institute of Technology, Carnegie-
Mellon, Columbia, Cornell, Georgia Institute of Technology, Harvard,
Massachusetts I nstitute of Technology, Princeton, Purdue, Rice, Stanford,
California (Berkeley), California (LosAngeles), California (San Diego),

6 GSFA also includes Departments of City and Regional Planning, Landscape
Architecture and Regional Planning, and Fine Arts.

Table 4
Percentage of continuing Penn Full Professors awarded
cumulative compounded percentage salary increases
exceeding the cumulative compounded percentage growth
in the consumer price index (CPI) for Philadelphia for
three six-year periods

Percentage of all Full Professors with
Cumulative Salary Increases
Exceeding Growth in the CPI (Phil.)

FYs 92-98 FYs 93-99 FYs 94-00
100% 100% 100%
100% 100% 100%

93% 93% 93%
89% 100% 100%
100% 100% 91%
98% 99% 97%
94% 94% 96%
90% 96% 90%
100% 100% 100%
80% 88% 93%
100% 100% 100%
80% 86% 97%

Wharton 95% 94% 95%

Cumulative Phil. CPI Growth” 17.1% 13.9% 16.3%

NOTE: Cumulative compounded academic base salary increases pertain to all Penn

full professors who continued as full professors during the periods of time reported.

Excluded were all members of the Faculty of Medicine, and all Clinician Educators

from four schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work)

that have such positions.

‘Due to data unavailability, there is a lag of one year in computing cumulative com-

pounded growth in the CPI (Phil.). For example, the salary increases for FYs 94-00

are compared with CPI growth during FYs 93-99.

Schools and Disciplinary Areas
Annenberg

Dental Medicine

Engineering & Applied Science
Grad Education

Grad Fine Arts

Humanities (A&S)

Law

Natural Science (A&S)
Nursing

Social Science (A&S)
Social Work
Veterinary Med
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California (Santa Barbara), Illinois, Michigan, North Carolina, Pennsyl-
vania, Rochester, Texas, Williams College, and Yale. These universities
are, to a large extent, comparable to Penn. Although one small college
(Williams) isincluded in the sample, other institutions are large research
universities. The sample would be improved by the participation of the
University of Chicago. There is one dimension on which the sample may
not be completely comparable to Penn: just under one half of the schools
are state universities (ten of the twenty-three). Moreover, four of the state
universities arein the University of California system. However, aslong
asoneisaware of the relatively large weight public universities have in this
survey, the sample of universitiesis appropriate for comparison purposes.

Comparison Sample for Engineering: The MIT sample for engineer-
ing includes 20 institutions: the California Institute of Technology,
Carnegie-Mellon, Columbia, Cornell, Georgia Institute of Technology,
M assachusetts I nstitute of Technology, Princeton, Purdue, Rice, Stanford,
California (Berkeley), California (LosAngeles), California (San Diego),
California (Santa Barbara), lllinois, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Rochester,
Texas, and Yale. In the judgement of SCESF, meaningful salary compari-
sons can be made with this sample of universities because it is suffi-
ciently representative of engineering schools elsewhere that are consid-
ered to be peers of Penn’s School of Engineering and Applied Science (SEAS).

Comparison Sample for Architecture: The MIT sample for architec-
tureincludes 15 institutions: Carnegie-Mellon, Columbia, Cornell, Geor-
gialnstitute of Technology, Harvard, M assachusetts I nstitute of Technol-
ogy, Princeton, Rice, California(Berkeley), California(LosAngeles), |-
linois, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Yale. In the judgement of
SCESF, meaningful salary comparisons can be made with this sample of
universitiesbecauseit issufficiently representative of architecture schools
elsewhere that are considered to be peers of Penn’s Graduate School of
Fine Arts (GSFA).

Comparison Sample for Management: The MIT sample for manage-
ment includes 18 institutions: Carnegie-Mellon, Columbia, Cornell, Geor-
gialnstitute of Technology, Harvard, Massachusetts I nstitute of Technol-
ogy, Purdue, Rice, Stanford, California (Berkeley), California (Los An-
geles), Illinois, Michigan, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rochester, Texas,
and Yale. In the judgement of SCESF, meaningful salary comparisons
can be made with this sample of universities because it is sufficiently
representative of management schools elsewhere that are considered to
be peers of Penn’s Wharton School.

2. Salary Comparisons: Penn’s Competitive Standing

The most meaningful comparisons of mean faculty salaries at Penn
with those at other universitiesin the MIT sample are broken out by aca-
demic field and rank. However, as a broad overall generalization for the
four schools at Penn included in the MIT survey as weighted by faculty
size, it is fair to conclude that Penn’s mean faculty salaries (at the full
professor and associate professor ranks) were above average in the MIT
sample as of the Fall 1999. These two senior ranks represent asubstantial

Table 5
Rank Order of mean salary levels of Penn faculty members by five academic
fields in comparison with selected public and private research universities
as of the Fall Terms of 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999

Academic Fields Rank Order by Year

1996-97 1997-98  1998-99 1999-00
Full Professor
Sciences 10/23 10/23 14/23 13/23
Social Sciences/Humanities 8/23 8/23 11/23 10/23
Engineering 10/20 8/20 13/20 12/20
Architecture 5/15 5/15 5/15 3/15
Management 5/18 5/18 5/18 5/18
Associate Professors
Sciences 9/23 12/23 16/23 19/23
Social Sciences/Humanities 6/23 5/23 7123 7123
Engineering 8/20 6/20 12/20 12/20
Architecture - - - -
Management 7118 7118 7118 5/18
Assistant Professors
Sciences 10/23 8/23 11/23 8/23
Social Sciences/Humanities 10/23 14/23 16/23 16/23
Engineering 16/20 13/20 16/20 18/20
Architecture 11/13 11/13 11/13 12/13
Management 9/18 7118 3/18 5/18

NOTE: Salary rank orders pertain to the mean academic base salary levels of Penn
standing faculty members from the Sciences (of SAS) and Social Sciences and
Humanities (of SAS), and the Schools of Engineering and Applied Science (for engi-
neering), Graduate Fine Arts (for architecture), and Wharton (for management). Rank
orders are reported only if the number of faculty members is four or more. Data
source: MIT Salary Survey.

\Y
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majority of the faculty. By contrast, assistant professor salaries overall
were only about average. Thus, Penn faculty salaries (overall for the four
schoolsincluded) are at acompetitivelevel asdefined by being well above
average in the substantial MIT sample of comparison research universi-
ties (about half of which are private and half public).

However, Penn’'s general competitive level in the MIT sample has
declined somewhat during the past four years, especially at the full and
associate professor ranks. Thus, thereis clearly room for improvement in
Penn’s competitive position in the MIT sample, both in terms of itsrela-
tive standing and in recovering lost ground.

In our 1999 report, SCESF provided information about mean salary
levels for each academic field included in the MIT survey for the most
recent year for which datawere available (Fall 1997). Thisinformationis
now updated for Fall 1998 and 1999 in Table 5 in terms of Penn’s rank
order of mean salary levels within the MIT sample. In addition, compa-
rable data are shown in Table 5 for each of four years beginning with the
Fall 1996. The multi-year data of Table 5 are comparablein that the same
set of comparison universitiesis used for each of the four years reported.
Thus, none of the trendsin rank orders observed over time can be attrib-
uted to instability in the sample size or composition.

SCESF hasanalyzed both the rank order salary dataof Table 5 and the
more detailed salary data (e.g., frequency distributions) from which the
rank orders were computed. Based on our comprehensive study of data
from the MIT Salary Survey, we describe below, in separate paragraphs
for each academic field and rank, the two most salient points. (a) the
competitive position of a Penn mean salary level as of Fall 1999 (the
most recent salary data) and (b) the change (if any) in this competitive
position during the past four years.

Full Professors in the Natural Sciences: As of 1999-2000, the mean
salary of full professorsin the natural sciences at Penn ranked 13th of 23
universitiesin the relevant MIT sample, although one of the 12 universi-
ties above Penn was less than 2% higher’. Accordingly, Penn’s current
competitive position within the MIT sampleis best described as average.
This position of Penn’s mean salary in the natural sciences represents a
noticeabl € decline in its competitive position since 1996-97.

Full Professors in the Social Sciences and Humanities: As of 1999-
2000, the mean salary of full professors in the social sciences and hu-
manitiesat Penn ranked 10th of 23 universitiesintherelevant MIT sample,
although 2 of the 9 universities above Penn were less than 2% higher.
Accordingly, Penn’s current competitive position in the widely distrib-
uted MIT sample in this academic field is best described as somewhat
above average. Nonetheless, this position of Penn’s mean salary in the
social sciences and humanities represents anoticeable declinein its com-
petitive position since 1996-97.

Full Professorsin Engineering: As of 1999-2000, the mean salary of
Penn’s engineering professors ranked 12th of 20 universities in the rel-
evant MIT sample. Although all of the 11 universities with higher sala-
ries exceeded Penn’s level by more than 2%, engineering salariesin the
MIT sample are not dispersed widely—the import of which is that the
Penn mean salary, though somewhat below average, is till close to the
majority of those above. Nonethel ess, the current competitive position of
Penn’s mean salary in engineering represents a noticeable decline in its
competitive position since 1996-97.

Full Professors of Architecture: As of 1999-2000, the mean salary of
Penn’s GSFA professors was quite competitivein that it ranked 3rd of 15
universities in the relevant MIT sample. However, the two universities
with higher salaries exceeded Penn’s level by a considerable amount. In
comparison with the entire sample of 15 universities reporting data for
architecture, the mean GSFA salary leads a narrowly disbursed middle
group. In general, the current competitiveness of the GSFA mean salary
is comparable to that in 1996-97.

Full Professors of Management: As of 1999-2000, the mean salary of
Penn’s Wharton professors ranked 5th of 18 universities in the relevant
MIT sample. Although all of the 4 universities with higher salaries ex-
ceeded Penn’s level by more than 2%, the Wharton mean salary in the
MIT sampleis nonetheless close to the majority of those above—the im-
port of which is that the mean Wharton salary is reasonably competitive
with most of the highest offered elsewhere. The current Wharton mean
salary represents a noticeable improvement in its competitive position
7 For the purpose of describing Penn’s competitive salary position, mean sala-

ries at other universities are considered to be roughly equivalent to a Penn

mean salary if they are within 2% (plus or minus) of the Penn salary.
8  The word “noticeable” is used here in its literal meaning, i.e., that a change

can be seen in the salary data over time. Noticeable does not mean “large” in
this context.
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since 1996-97.

Associate Professors in the Natural Sciences: As of 1999-2000, the
mean salary of associate professorsin the natural sciences at Penn ranked
19th of 23 universitiesin the relevant MIT sample, although 3 of the 18
universities above Penn were less than 2% higher. Even so, Penn's cur-
rent competitive position within the MIT sample is somewhat below av-
erage. The competitive position of the Penn mean salary in the natural
sciences represents a considerable decline since 1996-97.

Associate Professors in the Social Sciences and Humanities: As of
1999-2000, the mean salary of associate professorsin the social sciences
and humanities at Penn ranked 7th of 23 universitiesin the relevant MIT
sample, although 1 of the 6 universities above Penn was less than 2%
higher. Accordingly, Penn’s current competitive positioninthe MIT sample
in this academic field is somewhat above average. The competitive posi-
tion of the Penn mean salary in the social sciences and humanities has
been stable since 1996-97.

Associate Professorsin Engineering: As of 1999-2000, the mean sal-
ary of associate professorsin engineering at Penn ranked 12th of 20 uni-
versities in the relevant MIT sample, athough 3 of the 11 universities
above Penn were less than 2% higher. Accordingly, Penn’s current com-
petitive positioninthe MIT samplein thisacademic field is best described
as average. The competitive position of this Penn mean salary in engi-
neering has declined noticeably since 1996-97.

Associate Professors of Management: As of 1999-2000, the mean sal-
ary of associate professors at Penn’s Wharton School ranked 5th of 18
universities in the relevant MIT sample, although one of the 4 universi-
ties above Penn was less than 2% higher. Accordingly, Penn’s current
competitive position in the MIT sample in this academic field is some-
what above average. The current Wharton mean salary represents a no-
ticeable improvement in its competitive position since 1996-97.

Assistant Professors in the Natural Sciences: As of 1999-2000, the
mean salary of assistant professorsin the natural sciences at Penn ranked
8th of 23 universities in the relevant MIT sample, although 1 of the 7
universities above Penn was | ess than 2% higher. Even so, Penn’s current
competitive position within the MIT sampleis best described as average
because the Penn salary was very close to the median of the sample. In
spite of improvement in the rank order of the Penn mean sdary inthe natural
sciences since 1996-97 (as seen in Table 5), closer inspection of the date
indicates that Penn’s competitive position is comparable to that in 1996-97.

Assistant Professors in the Social Sciences and Humanities: As of
1999-2000, the mean salary of assistant professorsin the social sciences
and humanities at Penn ranked 16th of 23 universities in the relevant
MIT sample, although one of the 15 universities above Penn was less
than 2% higher. Accordingly, Penn’s current competitive position in the
MIT sample in this academic field is considerably below average. The
competitive position of the Penn mean salary in the social sciences and
humanities has declined considerably since 1996-97.

Assistant Professorsin Engineering: As of 1999-2000, the mean sal-
ary of assistant professorsin engineering at Penn ranked 18th of 20 uni-
versitiesin the relevant MIT sample, although one of the 17 universities
above Penn was |ess than 2% higher. Accordingly, Penn’'s mean salary in
this academic field is not competitivein the MIT sample. In addition, the
competitive position of the Penn mean salary in engineering has declined
considerably since 1996-97.

Assistant Professors of Architecture: As of 1999-2000, the mean sal-
ary of assistant professorsin Penn’s GSFA ranked 12th of 13 universities
intherelevant MIT sample. All of the 11 universitieswith higher salaries
exceeded Penn’slevel by morethan 2%. Thus, Penn’smean salary in this
academic field is not competitive in the MIT sample. In addition, the
competitive position of the GSFA mean salary has declined noticeably
since 1996-97.

Assistant Professors of Management: As of 1999-2000, the mean sal-
ary of assistant professorsin Penn's Wharton School professors ranked
5th of 18 universities in the relevant MIT sample, although 2 of the 4
universities above Penn were less than 2% higher. Accordingly, Penn’s
current competitive position in the MIT samplein this academic field is
somewhat above average. The competitive position of thisWharton mean
salary has been stable since 1996-97.

3. General Conclusions about Penn’s Competitive Standing by

Academic Field

As of academic year 1999-2000, the competitiveness of Penn's mean
salary levels varies greatly across academic fields, and by professorial
rank within fields. Only Wharton's mean salaries are considerably above
average across all three ranks. The mean salaries at Penn of full and asso-
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ciate professorsin the social sciencesand humanities (combined) are also
above average, though the mean salary of assistant professors is below
average. Similarly, the mean salary of full professorsin GSFA is above
average, whilethat of assistant professorsranksonly 12th out of 13inthe
MIT sample. Likewise, the mean salary of Penn’s assistant professorsin
engineering lags well behind the competition.

Except for Wharton, there certainly ismuch room for general improve-
ment in the competitiveness of Penn mean salary levels. How much im-
provement should be expected is indeterminate because there are no es-
tablished target levels. However, it might be assumed that recent levels
of competitiveness mark at least the lower boundary.® By that measure,
Penn has experienced a general decline in competitiveness in all aca-
demic fields covered by the MIT survey except Wharton (which has
achieved noticeableimprovement). The competitiveness of themean sala
ries of Penn full professors have noticeably declined in the natural sci-
ences, socia sciences’humanities, and engineering. The mean associate
professor salary in natural science has declined considerably, as have the
mean salaries of assistant professors in the social sciences/humanities
and in engineering.

Overdl, this is a much less promising overview of Penn’s competi-
tiveness by academic field and rank than presented in SCESF's 1999
Annual Report. This raises the question about what explains the general
decline in Penn’s salary competitiveness in the MIT sample of research
universities during the four most recent years. One possibility isthat Penn
has been investing a decreasing amount of funds in faculty salary in-
creases in its four schools (SAS, SEAS, GSFA, Wharton) that are in-
cluded in the MIT survey during the period 1996-97 to 1999-00. A re-
view of salary increase percentages, year-by-year, for each school and
each rank within school revealsthat thisis quite dramatically not so. For
each rank for each of the four schools, the mean salary increase percent-
age was greater in 1999-00 than it was in 1996-97. Likewise, salary in-
crease percentages for 1997-98 and 1998-99 (with one or two exceptions)
were higher across the board than in 1996-97. Thus, Penn has been ag-
gressively increasing faculty salaries during the past three years as
judged by its own standards.

Therefore, the explanation for the general decline Penn’s salary com-
petitiveness (other than Wharton) for three of the four schools included
inthe MIT survey must bethat our competition isincreasing faculty sala-
ries at a considerably higher rate than Penn. That is, in spite of Penn’s
efforts to improve faculty salary levels, our competitive position is de-
clining because other universities are even more aggressively increasing
faculty salaries.

C. Comparisons with Other Universities for
Veterinary and Dental Medicine

For the first time this year, SCESF has been able to review cross-
university comparative salary data for the Schools of Veterinary Medi-
cine and Dental Medicine. The Committee appreciates the cooperation of
the Office of the Provost and the Deans of the Faculties of Veterinary
Medicine and Dental Medicine in making this possible.

The mean salaries by rank of faculty members in Penn’s School of
Veterinary Medicine are included in a salary survey for 1998-99 con-
ducted by the Association of American Veterinary Medical Colleges
(AAVMC). Accordingly, they can be compared with those from veteri-
nary medicine schools from 32 other universities, including a set of 11
other veterinary schools considered to be Penn’s peers. The salary data
recorded by this survey differsfrom the standard definition of salary used
in thisreport (i.e., the academic base salary of standing faculty members
excluding clinician educators) in the following ways: (@) clinician educa-
tors are included in the veterinary medicine salary data, (b) salaries re-
ported may be on either a9 or 12 month basis, and (c) institutional supple-
ments (undefined) are included in salaries reported. In essence, the sur-
vey is designed to record the salary actually paid to faculty members
during afiscal year.

Under the conditions of the AAVMC salary survey, SCESF is pleased
to report that the mean academic base salaries at Penn in the School of
Veterinary Medicine ranked first in the peer group of 12 veterinary medi-
cine schools for Professors, Associate Professors and Assistant Profes-
sors (including Clinician Educators). So far as known, this representsthe
strongest competitive position held by any school at Penn.

9 Infact, itisclear from Committee discussion with the Interim Provost in 1998
and the Provost in 1999 that the faculty salary policy isto maintain, at the very
least, Penn’s competitive position with peer universities. The recent declines
in competitiveness reviewed here represent amajor “challenge” inlight of this
policy.
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SENATE Economic Status of the Faculty

With respect to the mean salary levels of faculty members at Penn’s
School of Dental Medicine, comparative data are available from a salary
survey for 1997-98 conducted by the American Association of Dental
Schools (AADS). Accordingly, Penn salaries can be compared with those
from dental medicine schools from 48 other universities whoseidentities
are not reported. SCESF has been informed that five of Penn’smain com-
petitors are included in the 48 other universities participating in the sur-
vey. The data recorded by the dental salary survey differs from the stan-
dard definition of salary used in thisreport (i.e., the academic base salary
of standing faculty members excluding clinician educators) in the fol-
lowing ways: (a) clinician educators are included, (b) professorial level
faculty members who work less that full time at a dental school are in-
cluded, (c) guaranteed annual salaries are used as the base, and can be
divided by 10 to convert to a guaranteed annual salary per half day, and
(d) mean salary data for Penn included the Dean, Associate Dean, and
Department Heads, while the comparative data available excluded sala-
ries earned by incumbents in these academic administrative positions.

The AADS salary data report was not broken out by university. In-
stead, salary data for dental schools from all participating universities
were aggregated, and the mean, first quartile, second quartile, and third
quartile points of this aggregated salary distribution were reported. In
terms of guaranteed half day salary, faculty salaries at Penn’'s School of
Dental Medicine compared favorably in the large sample of 49 schools
so far as can be determined. The mean full professor salary at Penn ap-
pearsto be above the 75th percentile, the mean associate professor salary
appears to be above the 75th percentile, and the mean assi stant professor
salary appears to be close to the 75th percentile.

There is no way to determine how well average Penn salariesin den-
tal medicine comparewith salary levelsat its peer group of dental schools.
However, a spokesman for Penn’s School of Dental Medicine has in-
formed SCESF that Penn salariesat all three professorial ranksare strongly
competitive within its peer group, but not ranked first.

D. Comparisons with Peer Universities Using AAUP Survey Data

In the absence of salary datafor five of Penn’'s schools, a comparison
of the mean salaries of all full professors at Penn was made with those at
asmall select group of research universities based on data published an-
nually by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) in
the April/May issues of Academe. To make meaningful and fair compari-
sons of Penn salaries with those at other Universities, five criteria for
selection of comparison universitieswerefirst defined: (a) beincluded in
the Research | category of the Carnegie Classification System, (b) offer a
broad array Ph.D. programs in arts and sciences disciplines, (c) include
at least two of three major professional schools (law, business, engineer-
ing), (d) not include a school of agriculture, and (€) have a composite
academic reputation rating greater than 4.0 (on afive point scale)® in a
rating system reported by U.S. News & Report. The 17 research universi-
ties meeting all five of these criteria are identified in the first column of
Table 6.

The relative standings of mean salaries of Penn full professors are
presented in Table 6 for six years. The order of listing of universitiesin
Table 6 was determined by the magnitude of mean salaries of full profes-
sors (from high to low) for the most recent academic year (1999-00).
Next, the difference between a comparison university’s mean salary and
Penn’s mean salary was computed as a percentage of Penn’s mean salary.
For example as seen in Table 6, the mean salary of Harvard full profes-
sors in 1986-87 was 16.9% higher than Penn's mean salary that year
($59,600), while the mean salary at Northwestern was 4.9% below Penn’s
mean salary.

The data of Table 6 show that the mean salaries for full professors at
Penn gradually became more competitive during the past 14-year period.
For example, seven universities provided mean salaries more that 2%
higher than Penn in 1986-87, while the mean salaries at four universities
(Harvard, Stanford, Yale, and Chicago) exceed Penn by more than 2% in
1999-00. In addition, the percentage advantage of salaries at Harvard,
Stanford, and Yale over Penn decreased substantially during this period
of time, while only Chicago gained in percentage advantage.

Based on the data of Table 6, it is clear that mean salaries of full pro-
fessors at Penn, on the average, become much more competitive with the
very highest salaries el sewhere during the period 1986-87 through 1996-
97, and during the past three years have mostly maintained their respect-
able competitive position among the top few universities in the nation
(and probably in the world, for that matter).* Though Penn’s competitive
position in this respect is strong in general, aggregated salary data such
as these do not reveal which schools, and departments within schools,
may provide mean salaries that are particularly competitive or that may
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lag behind their competition. Therefore, SCESF continues to seek com-
parative salary data that is specific to each of Penn’s schools.

Even though SCESF was careful to select universitiesfor overall mean
salary comparisons that were similar to Penn on several important crite-
ria and made comparisons at the full professor rank (i.e., we did not ag-
gregate across the three professorial ranks), AAUP salary data did not
permit the SCESF to control for the specific schools sponsored by each
university and the number of full professors appointed to each school.
Such controls are desirabl e because mean salary levelsvary by school, as
do the number of professors appointed to the faculty of each school on
which the means are based. Nonethel ess, the 1999-00 salary datafor full
professors from the AAUP survey (of Table 6) appear to be reasonably
consistent with the salary data for full professors from the MIT survey
(published as Table 5 in SCESF's 1999 Annual Report), and are therefore
sufficiently valid to include in this report. In addition, tables similar to
that of Table 6 (for full professors) were constructed for associate and
assistant professors. They show that salary data from the AAUP survey
are not reasonably consistent with data from the MIT survey. Therefore,
no comparative salary datafrom AAUP surveys are presented for associ-
ate and assistant professors.

IV. Penn Faculty Benefits

Although our 1998-99 Annual Report included a section on compara-
tive faculty benefits data, further study of data available on cross-univer-
sity comparisons of faculty benefits has revealed that comparative ben-
efits dataare of insufficient precision to make detail ed quantitative compari-
sons meaningful. Accordingly, no such comparisons are made in this report.

Based on available comparative benefits data, however, it appears to
SCESF that employee benefits package provided for Penn faculty mem-
bersis of equal, or greater, value to that provided to faculty members at
Penn’s peer private universities. In particular, it appearersthat the tuition
benefit for Penn faculty dependentsis substantially greater than that pro-
vided by peer universities, while other major types of benefits are gener-
ally comparable.

V. Penn Faculty Salaries: Internal Comparisons
As previous reports of the SCESF have highlighted, there is a great
deal of variahility (e.g., inequality) in faculty salariesat Penn attributable
to several recognized factors: differencesin individual merit, rank, time
inrank, external labor market forces, the relative wealth of Schools, and

10 A composite rating was constructed by computing the mean of three separate
academic reputation ratings: ageneral rating, amean rating of key Ph.D. pro-
grams, and a mean rating of key professional schools.

Of universities not included in our comparison group, only Rockefeller Uni-
versity, Princeton University, the California I nstitute of Technology, and New
York University provided mean salaries for full professors in 1999-00 that
were higher than Penn'’s.

1

Table 6

Full professor salary comparisons: Percentage differences in mean
academic base salary levels of Penn full professors in comparison with salary
levels of full professors at a sample of comparable research universities for

Academic Years 1986-87, 1991-92, 1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, and 1999-00

Full Professor Salaries: Percentage Differences by Year

University? 1986-87 1991-92 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00
Harvard +16.9% +14.7% +12.2% +11.7% +11.3% +12.3%
Stanford +12.8%  +7.6% +6.4%  +6.1% +7.4%  +5.5%
Yale +6.7%  +7.1% +4.7%  +3.6% +4.2%  +3.6%
Chicago -0.3%  +3.6% +1.6%  +1.3% +3.3%  +3.2%
Pennsylvania $59.6K  $80.4K $100.0K $104.6K $108.4K $114.8K
Columbia +3.2%  +2.0% +1.2% -1.0% +0.8% -1.2%
MIT +4.7%  +4.4% +0.1% -0.4% -1.3% -2.7%
Northwestern -4.9% -1.6% -3.9% -3.1% -1.7% -3.1%
U.C. (Berkeley) +7.4% -29%  -13.0% -11.4% -4.5% -5.3%
Duke -3.7% -1.0% -4.2% -3.5% NA -5.9%
UCLA +4.5% -5.0% -13.9% -11.5% -6.5% -7.6%
Virginia -1.0% -12.1%  -158% -13.1% -11.0% -11.8%
Michigan -6.2% -8.8% -12.0% -12.1% -10.8% -12.1%
Carnegie-Mellon +0.8% -1.9% -8.9% -10.2% -10.6% -13.6%
N.C. (Chapel Hill) -10.7% -188%  -17.8% -17.8% -18.2% -18.3%
MN (Twin Cities) -15.8% -21.6% -25.2% -22.6% -21.2% -22.0%
Texas (Austin) -16.6% -15.0% -20.4% -21.2% -22.2% -22.1%

NOTE: Penn academic base mean salaries are based on standing faculty members
at the rank of professor. Excluded are all members of the Faculty of Medicine and all
standing faculty members who are appointed as Clinician Educators from four other
schools that have such positions (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing,
and Social Work). Data source: AAUP Salary Surveys.

aUniversities are ordered from highest to lowest mean salaries for full professors as
of 1999-00. For each year reported, the difference between the Penn mean salary
and the mean salary for a comparison university was computed as a percentage of
the Penn salary.
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perhaps differences among Schools in principles and practices for alo-
cating salary increments.

One of SCESF's concerns has been that, among all the existing vari-
ability in faculty salaries, there might be some significant element of in-
equity (i.e., salary setting based on incompl ete or inaccurate information
about merit, or bias that could be involved in the process of deciding
salary increments). However, it isnot possible for the SCESF to pinpoint
any instance of individual, or group, inequity without individual faculty
salaries and associated information about individual merit, labor market
forces, etc. What we can do is review many facets of salary variability
and raise questions about the possibility that inequity might be respon-
sible for some degree of the observed variability. These questions might
lead to further review and action by senior academic administrators (De-
partment Chairs, Deans, and the Provost) with a view to correcting any
inequities that might be identified.

We turn next to a description and analysis of several dimensions of
faculty salary variability within Penn. As with the external salary com-
parisons reviewed above, all salary datareviewed in this section exclude
the School of Medicine and all standing faculty members who are ap-
pointed as Clinician Educators from four other schools that have such posi-
tions (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Socia Work).

A. Variability in Average Salary Increases by Rank and School/Area
Asreported in Table 2, median faculty salary increases by rank for all
of Penn’s schools combined substantially exceeded the growth in the CPI
for most recent full year (FY 1999) for which both sets of data are avail-
able and exceeded Penn’s budget guidelines for the past three years (FY
1998, 1999, and 2000). These salary increases are broken out by school
and rank in Tables 7 through 9 where it can be seen that there has been
considerably variability in median salary increases across schools and
years, as well as among the first and third quartile increases (Q, and Q,,
respectively). As might be expected with such variability, a number of
the median increases were actually below the general guideline of 3.5%.
Before reviewing these salary increases, it should be recognized that
the salary increase guideline of 3.5% isjust that, aguideline, and pertains
to an aggregate of al increases for all ranks combined for each of Penn’s
schools (i.e., merit increases for continuing faculty members, special in-
creases for faculty members who have been promoted in rank, and mar-
ket adjustments for faculty members with generous salary offers from
other institutions). Schools may allocate more, or less, resources to fac-

ulty salary increments than the guideline, depending upon each school’s
financial circumstances (see Section |1.B. above). Therefore, a compari-
son of the median increase awarded to faculty members of a particular
rank and school with the salary guideline only gives an indication of the
extent to which the guideline wasimplemented in that particular instance.
Accordingly, aparticular median increment of less than 3.5% should not
be regarded as a specific failure of salary policy, since thereis no policy
for each rank and each school to be awarded at least that much on the
average. Furthermore, the 3.5% guideline pertains to the mean increase,
ameasure of central tendency that is usually higher than the median sal-
ary increases as shown in Table 2.

Nonetheless, the overall mean salary increase for all faculty members
continuing in the same rank for FY 2000 was 5.3% (see Table 2), anum-
ber well above the guideline of 3.5%. Even so, this substantial salary
increase resource in the aggregate was not distributed sufficiently widely
to lift the median salaries of al ranksin all schools/areas by at |least the
guideline amount—a phenomenon that can be attributed to differing wealth
and budget priorities among the various school s as permitted under RCBS.

A seemingly modest, but significant, change in faculty salary policy
wasincorporated into the Salary Guidelines for 1998-99 which specified
that “increasesin merit should range from 1.0 to 6.0 percent.” The award
of increases outside this range required consultation with the Provost.
Prior to this, the range specified was from 2.0 to 6.0 percent. It isreason-
able to surmise that two noteworthy changes in the allocation of salary
increases, as seen in Tables 7, 8, and 9 for the two years under the new
policy (i.e., 1998-99 and 1999-00), can be attributed, at least in part, to
the policy shift:

1. Whereas in 1997-98, the median salary increase for al three ranks of

the professorate was comparable when aggregated across all school, the

median percentage increases for assistant professors was considerably
higher in 1998-99 and 1999-00 than it was for full professors and associ-
ate professors. Whether thiswas an effort to make assi stant professor sala-
ries more competitive due to market factors or due to greater merit than
perceived in the higher two ranks is not clear from the data tabulated.

Whatever the reason, assistant professors have been advantaged during

the past two years.

2. With 1% salary increases coming within the specified range for 1998-

99 (instead of the prior 2%), the first quartile (Q,) raisesfor full and asso-

ciate professors declined across all schools for '1998-99 and 1999-00 in

comparison with 1997-98. This decline in first quartile increases did not

Table 7
Full Professors: Median academic base salary percentage increases of
continuing Penn Full Professors for FY 1998, 1999, and 2000, along with
the first and third quartile salary increases
First Quartile (Q, ), Median (Md.)?, and Third
Quartile (Q ) Percen{age Salary Increases by Year

1997-98 1998-99 1999-00

School/Area Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3
All Schools 4.3 3.5 35
Annenberg - 51 - |31 10.1 154 50 8.8 115
Dental Medicine 39 44 54 |35 45 50 35 35 40
Engr. & Applied Science 40 46 53 | 25 35 45 |3.0 37 46
Grad Education 40 46 52 |38 40 50 |40 50 6.7
Grad Fine Arts 38 43 52 |30 30 50 |25 35 50
Humanltles (A&S) 35 38 47 (27 29 35 |30 30 40

40 43 49 | 35 57 9.0 35 52 6.6
Natural Sciences (A&S) 33 38 47 |21 29 38 |25 3.0 42
Nursing - 4.2 - - 34 - - 35 -
Social Sciences (A&S) 34 41 47 |25 30 39 |29 31 42
Social Work - 49 - - 55 - - 50 -
Veterinary Medicine 40 43 48 | 25 35 40 |35 35 5.0
Wharton 42 50 72 |35 41 80 |38 47 59
Budget Guideline 3.5 3.5 3.5

NOTE 1: The Budget Guideline shown under each rank is for comparison purposes.
As per Penn policy, it is a guideline for a salary increment pool for all standing faculty
members in each school, but not specifically for each rank.

NOTE 2: Academic base salary percentage increases pertain to all Penn standing
faculty members who continued as full professors during the periods of time reported.
Excluded were all members of the Faculty of Medicine, all Clinician Educators from
four other schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work)
that have such positions, and faculty members who were promoted or entered Penn
employment during the years reported.

2A median (Md.) percentage salary increase is the mid-point of the increase within
each school/area and rank (i.e., half of all increases were below the median and half
were above). Variability of salary increase percentages is indicated by the first quartile
(Q ) and third quartile (Q ) percentage increases. At the lower end of the salary
increase percentages, 25% of all increases were below the Q , while 75% were above.
At the upper end, 75% of all increases were below the Q ,'while 25% were above.
Median increases are reported only if the number of faculty>’members is four or more.
The quartile increases are reported only if the number of faculty members is ten or more.

VII
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Table 8

Associate Professors: Median academic base salary percentage increases of
continuing Penn Associate Professors for FY 1998, 1999, and 2000, along
with the first and third quartile salary increases

First Quartile (Q ), Median (Md.)?, and Third
Quartile (Q ) Percerltage Salary Increases by Year
3

1997-98 1998-99 1999-00

School/Area Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3
All Schools 4.0 35 3.9
Annenberg - - - - - - - - -
Dental Medicine 39 40 48 | 35 35 40 - 35 -
Engr. & Applied Science 34 44 59 | 37 40 56| 33 35 48
Grad Education - 51 - - 50 - - 40 -
Grad Fine Arts - - - - - - - - -
Humanities (A&S) 33 35 41|28 29 40| 30 39 77
Law

Natural Sciences (A&S) 34 45 64 | 26 34 53| 28 31 47
Nursing 41 46 50 | 25 32 42 3.0 41 41
Social Sciences (A&S) 33 37 46 |25 30 47| 23 3.0 39
Social Wor - 40 - - 50 - - 45 -
Veterinary Med 39 40 43 |35 35 40| 35 45 104
Wharton 39 49 57 |25 41 102 35 54 87
Budget Guideline 3.5 3.5 3.5

NOTE 1: The Budget Guideline shown under each rank is for comparison purposes.
As per Penn policy, it is a guideline for a salary increment pool for all standing faculty
members in each school, but not specifically for each rank.

NOTE 2: Academic base salary percentage increases pertain to all Penn standing
faculty members who continued as associate professors during the periods of time
reported. Excluded were all members of the Faculty of Medicine, all Clinician Edu-
cators from four other schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and
Social Work) that have such positions, and faculty members who were promoted or
entered Penn employment during the years reported.

a2 A median (Md.) percentage salary increase is the mid-point of the increase within
each school/area and rank (i.e., half of all increases were below the median and half
were above). Variability of salary increase percentages is indicated by the first quartile
(Q ) and third quartile (Q ) percentage increases. At the lower end of the salary
increase percentages, 25% of all increases were below the Q , while 75% were above.
At the upper end, 75% of all increases were below the Q ,'while 25% were above.
Median increases are reported only if the number of faculty>’members is four or more.
The quartile increases are reported only if the number of faculty members is ten or more.
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occur on aschool by school basisfor assistant professors, another indica-

tor of the trend noted above to higher increases of salaries of assistant

professors than of full and associate professors.

The SCESF has been advised that the change in policy for 1998-99
(i.e., specifying 1% instead of 2% as the base of the standard range of
salary increases) was taken because Deans wished to have greater flex-
ibility in awarding such increases. Although SCESF has not raised an
issue specifically about this policy??, we have regularly raised the more
general issue about principles by which salary increases are awarded inrela
tiontoincreasesinthe CPl. In thisrespect, it should be noted that all percent-
ageincreasesat thefirst quartilefor al three professorial ranksfor all schools/
areas were greater than increases in the CPI for 1997-98 and 1998-99.

In contrast with 1997-98, we note from Tables 7 and 8 that for 1998-
99 and 1999-00 the median salary increases for full professorsin each of
the three areas of SAS were clearly below the budget guideline of 3.5%
in each year. The same is generally true of associate professorsin SAS,
but not assistant professors. This trend is of concern to SCESF, and we
expect to the faculty and administration of SAS as well.

Thedistribution of salary increaseresourcesisshown clearly inacom-
parison of the first and third quartile data of Tables 7, 8, and 9. It can be
seen that none of the relatively low median increases (below 3.5%) were
due to extremely high third quartile percentage increases (i.e., because
unusually large increases were allocated to only 25% of faculty members
in arank/school group), even though some positive skewness of the dis-
tributions can be observed. Instead, it seems that the increases provided
to faculty members in these particular school/areas were generally low
relative to the university-wide average. Therefore, therelatively low me-
dian increases are more a problem of inadequate resources, or school
policy for allocating available resources, than wide variation in the distri-
bution of available salary increases.

Overall asseenin Tables 7, 8, and 9, there is great variability for all
three years in salary increment percentages both among Schools within
ranks, and among ranks within Schools. SCESF is not aware of specific
information about merit and market factors that is available to depart-
ment heads and deans, and how they weigh this information in deciding
salary incrementsfor individual faculty members. Without such informa-
tion, it is not possible to determine whether any inequity isinvolved in

12 Heretofore, the work of SCESF has not benefitted from information about the
variability of salary increases by school over athree year period as shown
here, for the first time, in Tables 7, 8, and 9.

Table 9

Assistant Professors: Median academic base salary percentage increases of
continuing Penn Assistant Professors for FY 1998, 1999, and 2000, along
with the first and third quartile salary increases
First Quartile (Q ), Median (Md.)?, and Third
Quartile (Q ) Percerltage Salary Increases by Year

3

1997-98 1998-99 1999-00

School/Area Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3
All Schools 4.3 4.4 5.0
Annenberg

Dental Medicine - 53 - - 35 - - 35 -
Engr. & Applied Science 42 51 72| 40 45 50 [(43 46 51
Grad Education - - - - 50 - - 50 -
Grad Fine Arts - 39 - - 50 - - 35 -
Humanities (A&S) 32 33 46| 25 31 44 |30 42 60
Law - 6.9 - - 8.6 - - - -
Natural Sciences (A&S) 35 43 57| 38 45 53 |41 50 84
Nursing - 34 - - 26 - - 35 -
Social Sciences (A&S) 29 34 43|29 31414 |30 31 55
Social Work - 43 - - - - - - -
Veterinary Med - 6.9 -1 35 35 60 |35 35 6.0
Wharton 44 68 7.4 | 43 9.1 109 54 6.4 93
Budget Guideline 3.5 3.5 3.5

NOTE 1: The Budget Guideline shown under each rank is for comparison purposes.
As per Penn policy, it is a guideline for a salary increment pool for all standing faculty
members in each school, but not specifically for each rank.

NOTE 2: Academic base salary percentage increases pertain to all Penn standing
faculty members who continued as assistant professors during the periods of time
reported. Excluded were all members of the Faculty of Medicine, all Clinician Edu-
cators from four other schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and
Social Work) that have such positions, and faculty members who were promoted or
entered Penn employment during the years reported.

2A median (Md.) percentage salary increase is the mid-point of the increase within
each school/area and rank (i.e., half of all increases were below the median and half
were above). Variability of salary increase percentages is indicated by the first quartile
(Q ) and third quartile (Q ) percentage increases. At the lower end of the salary
increase percentages, 25% of all increases were below the Q , while 75% were above.
At the upper end, 75% of all increases were below the Q ,*while 25% were above.
Median increases are reported only if the number of faculty>’members is four or more.
The quartile increases are reported only if the number of faculty members is ten or more.
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the salary increase percentages reported in these tables.

B. Variability in Average Salary Levels by Rank

Three-year trends in mean faculty salaries by rank are shown in Table
10 for all schools combined (except Medicine, of course).’* Such data
give the crudest perspective on rank differences in salary, however, be-
cause of aggregation biases across schools. For example, one might ex-
pect a considerably larger difference between mean assistant and associ-
ate professor salaries. The modest difference might be accounted for by
thefactsthat the Law School has no associate professors (afact that might
decrease the observed associate professor mean) and the Wharton School
has aconsiderably higher percentage of assistant professorsthanistypical of
other schools(afact that could increase the observed assistant professor mean).

A moremeaningful comparison of variation in faculty salariesby rank
is made by computing the ratios for continuing faculty membersfor each
school and then computing amean weighted ratio (weighted for the num-
ber of continuing faculty members at each rank in each school).* The
weighted ratios thus computed are also seen in Table 10. Viewed in this
way, there is much greater spread in mean salary levels by rank.

As discussed in the prior section, percentage salary increases for as-
sistant professor, in the aggregate, have been considerably greater than
for full professors during the past two years (1998-99 and 1999-00). This
trend can also be seen in Table 10 where the weighted ratio of professor
to assistant professor salaries has declined year-by-year since 1997-98.

C. Variability in Professorial Salaries by Years of Service

There has been some concern that full professors who have recently
been recruited to Penn (perhaps including those who have recently been
promoted to the rank of full professor) have had their salary levels set
considerably higher than professors of equivalent merit who have served
at Penn for many years (and without commensurate increases to the lev-
els set for recent appointees). If so, this phenomenon would constitute an
inequity in salary policy. However, salary dataavailable to SCESF at this
time, though imperfect, do not support this concern. The Committee hopes
to secure more definitive datain the future.

13 The mean salary figures for full professors recorded in Table 10 for 1998-99

and 1999-00 are higher than those recorded in Table 6 which are drawn from
AAUP reports. This discrepancy is a product of two AAUP palicies: first, to
exclude faculty members with decanal titles (which will reduce the AAUP
mean); second, to include all faculty membersin arank (including those newly
appointed to arank) whereas Table 10 data are limited to faculty members
who continued in the same rank from the prior year (adifference that will also
reduce the AAUP mean).

Weighted ratios were based on all Schools except Annenberg which has only
one assistant professor. Law was not included in the associate professor ratio
since none of its faculty members are appointed at this rank.

Table 10

Mean academic base salary levels of
continuing Penn standing faculty members by rank

Salary Ratio to Assist. Prof.
Salary Level
Not
Rank Academic Year Average Amount Weighted Weighted?®

Full Professor 1997-98 Mean $105,616 1.69 1.89
Median NA

1998-99 Mean 112,098 1.69 1.85
Median 102,600

1999-00 Mean 117,092 1.69 1.84
Median 106,338

Associate Prof. 1997-98 Mean 69,585 1.11 1.26
Median NA

1998-99 Mean 74,129 1.12 1.26
Median 69,850

1999-00 Mean 79,519 1.14 1.24
Median 74,000

Assistant Prof. 1997-98 Mean 62,527 1.00 1.00
Median NA

1998-99 Mean 66,438 1.00 1.00
Median 57,350

1999-00 Mean 69,417 1.00 1.00
Median 60,450

NOTE: Mean academic base salary levels are based on all Penn standing faculty mem-
bers who continued in the same rank from FY 1998 to FY 1999. Excluded were all
members of the Faculty of Medicine, all Clinician Educators from four other schools
(Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work) that have such posi-
tions, and faculty members who were promoted effective for each year reported.

aThe weighted ratios were computed by the following procedure: first, the ratios for
continuing faculty members for each school were computed (except for Annenberg,
which had no assistant professors); next a mean weighted ratio was computed
(weighted for the number of continuing faculty members at each rank in each school).
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D. Variability of Average Salary Levels by School/Area

As described in previous SCESF reports, there is considerable vari-
ability in average faculty salary levels across Penn’s 13 school s/areas (as
listed in Table 3). Information about the extent of this cross-school vari-
ability is presented by rank in Table 11 for the two most recent academic
years in terms of the first quartile (Q,), second quartile (Q,, the same as
the median), and the third quartile (Q,) of median faculty saary levels.
For full professors, the interquartile range of median salariesin 1999-00
based on the 13 school s/areas was $29,000 (i.e., the third quartile salary
of $124,000 minus the first quartile salary of $95,000). The comparable
interquartile range of salary levels across schools/areas was less under-
standably less for associate professors ($21,500) and assistant professors
($16,600) in absolute dollars, but not as a percentage of the medians (about
28%). Thus, for all three ranks, the interquartile range of median salaries
across schools/areas was remarkably large. Moreover, the interquartile
ranges in 1999-00 had increased considerably from the prior year (1998-
99) when they were “only” $22,100 for full professors and $14,800 for
associate professors. This is evidence of rapidly increasing disparity of
faculty salaries across Penn’s 13 school s/areas.

Given this increasing variability in median faculty salaries across
schools/areas shown in Table 11, SCESF examined other available data
to determine whether the degree of variability has been stable or chang-
ing over a longer period of time than the two years shown in Table 11.
For the most recent five year period, SCESF compared the mean salary
of faculty members continuing in the samerank at the highest paid school
with the mean salary of those at the lowest paid school ™ The results of
this analysis, as shown in Table 12, reveal that the mean salaries of full
professorsin the highest paying school has been stable at about 160% of
the mean salaries in the lowest paying school for the past four years,
while the relationship of the highest to the lowest mean salaries of asso-
ciate professors has stabilized at a higher level (about 174%) during the
past two years. By contrast, the mean salaries of assistant professors in
the highest paying school has continued to grow in relation to the lowest
paying school from FY 1996 through FY 2000 when it reached 221%.
Overdll, for all three ranks, the difference between the highest and lowest
median salaries of associate and assistant professors across schools/areasin-
creased substantially during the five year period from FY 1996 to FY 1999.

The trend toward greater disparity across schoolsin mean salary lev-
elsof continuing full, associate, and assistant professors, asseenin Table
11, has occurred because, asageneral trend, school s/areas offering higher
average salaries also offer higher annual percentage increases. This phe-
nomenon is demonstrated by a substantial correlation between the me-
dian percentage salary increase for full professorsin one year with the
median salary level in the same year across Penn’s 13 schools/areas. In
FY 1999, this correlation coefficient (r) across the 13 school Sareas was
.51; in FY 2000, it was .46. Moreover, this correlation of the amount of

15 In this section, average faculty salaries are sometimes presented as medians and
a other timesasmeans. Thisisdueto thedifferential availability of thetwo differ-
ent indices of average salaries for the various periods of time examined.

Table 11

Variability of academic base salary levels among schools/areas?:
First, second, and third quartile median salary levels by rank and year.

Quartiles: Median Salaries®

Number
Rank Academic Year Q Q Q of Areas
1 2 3

Full Professor 1998-99 $925K $99.9K $114.6K 13
1999-00 95.0K  103.7K 124.0K 13

Associate Professor  1998-99 $63.1K  $73.0K  $77.9K 12
1999-00 65.3K 76.7K 86.8K 12

Assistant Professor ~ 1998-99 $49.4K  $52.1K  $66.9K 12
1999-00 52.0K 54.3K 68.6K 12

NOTE: Median academic base salary levels for Penn’s schools/areas are based on stand-
ing faculty members who continued in the same rank from FY 1998 to FY 1999 (the
1998-99 data), and from FY 1999 to FY 2000 (the 1999-00 data). Excluded were all
members of the Faculty of Medicine, all Clinician Educators from four other schools
(Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work) that have such posi-
tions, and faculty members who were promoted effective for each year reported.

aThe thirteen schools/areas used for this analysis at the full professor level are the
same as those listed in Table 3. The number of schools used at the associate and
assistant professor levels was slightly less because the numbers of faculty members
within these ranks was very low for a few schools.

bVariability of median salary levels among schools/areas is reported by quartile. At
the lower end of the median salary level distribution, 25% of the median salary levels
of all schools/areas were below the first quartile (Q ), while the other 75% were above.
In the middle, 50% of the median salary levels of all schools/areas were below the
second quartile (Q , also called the median), while the other 50% were above. At the
upper end, 75% of median salary levels of all schools were below the third quartile
(Q3), while the other 25% were above.
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salary increase with median salary levels is a more general trend. The
median percentage salary increase of full professorsfrom FY 1993 though
FY 1999 was correlated highly (i.e., r =.62) withthe median salary in FY
1999 across the 13 schoolg/areas. Thus, the escalation of average salary
differences across schools/areas is a multi-year trend that has continued
into the current year.

In short, these statistical facts indicate that, in general, differencesin
average faculty salaries between lower paying schools/areas and higher
paying schools/areas have been, and continue to be, increasing both in
dollar amount and in percentage difference. As noted in prior SCESF
reports, variability among schools/areas is no doubt a product, to a con-
siderable extent, of market forcesin the hiring of faculty membersand in
the relative wealth of schools (i.e., financial ability to support faculty
salaries). The relative wealth of schools available for supporting faculty
salariesis, in major part, afunction of how much income aschool isable
to earn and the level of non-faculty expendituresit regards as essential—
all as discussed above in the section on the RCBS.

Whether variability in faculty salary levels among school s/areas rep-
resents some degree of inequity is controversial. Some argue that it is,
while others argue that it is a natural outcome of the wealth inherent in
various disciplines and professional fields that schools represent. Any
effort to reduce such variability substantially by central university policy
would no doubt require fundamental changes in the RCBS—a system
that has become well entrenched during the past three decades.

If the wide difference among school/areas in average salaries of full
professors seen at Penn is ageneral phenomenon at other universities as
well, there will be evidence that Penn is experiencing a general market
phenomenon instead of alocal idiosyncracy. To test this possibility, we
have analyzed 1999-00 datafrom the MIT Salary Survey for 12 universi-
ties'® which reported salary means for full professors for al five aca-
demic areas (architecture, engineering, natural sciences, social sciences/
humanities, and management). For each of these 12 universities, we com-
puted the ratio of the average salary of the highest paying area to the
average salary of the lowest paying area. The result was that these 12
ratios ranged from alow of 1.32 to ahigh of 2.05, with amean of 1.59—
indicating that wide variation in average faculty salaries across academic
areasis common and substantial. Penn’sratio in the MIT datawas virtu-
ally the same (1.64) asthe mean of the 12 universities. This suggests that
the variability in mean faculty salaries across schools/areas at Penn is
currently in line with experience elsewhere, and is a function of general
economic forces affecting all of academia.

To determine whether there has been ageneral trend over timein other
universitiestoward greater variability of mean faculty salariesacrossfive
academic areas, we computed for 1996-97 the same ratios of the highest
to thelowest mean salaries by the same method described above for 1999-
00 mean salaries. The mean ratio in 1996-97 (1.52) was clearly lower
than in 1999-00 (1.59), thereby suggesting there is a general trend over
time toward increasing differences across schools in mean faculty sala-
ries. Penn is perfectly in line with this apparent general trend.

6 Thesample of 12 universities analyzed was selected from the following group

of 13: Carnegie Mellon University, Columbia University, Cornell University,
Georgia Institute of Technology, M assachusetts Institute of Technology, Rice
University, University of California (Berkeley), University of California(Los
Angeles), University of lllinois, University of Michigan, University of Penn-
sylvania, University of Texas, and Yale University. One of these universities
was eliminated from the analysis because of apparently erroneous data, though
itsidentity is not known because of the blind coding of the data.

Table 12

Mean academic base salary of standing faculty members at Penn’s highest
paying school as a percentage of the mean salary at the lowest paying
school by rank and fiscal year

Fiscal Year
Rank FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000
Full Professor 154% 160% 158% 159% 160%
Associate Professor 147% 155% 165% 173% 174%
Assistant Professor 204% 208% 213% 212% 221%

NOTE: The percentages of this table were based on the mean academic base salary
levels of all standing faculty members who continued in the same rank from one
fiscal year to the next. These mean salary levels were available by rank for each of
11 schools at Penn. Excluded were all members of the Faculty of Medicine, all Clini-
cian Educators from four other schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nurs-
ing, and Social Work) that have such positions, and faculty members who were promot-
ed in any one fiscal year.
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VI. Conclusions
A. Economic Status of the Faculty

1. External Competitiveness. In general, faculty salaries, benefits,
and compensation (the sum of the two) at Penn are competitive with a
small select group of universities that provide the highest levels of fac-
ulty compensation in the nation. Evidence for this conclusion comesfrom
the following sources:

e Theresults of theannual MIT salary survey of 23 major research uni-
versities (about half private, half public) place the weighted mean salaries of
Penn full professors and associate professors (from SAS, SEAS, GSFA, and
Wharton, combined) above average at about the 60th percentile of their re-
spective academic fields as of Fall 1999.

* The results of annual surveys of faculty salaries in dental medicine
and veterinary medicine suggest that the mean salary levelsin Penn’s School
of Veterinary Medicine and School of Dental Medicine are among the highest
in their respective fields.

e Theresults of the annual AAUP salary survey for a group of 17 peer
research universities place the mean salary of Penn full professors in rank
order five as of academic year 1999-00. The highest mean salary in thisgroup (at
Harvard University) is 12% higher than the Penn mean (Table 6).

2. Internal Variability. Thereis great variability in the distribution of
faculty salary resources among the three professorial ranks (see Table
10), among the eleven schools included in this report (see Table 11), and
among individual faculty members by rank within schools (see Tables 7,
8, and 9). Furthermore, a considerable portion of the variability in aver-
age faculty salaries across Penn’s schools/areas is the product of market
forces as suggested by the results of acomparison of school mean differ-
ences at Penn with differences at other peer universities. That is, consid-
erablevariability in average faculty salaries among these schoolareasis
required to maintain competitive standings within different academic
fields. Nonetheless, recent evidence indicates that there isincreasing di-
vergence among Penn’s schools in the degree to which their mean salary
levels are competitive within their own academic fields.

B. Conditions of Concern

1. External Competitiveness. Although Pennfaculty salaries are gen-
erally competitive with those provided by a select group of universities
(asnoted above), the following particul ar conditions are of concern about
the external competitiveness of faculty salaries at Penn:

* Asindicated in SCESF's 1999 Annual Report (see Section VI, Recom-
mendationA.2), Penn iscommitted to bringing faculty salaries back to acom-
petitivelevel “if faculty salariesin certain fieldsbegintofall behind.” SCESF
Is concerned about two aspects of this commitment that are not clear, viz. the
definitions of “acompetitive level” and “certain fields.” For academic fields
for which specific competitive dataare available from the MIT salary survey,
it appears that Penn, at least in practice, has established in recent years a
competitive level in the 65-70th percentile range. If so, average faculty sala-
riesat the full and associate professor ranksin the natural sciences areaof the
School of Arts and Sciences and the School of Engineering and Applied Sci-
ences have clearly fallen behind, as have assistant professor salariesin three
academic areas (architecture, engineering, and the social science/lhumanities
areas of the School of Artsand Sciences). Accordingly, thereis concern about
the average salaries in these areas that have fallen behind Penn’s presumed
competitive level.

* Not only have the salary levels in certain academic areas lagged be-
hind Penn’s usual competitive level (as reviewed above), but Penn has expe-
rienced a general decline in competitiveness in all academic fields covered
by the MIT survey except Wharton (which has achieved noticeable improve-
ment). The competitiveness of the mean salaries of Penn full professors have
noticeably declined in the natural sciences, social sciences’/humanities, and
engineering. The mean associate professor salary in natural science has de-
clined considerably in competitiveness, as have the mean salaries of assistant
professorsin the socia sciences’humanitiesand in engineering. Through analy-
ses of trends in salary increase percentaged during the past four years, it is
clear that Penn has generally improved the average salary increase percent-
ages awarded to faculty members since 1996-97. Therefore, the explanation
for these declinesin Penn’s competitivenessis that our peer universities have
increased faculty salaries at an even higher rate than Penn.

* SCESF is also concerned about the absence of data to make a judg-
ment about the competitive level of average faculty salaries in each of the
Penn’s five schools that are not included in the MIT salary survey or in sur-
veys for veterinary medicine and dental medicine. As noted below (see Sec-
tion VII. Recommendation 5), the Provost is attempting to secure compara-
tive salary data for the five schoolsin question.

2. Internal Equity. In the absence of data on individual faculty merit
to compare with dataon individual faculty salaries, SCESF is not ableto
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identify any specific instance of inequity among all the dimensions of
salary variability included in this report. However, there is concern that
some of thewidevariability inindividual faculty salaries may entail more
than atrivial element of inequity. Though we are not able to report spe-
cificinstances of salary inequity among individual faculty members, ranks,
departments, or schools, SCESF has identified the following conditions
that give rise to equity concerns:

* In spite of moderateinflationin FY 1999 (CPI growth in Philadel phia of
2.38%) and substantial resources availablefor faculty salary increasesfor FY
2000 (4.0% for the school providing the lowest mean salary increase), 9% of
Penn’s standing faculty members received salary increases for FY 2000 that
were less than the CPI growth percentage—an effective reduction in salary.
The 9% figure represents and increase of 2% in comparison with 7% the prior
year. Over 10% of faculty membersin four schools/areas received increases
less than the CPI growth percentage (see Table 3). In fact, the entire increase
from FY 1999 to FY 2000 in percentage bel ow the Philadel phia CPI is attrib-
utable to the three disciplinary areas of SAS. Two main alternative explana-
tions for these percentages are: that over 10% of the faculty in these schools/
areas performed at an unsatisfactory level, or that some of these effective
salary reductions may have been inequitable.

* |n spite of modest inflation since FY 1994 and substantial resources for
faculty salary increases, only 90% of full professorsin the natural sciences
area of the School of Arts and Sciences and 91% of full professors in the
Graduate School of FineArtsreceived cumulative salary increases during the
period 1994-2000 that exceeded the growth in the Philadelphia CPI (see Table
4). Fortunately, considerably higher percentages of full professors in other
schools/areas received cumulative salary increasesthat exceeding CPI growth
during this seven year period. Therefore, it seems possible that some of the
effective salary reductions experienced by full professors in the natural sci-
ences and fine arts were inequitable.

» Aggregate salary increases of 5.3% were awarded for FY 2000 to con-
tinuing Penn standing faculty members. Nonetheless, the median increases
for full professorsin al three areas of SAS were below the 3.5% guideline.
There is concern about salaries of most faculty members in these areas lag-
ging behind a competitive level with implications for collective inequity.

VII. Status of Committee Recommendations
Submitted in 1998-99

In accordance with current Senate policy, areport is presented bel ow
of progress made, and current status of, recommendations made in 1999
for development of faculty compensation policy and procedures. Short
versions of these recommendations are presented below along with the
responses of Provost Barchi (to whom the recommendations were made
on June 23, 1999), SCESF's comments, and subsequent devel opments.

Faculty salary policy issues: general principles
1. Salary Competitiveness Issue.

SCESF Recommendations
a. It is recommended that priority be placed on increasing average
salaries to Penn’'s competitive level of the four groups (Full and Assoc.
Profs. in the natural sciences area of SAS, and Assist. Profs. in architec-
ture, engineering, and social sciences’humanitiesareas of SAS) that have
fallen behind.

Provost's Response: The Provost indicated that this issue will be
examined seriously.

SCESF Comment: We hope that the Provost’s review can be com-
pleted by March 2000 so that, if justified and fiscally possible, appropri-
ateincreasesinthe salary levels of thesefour faculty groupscan beimple-
mented effective July 1, 2000.

Subsequent Developments: SCESF was advised by the Associate
Provost that the relevant three Deans were very concerned, and that the
Committee should communicate directly with these Deansto learn about
their concerns and plans—all in keeping with RCBS principles concern-
ing decentralization of earning and spending authority to responsibility
centers (such as schools). Accordingly, the SCESF initiated such com-
munication with these Deans in December 1999 and has received the
following information:

(1) The Dean of SEAS indicated that salary increase resources for the
1999-00 year were concentrated especially on improving the salaries of
assistant professors, and that SEAS isinterested in “ staying competitive
and preserving the morale of the faculty.” SEAS also enhances its com-
petitiveness for assistant professors by providing generous startup pack-
ages.

(2) The Dean of SAS reported that salariesin several categories have
continued to lag, but that substantially higher salary increases were
awarded for FY 2001, and improvement in SAS’'s competitive position
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should be seen when MIT datafor the current year become available.

(3) The Dean of GSFA informed the Committee that the salaries of
recently appointed assistant professors have been a step above the levels
offered afew years ago.

b. It isrecommended that efforts be made over aperiod of afew years
to reduce the difference between Penn average salaries and the university
ranked second in the MIT survey in order to improve Penn’s capacity for
attracting and retaining distinguished faculty members.

Provost’s Response: Although the Provost does not support any
across-the-board increases in faculty salary levels, he does support the
aggressive use of salary funds to recruit and retain distinguished faculty
members, the consequence of which might well be to raise average fac-
ulty salaries. The Provost noted that special attention should be placed on
identifying and rewarding (with salary increases) Penn’s most promising
assistant and associate professors.

SCESF Comment: We endorse the Provost’s strategy in using salary
resources to improve the quality of Penn’s faculty, and advocate that this
be implemented aggressively so that the actual competitiveness of aver-
age faculty salaries (within ranks by academic field) is increased sub-
stantially over aperiod of several years. As stated by the Provost, we note
that this strategy has two purposes with respect to distinguished faculty
members: to recruit and to retain. As to retention, we understand that
both the Provost and the Committee recognize this to be multifaceted:

* Onefacet of retention isto be competitive with salary increases for fac-
ulty members who assert entrepreneurial initiative and secure attractive of-
fers of appointment elsewhere.

» A second facet of retention is to recognize in advance and reward with
salary increases distinguished performance of faculty members who choose
not to seek, or use, attractive offers of external appointment to negotiate sal-
ary increases.

* A third facet of retention is to maintain an overall competitive faculty
salary structure in order to promote a collegial faculty spirit and sense of
general equity whilestill recognizing that there will be widevariationinindi-
vidual faculty salaries dueto differential merit. A major dimension of general
equity isthe realization by individual faculty memberswho perform at a sus-
tained satisfactory level that, at the very least, they have not suffered a de-
cline in the purchasing power of their salaries by being awarded cumulative
salary increases over a period years that has been less than growth in the
Philadelphia CPI.

The views expressed above do not represent advocacy for afixed floor
for salary increases since afew faculty members obviously perform at a
less than a satisfactory level, nor do they represent advocacy for a gen-
eral leveling of faculty salaries. As has been Penn’s tradition, variability
in individual faculty salaries should continue to be associated strongly
with variability in individua merit.

Subsequent Developments: Discussions with the Associate Provost
suggest that the Provost and the SCESF are in general agreement on the
strategy to be used in allocating salary funds to recruit and retain distin-
guished faculty members. However, the Provost did not accept specifi-
cally the recommendation to improve Penn’s competitive position with
respect to salaries, though that might be a byproduct of his strategy for
the aggressive use of salary funds.

2. Salary Equity Issue.

SCESF Recommendations.

a. Itisrecommended that a set of principles and procedures be estab-
lished whereby all individual faculty salary levels (and related informa-
tion about academic merit) are reviewed periodically by senior academic
administrators (Department Chairs, Deans, and the Provost) for the pur-
poses of identifying salaries that are inequitably low or high, and of tak-
ing corrective action.

Provost’'s Response: The Provost responded that his office currently
has in place a mechanism that can identify faculty salaries that are very
high or very low. Once identified, the names of those faculty are sent to
the deans for justification and adjustment as necessary. The deans then
provide the Provost with information on justification and adjustment.

SCESF Comment: Asindicated in the recommendation, special sal-
ary reviews for possible instances of inequity can occur at all salary lev-
els, and individual salary levels can be either inequitably high or low. We
hope that the next review can be structured accordingly, even thoughiitis
a demanding task, and that considerable progress can be accomplished
by March 2000 so that, if justified and financially feasible, appropriate
salary adjustments can be awarded effective July 1, 2000. We realize that
in the instance of an inequitably high salary level that no absolute down-
ward adjustment can be made. However, it is possible to moderate annual
increments to such salaries over aperiod of years so that the appropriate
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level can be attained.

Subsequent Developments: It is the practice of the Office of the
Provost to make such areview every five years, the next time for which
will be no later than the Fall Term of FY 2001.

b. It is recommended that the issue of establishing a general prin-
ciple for minimum annual faculty salary increments become a topic of
discussion with the Provost for the purpose of attempting to formulate
such amutually-agreeable principle, or of coming to amutual realization
that the effort is either unwise or impractical.

Provost’'s Response: The Provost would not like to establish a gen-
eral principle for minimum annual faculty salary increments, but would
like academic administratorsto inform faculty members of the judgments
of merit that were made in setting each annual salary increase. It should
be noted that increases below a set minimum must be justified and ap-
proved by the Provost. The set minimum can vary, reflecting changesin
the CPI. However, there must be room for no or minimal increases bel ow
expectation performance.

SCESF Comment: We certainly agree that faculty members should
beinformed about the judgements of merit that were made in setting each
annual salary increase (see al so recommendation eight below). However,
we hope that the subtleties of thisissue be considered further. Two possi-
bilities are suggested, as follows:

* Further discussion about the points raised by the SCESF Chair in a docu-
ment of June 22, 1999, entitled “ Propositions relevant to considering a general
principle for minimum annual faculty salary increments’ might be helpful.

» Consideration might be given to the following statement appearing in
the Salary Guidelines for 1999-2000 as published in Almanac on April 20,
1999: “Recommendations to provide an increase lower than 1 percent for
non-meritorious performance . . . should be made in consultation with the
Provost.” It might be possible to set the designated percent at, or close to, the
most recent percentage increase in the Philadelphia CPI. Alternatively, the
minimum percent increase requiring consultation with the Provost, as speci-
fied in the Salary Guidelines, might be changed back to 2%—the percentage
stated in the Salary Guidelines for 1997-98 (Almanac April 22, 1997, p. 2)
and prior years. The concern continuesto bethat asalary increase of lessthan
the growth in the CPI represents an effective salary reduction—a circum-
stance SCESF would prefer not happen for faculty members performing at
least at a satisfactory level.

Subsequent Developments: The Provost wishesto keep the 1% salary
increase rule to maximize the authority of the Dean's for deciding salary
increases. This rule states that Dean’s may award an annua increase of as
little as 1% without providing the provost with ajustification for such action.
Asrecently asFY 1998, the rule was 2%, which SCESF prefers.

3. Issue Concerning Disparities Among Schools in
Average Faculty Salaries.
SCESF Recommendations

a. It is recommended that the disparities among schools in average
faculty salaries be studied further by Penn’s administration and the SCESF
to ascertain its causes, and to identify means by which at least some of
the largest disparities in average faculty salaries among schools can be
moderated.

Provost’'s Response: The Provost indicated that he would continue
to review the causes of disparities in average faculty salaries among
schools. However, it is not possible to use the subvention pool to address
such disparities because the subvention pool is relatively small and also
because subvention dollars must cover itemsin schools' budgetsin addi-
tion to faculty salaries. He also observed that disparities anong schools
arein large part due to market forces and schools' budgets.

SCESF Comment: We are encouraged that the Provost will continue
to review the causes of disparities in average faculty salaries as recom-
mended, and hope that income-expenditure relationships for schools of-
fering lower average salary levels can be changed over time in order to
provide for larger faculty salary increases that will improve, even mar-
ginaly, their relative standing with schools offering higher average sal-
ary levels. If possible, thiswill reduce somewhat the wide and increasing
salary level differences among schools as recommended.

Subsequent Developments: The Provost has continued to review dis-
parities in average faculty salaries among schools, and has found that
such disparities can be accounted for by market forces, differencesin the
wealth of schools, and in priorities for the allocation of school funds to
faculty salaries versus other types of expenditures (e.g., facility and schol-
arship expenses). For its part, as reported above (see Section V. D.), the
SCESF compared the difference between the highest and lowest mean
salaries acrossthe five academic areas of theMIT Salary Survey (asiden-
tified in Table 5), and found that the difference at Penn is equivalent to
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the mean discrepancy for the sample of 12 universities that supplied suf-
ficient data for this type of analysis. Thus, Penn clearly isin line with a
general trend elsewhere.

b. It is also recommended that SEC consider further its principles
and priorities for the allocation of subvention.

4. Comprehensive Policy for Faculty Compensation Issue.

SCESF Recommendation: Asadvised by the Interim Provost in 1998,
it is recommended that consideration should be given to developing a
comprehensive policy for faculty compensation on the next occasion of
salary or benefits redesign.

Provost's Response: This recommendation was not considered at
the meeting on June 23, 1999.

SCESF Comment: Since thisrecommendation was accepted in 1998,
itsimplementation awaits the occasion of the next round of salary or ben-
efitsredesign.

Faculty salary policy issues: Procedures
5. Issue Concerning Data on the Competitiveness of Faculty Salaries
not Included in the MIT Survey.

SCESF Recommendation: In accordance with the agreement with
the Interim Provost in 1998, it is recommended that the Provost continue
his efforts to secure data on the competitiveness of faculty salaries in
Penn’s schools not included in the MIT Salary Survey.

Provost’'s Response: The Provost isin the process of securing com-
parative salary data from the CUPA Salary Survey for five of the seven
Penn schools (excluding Medicine) not included in the MIT Salary Sur-
vey, and will select the most appropriate set, or sets, of universities sur-
veyed by CUPA for comparison purposes with salary levels these five
schools at Penn. Dental Medicine and Veterinary Medicine are not in-
cluded in the CUPA survey. However, the Provost will try by other meansto
secure comparative sdary data for Penn’'s schoolsin these areas as well.

SCESF Comment: We welcome this action, and hope that at least the
CUPA datawill become available before the end of calendar year 1999 so
the SCESF can use these new datain drafting itsAnnual Report for 2000.

Subsequent Developments: Comparative salary datafor dental medi-
cine and veterinary medicine have been provided to SCESF, and areport
of Penn’s competitive position in these two sets of survey data are re-
portedin Section I1.C. of thisAnnual Report. With respect to other schools
of major interest (Annenberg, Grad Education, Law, Nursing, and Social
Work), the Provost discussed SCESF's request for comparative salary
data with the Council of Deans. The Deans were interested in the possi-
bility of performing meaningful comparative salary analysesusing CUPA
data, and the Deans of five schools (i.e., those not included in the MIT
Salary Survey or the Dental Medicine or Veterinary Medicine surveys)
agreed to provide lists of peer universitiesincluded in the CUPA survey,
a minimum of 10 of which are required for securing school-by-school
analyses. This has not been possible because CUPA does not collect sal-
ary data from a sufficient number peer universitiesfor some, if not all, of
Penn'’s five schools of major interest here to make meaningful compari-
sons. Accordingly, efforts may be made to secure broader participation
by major research universities in the CUPA survey, efforts that might be
effective within several years. Alternatively, the possibility of securing
comparative salary data from the American Association for University
Data Exchange (AAUDE) isbeing explored. In short, it hasbeen difficult
to obtain salary data for a set of universities that can be considered the
peers of five of Penn’s schools. Nonetheless, to the extent that meaning-
ful comparative data can be obtained for one or more of Penn’sfive schools
not included in other salary surveys available to SCESF, the Provost con-
tinues to be committed to obtaining such data.

6. Salary Setting Sandards and Procedures I ssue.

SCESF Recommendation. It isrecommended that (a) a study of fac-
ulty salary setting principles and procedures used by each school be con-
ducted, and, if the results support the anecdotal evidence alluded to above,
(b) best practices in salary setting be identified, and (¢) a model set of
standards and procedures be developed for possible adoption or adapta-
tion by individual schools.

Provost’s Response: The Provost accepted thisrecommendation. He
indicated that a group of university administrators and members of the
SCESF will be asked to conduct the study of salary setting standards and
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procedures used by Penn’s departments and schools.

SCESF Comment: We welcome this action, and hope that the task
can be completed by March 2000 so that information about “best prac-
tices” can be available to academic administrators prior to the setting of
faculty salary increases for FY 2001.

Subsequent Developments: In consultation with the SCESF Chair,
the Associate Provost devel oped and sent questionnaire to Deans for rel-
evant information. The results have been turned over to a subcommittee
of SCESF for review and analysis. To date, this analysis has not been
completed by SCESF because of attention to higher priority issues.

7. lssue Concerning Information about Prior Faculty Salary Increases
for Department Heads.

SCESF Recommendation: It is recommended that a routine method
be established whereby departments heads are provided with information
each year, before faculty salary increases are decided, listing the current
salary, the prior year percentage increase, and five-year cumulative in-
crease percentages for each faculty member, as classified by rank, in the
department; and, for each professorial rank within the department, the
10th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and 90th percentile increases during the prior year
and the five-year cumulative periods.

Provost’'s Response: The Provost accepted this recommendation.

SCESF Comment: Wewelcome this acceptance, and hope that neces-
sary programming and computer runs can be completed by March 2000
so that this quantitative information can be provided to Penn’s depart-
ment heads and deans by the time they review faculty performance in
deciding faculty salary increases for FY 2001. In addition, we hope it
will become clear that thisinformation is useful in reviewing the faculty
salary structure and the history of past increases with aview to reducing
any incidence of inequitable components of faculty salaries.

Subsequent Developments: Though the Provost agrees that depart-
ment chairs should have salary datawhen making recommendations about
raises, he has reservations about providing department chairs with the
level of detailed salary information recommended here. After consulta-
tion with the Council of Deans, the Provost accepts the first part of the
recommendation pertaining to information about salary history, subject
to revising the provision concerning the reporting to department chairs of
five-year cumulative increases to three years. However, the Provost does
not accept the second part of the recommendations pertaining to information
about departmental normsfor salary increases due to computational burden.

8. Issue Concerning Information for Individual Faculty Members About
Annual Salary Increases.

SCESF Recommendation: As advocated by the Interim Provost in
1998, it is recommended that a procedure be established whereby each
faculty member is provided with specific information annually about the
assessment of her/his performance made by the relevant department head
or dean in deciding his/her salary increase for the following year.

Provost’'s Response: The Provost accepted this recommendation.

SCESF Comment: We welcome this action, and hope that the prac-
tice of providing individual faculty members with specific information
annually about her/his performance in deciding his’her salary increase
will be implemented in Spring 2000 for FY 2001 salary increases. In
addition, some procedure shoul d be considered to assess, in general terms,
the adequacy of the information provided such asreports of faculty mem-
bers about their understanding of the basis for their salary increase. We
expect to find that their understanding has been substantially improved.

Subsequent Developments: The Provost presented this issue to the
Council of Deans, and the Deans also accepted this recommendation.
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