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SENATE Economic Status of the Faculty

I. Introduction

The Senate Committee on the Economic Status of the Faculty (SCESF)
is charged by the “Rules of the Faculty Senate” to:

¢ Gather and organize data on faculty salaries and benefits;

¢ Issue an annual report on the economic status of the faculty; and

* Represent the faculty in the determination of University policy on sal-
ary issues.

The focus of thisreport is on the current economic status of the faculty
as based on salary data. The report is organized in terms of three broad
concerns:

¢ Thesalary setting process at Penn: the sources of fundsfor faculty sala-
ries and the how annua salary increase decisions are made.

« External comparisons: the competitiveness of faculty salariesat Pennin
comparison with faculty salaries at other universities.

¢ Internal comparisons: variability of faculty slarieswithin 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 topics,
while Section V1 is devoted to SCESF' s overall conclusions about the eco-
nomic status of the faculty.

In accordance with the procedures adopted by the Senate Executive
Committee in Spring 1999, we do not offer recommendations here for de-
velopment of faculty salary policy. Instead, we report in Section VII the
present status of committee recommendations, as adopted by the Senate
Executive Committee and submitted to the Provost in January 2002, and
the Provost’s response to recommendations made in this year’s report.

In performing its responsibilities, SCESF has been cognizant of Penn’s
current salary policy as stated by the President, Provost, and Executive
Vice President (Almanac April 17, 2001). Penn’s guiding principle in sal-
ary planning isto pay faculty and staff (a) competitively, (b) inrelationship
to the marketsfor 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 ingtitution.

In studying faculty salariesfor thisreport, SCESF has benefited greatly
by access to detailed salary data (excluding, of course, individua faculty
salaries) that have been provided by Penn’s central administration and sev-
eral schools (specifically the Nursing, Veterinary, Medical, and Dental
schools). Our understanding, both of Penn’s competitiveness with peer in-
gtitutions in faculty salary levels and of faculty salary variability within
Penn, has been enhanced by access to this information and by the assis-
tance of those who produced it. The SCESF acknowledges this coopera-
tion with appreciation.

Il. Resources for Faculty Salaries and Annual Increases

Faculty salaries are the product of atwo-step process:

1. Setting Salary Levels: Faculty salary levels are set at the time of
initial appointment by the dean of the faculty making the appointment.

2. Annual Salary Increases: Faculty sdary levelsarenormally increased
annually by aprocess described below. Such salary increasesare ordinarily
based on academic merit. Some annual increases are also the result of pro-
motion in rank and equity adjustments.

All funds for faculty salaries come from each school’s operating bud-
get; there is no central fund earmarked specifically for faculty salaries.
Most of each school’s resources are raised in accordance with the prin-
ciples of Penn’s Responsibility Center Budgeting System (RCBS).! In ad-
dition, subvention is distributed to schools by Penn's central administra-
tion. Of these resources, each School makes a certain amount available for
faculty salaries in three respects: (a) sustaining existing faculty appoint-
ments, (b) providing annual salary increases for continuing faculty mem-
bers, and (c) creating salary funding for new faculty positions. In addition,
schools must provide funds for employee benefits that approximate 30%
of al such faculty salary expenditures.

Annua salary increase recommendations for 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 statement of the
“Salary Guidelines For 2001-02” as published in Alimanac April 17, 2001).
Penn’s President, Provost, and Executive Vice President set an upper limit
on a “pool percentage” for salary increases. For FY 2002, schools were

! The 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 Reports of the Senate Committee on the
Economic Status of the Faculty contain overviews of Penn’s Responsibility
Center Budgeting System.
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authorized to award, as salary increases, a pool of up to 3.5% of the FY
2002 salaries of continuing faculty members. The recommended saary in-
crease range was 1% to 6%, with Deans being obligated 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 sala-
ries, Deanswere 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.”

Withinthisframework of available funds, Department Chairsand Deans
had the responsibility to recommend salary increases to the Provost for
each continuing faculty member based on general merit, including recog-
nition of outstanding teaching, scholarship, research, and service. In addi-
tion, the Provost reviews the Deans’ faculty salary recommendations “to
insure that rai ses on average reflect market conditions in each discipline.”

lll. Penn Faculty Salaries: External Comparisons

Average Penn Faculty Salaries (i.e., academic year base saaries) are
compared with three types of external indicatorsin the following sections:
(a) growth in the Consumer Price Index (CPl), (b) average faculty salaries
by rank at other universities asreported by annual surveys conducted at the
schooal level, and (c) average salaries of full professorsfor a sample of 19
public and private research universities selected as comparable to Penn
from among those included in the “ Annual Report on the Economic Status
of the Profession” issued by the American Association of University Pro-
fessors (AAUP). As a methodologica note and unless otherwise specifi-
caly stated, all faculty salary information discussed in thisreport refersto
the aggregated “ academic year base salary” of individual faculty members
whether salaries are paid from General Operating Funds and/or from Des-
ignated Funds.? In addition, al sdary data reported exclude members of the
Faculty of Medicine (except for basic scientistsin the Medica schoal that are
now part of thisreport) and all standing faculty memberswho are appointed as
Clinician Educators from four other schools that have such positions (Dental
Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work).

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

Faculty salary increases by rank, averaged for all schools except Medi-
cine, for FY 2000, FY 2001, FY 2002, and compound cumulative for FY
1992-01, are shown in Table 1 in comparison with comparable data for the
CPI (UScityaverage) and Penn budget guidelines. The nation hasremained
in aperiod of low inflation (3.7% for FY 2000 and 3.2% in FY 2001, the
most recent CPI data available). Two important facts to report, and those
that answer one of the concerns from last year’s report are that: (a) for all
ranks, the FY02 salary increases (on average) were considerably higher
than CPI (abeit the previous year’s) and represent the highest amountsin
the past 10 year period. Secondly, the mean increases are substantial in
absolutevalue, and even exceed the faculty guideline upper bound of 6.0%.
We believe that such atrend, if it continues, will put Penn in astrong com-
petitive position and allow usto attract the highest quality researchers and
teachers.

The most impressive salary increase percentages continue to be the cu-
mulative compound salary increments over the 10-year period from FY
1992 through FY 2001 as aso seen in Table 1. On the whole (all ranks
combined), cumulative mean Penn faculty salary increments during this
10-year period were about 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 guidelinesrefer to the centrally recommended sal -
ary pool percentage. What has happened is that many (perhaps al) of the
Deansof Penn’s school s have added considerabl e additional school resources
to the recommended cumulative base pool for salary increases. If we esti-
mate the compound cumulative increase over the 10-year period for al
ranks combined to be roughly 65% (the exact number isnot available but it
i 59.6 for full professors, 64.1% for associate professors and 68.7% for
assistant professors), the cumulative compound additional contribution of
schools to the salary pool must have approximated 20% (65% minus the

2 These terms are used in Penn’'s Responsibility Center Budgeting System.
See the 1999 or 2000 report on the Economic Status of the Faculty for a
description of this system.
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recommended budget guideline of 44.5%). Thus, it is apparent that both
Penn’s central and school administrations have made substantial joint ef-
forts over the years to raise the average level of faculty salaries well in
excess of the rate of inflation in the CPI during the past 10 years, and in
addition to exceed the University guideline.®

Theoverall increasesin faculty salary by rank in comparison with growth
inthe CPI, asseenin Table 1, arereported by school (including three disci-
plinary areasof SAS) in Table2for FY 2000, FY 2001 and FY 2002. While
theraisesin Table 1 indicate a good trend in the salaries, Table 2 demon-
strates afairly reasonable basis for concern. Our committee’'s concern lies
in anumber of basic areas: (1) Only 25% of Annenberg’s faculty has sala-
riesthat exceeded CPI. Let us note that one possible explanation for thisis
the extremely high rate of salary increases that occurred between 1996-
2002 (e.g. 42.2% for professors) for Annenberg and that 2002 may have
been are-adjustment. Thisis partially substantiated by looking at the re-
sultsin Table 6, in which we see that the median raise for Annenberg Full
professorswas below CPI, with small variation (small interquartile range),
(2) No school had 90% of its faculty above CPI. Now, while thisis very
explainable as CPI was 3.2% (overall) and 3.3% for Philadel phia, and the
middle of the salary increase pool was 3.5%, these lower percentages rep-
resent a significant departure, as one can see in Table 2, from past years.
Specificaly, itisdisappointing to seethat 10 of the 14 school Yareas awarded
asalary increase below the CPI growth percentage to more than 20 percent
of all continuing standing faculty members. In particular, all schools ex-
cept for Dental Medicine, Humanities (SAS), Veterinary Medicine, and
Wharton had more than 20% of its faculty receive salary increases below
CPI. Thisis especialy regrettable because an increase of less than the CPI
growth percentage for an individual faculty member represents an effec-
tive reduction in the purchasing power of asalary.

In addition to the cross-sectional concernsin salary raises versus CPI,
there are also a number of concerns regarding the trend in percentage in-
creasein salary versus CPl. Asseenin Table 3, for full professors, thereis
a significant reduction (defined as that over 5%) in percentage of faculty
recelving raises above CPI (for the 1996-2002 time period) for the Educa
tion School, Engineering and Applied Science, Graduate Fine Arts, Law,
Natural Science (SAS), and Socia Science (SAS) versus the 1994-2000
time period. Thereisanother areathat we believe deserves acloser ook by
the administration.

SCESF recognizes that there are legitimate reasons for individual fac-
ulty members to be awarded increments less than the growth in the CPI.
For example, in a particular year, the salary increment pool many only
approximately, or even be less than, the rate of growth in the CPI. We be-
lievethat thismay play avery significant rolein the low numbers observed
in this report.

Furthermorein asmall department or school, afew promations or mar-
ket adjustments needed to retain avalued faculty member could obligate a
disproportionate share of an existing increment pool, thereby leaving little
to award to other faculty membersin the unit. Finally, some faculty mem-
bers may be sufficiently lacking in merit to justify an increment exceeding
the CPI growth.

Nonetheless, if the salary increment pool available (including theamount
which is supplemented by the various Deans) in each school/areaiswell in
excess of CPl growth (as it has been for FY 2002), it is the judgment of
SCESF that no individual faculty member should receive lessthan acumu-
lative salary increase equal to, or exceeding, growth in the CPI (defined
over some “to be discussed” time horizon) unless his or her performance
has been unsatisfactory over a substantial period of that time horizon. It
therefore seems possibl e that the cumulative salary incrementsreceived by
some continuing full professors have been inequitably low, at least in part,
and we would also like to explore thisfor al ranks.

3 1n making this observation, werealize that the centrally-recommended guide-
line of 3.5% for FY 2000 salary increases was stated as a maximum. De-
pending upon a school’s financial condition, a lower pool percentage could
be awarded.

4 Information about growth in the CPI lags decisions about awarding salary
increases by at least ayear. For example, in deciding faculty raises in May
and June of a particular fiscal year (e.g., FY 2000) for the following fiscal
year (e.g., July 2000 through June 2001), information about the actual growth
in the CPI during the fiscal year for which a salary increase is decided will
not be available until about 18 months later.
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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 a group of approxi-
mately 25 private and public research universities (the sample size varies
somewhat from year to year, for exampleit was 24 in the previous report).
Mean faculty salaries by rank (professor, associate professor, assistant pro-
fessor) and discipline have been made available to the SCESF for analysis
as of the Fall Semestersfor the years 1998 through 2001. These salary data
are reported for the following academic fields:
Natural Sciences (at Penn, represented by SAS departments)
Humanities & Socia Sciences (at Penn, represented by SAS departments)
Engineering (at Penn, represented by SEAS)
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 submit-
ted salary data consistently during thefour year period examined. The MIT
sample includes major private universities, as well as a number of highly
regarded public research universities and one college (Williams). How-
ever, the specific sample of universities varies with the academic fields
listed above. Each of these samplesis described in turn below.

One concern with thisyear’slist of schools, as compared to last year, is
that the number of schools has shrunk in every single discipline area. Now,
assuming these drop-outs arerandom, then they should not influence Penn’s
relative rank (in the long term). However, if the schools that dropped out
arethose that were“ahead” of Penn, then thiswould artificially make Penn
look better than it really is. Thisis something we will have to keep an eye
on going forward.

1. The MIT Sample of Universities

Comparison Samplefor Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, and Humani-
ties: The MIT sample for academic disciplines in these areas includes 21
institutions for the Natural Sciences, and 20 institutions for the Social Sci-
ences and the Humanities. Twenty of theinstitutionsareidentical (with UC
Berkeley being included for Natural Sciences and not for the other): the
Cdlifornia Institute of Technology, Carnegie-Mellon, Columbia, Cornell,
Georgialnstitute of Technology, Harvard, Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology, Princeton, Purdue, Rice, Stanford, California (LosAngeles), Cali-
fornia(San Diego), California(SantaBarbara), I1linois, Pennsylvania, Roch-
ester, Texas, Wisconsin (Madison), and Yale. Note that Minnesota was the
addition from last year’s report. These universities are, to a large extent,
comparable to Penn. The sample would be improved by the participation
of the University of Chicago, Duke, and NY U which the SCESF believe
aresignificant peer ingtitutions. Thereisonedimension on whichthesample
may not be completely comparableto Penn: half of theinstitutions are state
universities. Moreover, four of the state universities are in the University
of California system. However, as long as one is aware of the relatively
large weight public universities havein this survey, the sample of universi-
tiesis appropriate for comparison purposes.

Comparison Sample for Engineering: The MIT sample for engineering
includes 19 institutions: the California Ingtitute of Technology, Carnegie-
Mellon, Columbia, Cornell, Georgia Institute of Technology, Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology, Princeton, Purdue, Rice, Stanford, California
(San Diego), California(SantaBarbara), Illinois, Pennsylvania, Rochester,
Texas, Wisconsin (Madison), and Yale. In thejudgement of SCESF, mean-
ingful salary comparisons can be made with this sample of universities
because it is sufficiently representative of engineering schools elsewhere
that are considered to be peers of Penn’s School of Engineering and Ap-
plied Science (SEAS).

Comparison Sample for Architecture: The MIT samplefor architecture
includes either 14, 12, or 13 institutions for full professors, associate pro-
fessors, and assistant professorsrespectively: Carnegie-Mellon, Columbia,
Cornell, Georgialnstitute of Technology, Harvard, Massachusetts Institute
of Technology, Princeton, Rice, Cdlifornia (Los Angeles), Illinois, Penn-
sylvania, Texas, Wisconsin (Madison), and Yale. In the judgment of SCESF,
meaningful salary comparisons can be made with this sample of universi-
ties because it is sufficiently representative of architecture schools else-
where that are considered to be peers of Penn’s Graduate School of Fine
Arts (GSFA).

5 GSFA aso includes Departments of City and Regional Planning, L andscape
Architecture and Regional Planning, and Fine Arts.
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Comparison Sample for Management: The MIT sample for manage-
ment includes 15 institutions: Carnegie-Mellon, Columbia, Cornell, Geor-
gia Ingtitute of Technology, Harvard, Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, Purdue, Rice, Stanford, California(LosAngeles), lllinois, Pennsylva
nia, Rochester, Texas, and Yale. In the judgment of SCESF, meaningful
salary comparisons can be made with this sample of universitiesbecauseit
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 salariesat Pennwith
those at other universitiesin the MIT sample are broken out by academic
field and rank (Table 4). However, asabroad 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 (for full and
associate ranks) were above the mean of the MIT sample as of the Fall
2001. However, for the assistant professor ranks, the weighted averagein-
dicatesasalary baseright at the mean of the comparison schools. While, of
course, average (or dightly above average) is not bad if Penn has the aspi-
rations of being average, we hopethat it isin an areain which the adminis-
tration could take acloser look. That iswe believethat if salariesremain at
these levels, Penn will have a hard time attracting and retaining the best
and the brightest faculty.

Looking across the schools at Penn at the full professor level, we note
very little change in relative standing in the last five years with Architec-
ture dightly improved, Engineering slightly worse, Humanities and Social
Science no change, Management no change, and Science no change. There-
fore, while our full professors have not lost ground overal, they have not
gained ground either.

At the associate professor level (across Penn's schools), we see amod-
erately positive change for Engineering, a dight net gain for Humanities
and Socia Science, a strong positive gain for Management, and a strong
positive gain for Science. Overall, the competitive standing for associate
professors at Penn, across schools, seems to have improved.®

Finally, at the assistant professor level, we see adight improvement in
rank for Architecture and for and for Engineering, while no major changes
for Humanitiesand Socia Science, Management, or Science. Unfortunately,
as detailed below, some of these school s have remained bel ow the average,
and hence little relative improvement in positioning is a reason for some
concern.

In our 2001 report, SCESF provided information about mean salary
levelsfor each academic field included in the MIT survey as of the Fall of
1997 through 2000. Thisinformation isnow updated for Fall 2001 in Table
4intermsof Penn’'srank order of mean salary levelswithinthe MIT sample.
Themulti-year data of Table 4 are comparabl e year-to-year in that the same
set of universities (for each academic field) is used for each of the years
reported. Thus, none of thetrendsin rank orders observed over time can be
attributed to instability in the sample size or composition.

SCESF has analyzed both the rank order salary data of Table 4 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 (including the frequency distributions data
not released for publication), we describe bel ow, in separate paragraphsfor
each academic field and rank, the two most salient points: (8) the competi-
tive position of aPenn mean salary level asof Fall 2001 and (b) the change
(if any) in this competitive position during the past five years.

Full Professors in the Natural Sciences: As of 2001-2002, the mean
salary of full professorsin the natural sciences at Penn ranked 10th of 20
universitiesin the relevant MIT sample, although 1 of the 9 schools above
Penn was very close. Accordingly, Penn’s current competitive position
withinthe MIT sampleisbest described asaverage. This position of Penn’s
mean salary in the natural sciencesrepresentsvery little differencein com-
parison to last year, and to the |ast five years overall.

Full Professors in the Social Sciences and Humanities: As of 2001-
2002, the mean salary of full professorsin the social sciences and humani-
ties at Penn ranked 8th of 20 universities in the relevant MIT sample, a-
though 2 of the 7 universities above Penn were less than 2% higher. Ac-
cordingly, Penn’s current competitive positionin thewidely distributed MIT

5 For the purpose of describing Penn’s competative 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.
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sampleinthisacademicfield isbest described as somewhat above average.
This competitive position of Penn’s mean salary in the socia sciences and
humanities has been stable during the past five years, and maybe improv-
ing slightly.

Full Professors in Engineering: As of 2001-2002, the mean salary of
Penn’s engineering professors ranked 11th of 19 universities in the rel-
evant MIT sample, although 3 of the 10 universities above Penn were less
than 2% higher. The mean engineering salariesin the MIT sample are not
dispersed widely (all falling within 15% of the median), and have become
even more tightly bunched during the past five years. The import of thisis
that the Penn mean salary, though average, is till reasonably closeto those
above. Nonetheless, the current competitive position of Penn’s mean sal-
ary in engineering represents a dlight decline in its competitive position
since 1996-97.

Full Professors of Architecture: As of 2001-2002, the mean salary of
Penn’s GSFA professors was competitive in that it ranked 5th of 14 univer-
sities in the relevant MIT sample. However, two of the four universities
with higher salaries exceeded Penn’s level by a considerable amount. In
comparison with the entire sample of 14 universities reporting datafor ar-
chitecture, the mean GSFA salary leads anarrowly disbursed middle group.
In general, the current competitiveness of the GSFA mean saary repre-
sents a noticeable” improvement since 1996-97.

Full Professors of Management: As of 2001-2002, the mean salary of
Penn’s Wharton professors ranked 4th of 15 universities in the relevant
MIT sample. During the past five years, the dispersion of mean salarieshas
declined noticeably—the significance of which is that the Wharton mean
sdary inthe MIT sampleisnonethel ess closeto themajority of those above
(i.e., the mean Wharton salary is reasonably competitive with most of the
highest offered elsawhere). The current Wharton mean salary represents a
noticeable improvement in its competitive position since 1996-97. How-
ever, one point of concern isthe drop in size from 18 academic institutions
in 2000-2001 to 15 in 2001-2002. As it appears that at least one of these
may be from the high end, this brings into question the stability of these
findings. We hope that the amount of fluctuation in the comparison sample
does not continue at this pace.

Associate Professorsin theNatural Sciences: Asof 2001-2002, the mean
salary of associate professorsin the natural sciences at Penn ranked 4th of
20 universitiesin the relevant MIT sample, although 1 of the 3 universities
above Penn werelessthan 2% higher. The competitive position of the Penn
mean salary in the natural sciences appears in good shape, and has im-
proved dlightly over the last 5 years.

Associate Professorsin the Social Sciencesand Humanities; Asof 2001-
2002, the mean salary of associate professors in the social sciences and
humanities at Penn ranked 4th out of 20 universitiesin the relevant MIT
sample. Accordingly, Penn’s current competitive positioninthe MIT sample
in this academic field is well above average, and, in fact, has improved
considerably since FY 1996-1997.

Associate Professorsin Engineering: Asof 2001-2002, the mean salary
of associate professorsin engineering at Penn ranked 6th of 19 universities
in the relevant MIT sample, with 1 of the 5 universities above Penn less
than 2% higher. Accordingly, Penn’s current competitive position in the
MIT samplein thisacademicfield is adequate. The competitive position of
the Penn mean salary in engineering has been reasonably stable since 1996-
97.

Associate Professors of Management: As of 2001-2002, the mean sal-
ary of associate professors at Penn’s Wharton School ranked 4th of 15 uni-
versities in the relevant MIT sample, although one of the 3 universities
above Penn was virtualy identical. Accordingly, Penn’s current competi-
tive position in the MIT sample in this academic field is somewhat above
average. The current Wharton mean sal ary represents anoticeableimprove-
ment in its competitive position since 1996-97. The one area of concernis
that the MIT sample now only represents 15 schools for associate profes-
sors, down from 18in previousyears. We do not believe that thisinstability
in the comparability of the samples negates the statement regarding Penn’s
competitiveness. However, we should try and keep this sample as consis-
tent as possible.

" The word “noticeable” is used here to refer to a change of 3% to 5% in the
salary data over time whereas the word “ considerable” is used to describe a
change of 6%, or more, in the salary data over time. Salary datathat change
only 0% to 2% over time are regarded as stable.
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Assistant Professorsin the Natural Sciences: Asof 2001-2002, themean
salary of assistant professors in the natural sciences at Penn ranked 9th of
20 universitiesin the relevant MIT sample, although 2 of the 8 universities
above Penn are less than 2% higher. Even so, Penn’s current competitive
position within the MIT sample is best described as average because the
Penn salary was very close to the median of the sample. The current com-
petitive position of the Penn mean salary in the natural sciences has been
stable since 1996-97.

Assistant Professors in the Social Sciences and Humanities: As of 2001-
2002, the mean sdary of assistant professorsin the socia sciencesand humani-
tiesat Penn ranked 9th of 22 universitiesin therelevant MIT sample, dthough
one of the 8 universities above Penn was less than 2% higher. Penn’s current
competitive position in the MIT sample in this academic field has improved
from considerably below average in FY 1999-2000 to average. In the longer
term, the competitive pogition of the Penn mean salary in the social sciences
and humanities was about the same asin 1996-97.

Assistant Professorsin Engineering: Asof 2001-2002, the mean salary
of assistant professorsin engineering at Penn ranked 13th of 19 universi-
ties in the relevant MIT sample, athough 4 of the 12 universities above
Penn were |ess than 2% higher. Because mean salaries are tightly bunched
at the lower end of the distribution, Penn’s mean salary in this academic
field islessthan 3% below the median. However, the competitive position
of the Penn mean salary in engineering has improved noticeably since FY
1999-2000 and was reasonably close to that of 1996-97.

Assistant Professors of Architecture: As of 2001-2002, the mean salary
of assistant professorsin Penn’s GSFA ranked 10th of 13 universitiesinthe
relevant MIT sample, although 1 of the 9 universities above Penn was less
than 2% higher. Thus, Penn’s mean saary in this academic field is not
particularly competitive in the MIT sample. In addition, the competitive
position of the current GSFA mean salary has declined noticeably since
1996-97.

Assistant Professors of Management: As of 2001-2002, the mean salary
of assistant professorsin Penn’s Wharton School ranked 5th of 15 univer-
sitiesin therelevant MIT sample, although one of the 4 universities above
Penn was less than 2% higher. Accordingly, Penn’s current competitive
positioninthe MIT samplein thisacademic field is somewhat above aver-
age. The competitive position of this Wharton mean salary has improved
noticeably since 1996-97.

3. General Conclusions about Penn’s Competitive Standing

Asof academic year 2001-2002, the competitiveness of Penn’smean sdary
levels varies greetly across academic fields, and by professorial rank within
fields. Only Wharton's and humanities and socia sciences mean sdaries are
clearly above average across al three ranks. Similarly, the mean sdlary of full
professorsin GSFA is above average, while that of assistant professors ranks
only 10th out of 13 in the MIT sample, and given that it is below the median,
thisisanareafor concern. Likewise, the mean sdary of Penn’sassistant profes-
sorsin engineering lags well behind the competition.

In summary, there certainly is much room for general improvement in
the competitiveness of Penn mean salary levels. How much improvement
should be expected is a matter of judgement, but it is reasonable to expect
that the general competitive levels attained for full professorsin 1996-97
should be regained and that the competitive level of assistant professor
salaries should be improved considerably (with the possible exception of
Wharton and natural sciences.).

Overdl, thisis amore promising overview of Penn’'s competitiveness by
academic field and rank than presented in SCESF's 2001 Annual Report be-
calse some improvement in competitiveness since last year (FY 2000-2001)
was observed in severa areas [assistant professors in architecture, associate
and assistant professors in engineering, all levelsin the humanities and socia
sciences, and dl levelsin the natura sciences]. The administration should be
lauded for thisimprovement, however thereisroom to go.

In general, Penn has been aggressively increasing faculty salaries dur-
ing the past four years asjudged by its own standards (as seen in the annual
percentage increases). Therefore, the explanation for the stability (and lack
of improvement) over five yearsin the competitive position of Penn’ssala
ries (as seen in MIT survey data), when there are inequities, must be that
our competition isincreasing faculty salaries at a considerably higher rate
than Penn. That is, in spite of Penn’s efforts to improve faculty salary lev-
els, our competitive position has declined in some areas because other uni-
versities are even more aggressively increasing faculty salaries.
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C. Comparisons with Other Universities for the Health Schools
SCESF has been ableto review cross-university comparative salary data
for the Schools of Dental Medicine and Nursing. Note that the school of
Veterinary medicine participated in 2000-2001, but has not this year. We
are quite concerned by that, and understand that there were some issues
regarding what was reported from Veterinary Medicine that may have led
to their departure. We sincerely hope the Provost’s office in future years
tries to convince the Vet school as to the benefits to them of this external
tracking by SCESF. The Committee appreciates the cooperation of the Of -
fice of the Provost and the Deans of the Faculties of these two school s that
have made these possible. We are all concerned at the lack of external com-
parison data provided to us for the School of Medicine, basic scientists. As
we believe this datais obtainable, we hope to receiveit in the future.
1. School of Dental Medicine

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 1998-99, 1999-00, and 00-01 conducted by the American Asso-
ciation of Dental Schools(AADS). Accordingly, Penn salaries can be com-
pared to salary norms based on a sample of approximately 50 schools of
dental medicine (the exact size of the sample varies dightly by year). The
salary norms published include the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile salaries,
along with the mean salary, of the sample of about 50 schools (including
Penn). Separate norms are published for dental schools in the public and
private sectors, as well as combined. The salary norms are then reported
separately by AADS for administration, clinical science, basic science,
behavioral science, alied education, and research.

Though the published salary norms obscure the identification of par-
ticipating universities, the names of the approximately 50 universities in
the sample are reported.? SCESF has been informed that five of Penn’s
main competitors are included among the approximately 50 universities
participating in the survey.

The data recorded by the dental salary survey differs from the standard
definition of salary used in this report (i.e., the academic base salary of
standing faculty members excluding clinician educators) in the following
ways: (@) clinician educators are included, (b) full-time faculty members
who may work less than full time at adental school are included, (¢) guar-
anteed annual salaries are converted to aguaranteed annual salary per half
day, and (d) the comparative data for the three professorial ranks exclude
the salaries of Deans, Associate and Assistant Deans, various Directors,
and Department Heads. In order to make meaningful comparisons using
the salary norms generated by AADS survey, Penn’s School of Dental
Medicine provided the Committee with mean and median salaries com-
puted in accordance with the survey system and principles for members of
the Faculty of Dental Medicine separately for the areas of clinical science
and basic science, provided the number of faculty members was four or
more in arank by area cell. Because Penn mean and median salaries were
very similar, only the comparative levels of the median salaries are dis-
cussed below.

For the dental school, we report the results of two comparisons: (1)
trends over time within the school (we have three years of data), and (2)
comparisonsto the 50 or so peer schools. It isimportant to note for both the
within and cross-school comparisonsthat we are dealing with small sample
sizes. For example, there are between 4-8 full professors and 4-6 assistant
and associate professors. Therefore, any trend findings could literally be
due to one or two individuals, and hence should be taken with great care.

Within the school, Penn's dental salaries have been relatively stable,

8 For the 2000-2001 AADS salary survey, 54 institutions participated (18 in the
private sector, 36 in the public sector). The private schools were: Boston U.,
Harvard, Tufts, Columbia, N.Y.U., Temple, Penn, Pitt, Howard, Meharry Medical
College, Nova Southeastern Univ. , Marquette, U. Detroit Mercy, Creighton
U., Case Western Reserve, U. Pacific, U.S.C., and LomaLindaU. The public
schoolswere: U. Conn., U. Maryland, UMDNJ (New Jersey), SUNY at Stony
Brook, SUNY at Buffalo, U. Alabama, Baylor College of Dentistry, Medical
Collegeof Georgia, U. Kentucky, U. Louisville, LouisianaStateU., U. of Florida,
U. of Mississippi, U. of N.C., U. Oklahoma, Medical University of South Caro-
lina, U. Tennessee, U. Texas at HSC at Houston, U. Texas HSC at San Antonio,
W.V.U., U. Puerto Rico, Virginia Commonwealth U./MCV, Southern Illinois
U., U. lllinais, Indiana U., U. lowa, U. Michigan, U. Minnesota, U. Missouri,
Kansas City, Ohio State U., U.C.L.A., U.C.S.F, U. Colorado, U. Oregon, U.
Washington.
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except for the assistant professor level where there has been substantial
growth (again this could be due to one or two persons). At thefull professor
level, there has been some decline in salaries but indeed the number of full
professors has declined and this may be due to retirements or transfers.
Across school, Penn's dental salaries at both the clinical and basic sci-
encelevel appear to be quite competitive, being well above the 75" percen-
tilefor each reference group. We laud the administration for this, and hope
that this trend continues. One caveat, of course, isthat given thelist of 54
schools, some of them do not appear to be direct competitors of Penn; nev-
ertheless Penn’s salaries appear to be at the upper range of the scale.

2. School of Nursing

With respect to the mean salary levels of faculty members at Penn’s
School of Nursing, comparative dataare available from asalary survey for
2001-02 conducted by the American Association of Colleges of Nursing
(AACN). Accordingly, Penn salaries can be compared to salary norms based
on asample of 10 nursing schoolsthat have been selected as Penn’s peers.®
The salary normsavailableinclude the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile sala-
ries, along with the mean salary, of the sample of 10 comparison schools
(excluding Penn).

The data recorded by the nursing salary survey differs from the stan-
dard definition of salary used in this report (i.e., the academic base salary
of standing faculty members excluding clinician educators) in the follow-
ing ways: (a) clinician educators are included (Penn included its clinician
educatorsin nursing), (b) includes administrative stipendswhere they exist
(Penn included administrative stipends paid to its nursing faculty), (c) and
may include clinical income (but any clinical income earned by Penn fac-
ulty is excluded for the purposes of this salary study). In order to make
meaningful comparisons using the salary norms generated by the AACN
survey, Penn’s School of Nursing provided the Committee with mean,
median, and 25th and 75th percentile salaries computed in accordance with
the survey system and principles for members of the Faculty of Nursing.
However, unknown differences across nursing schools in whether compo-
nents such as administrative stipends and clinical income are included in
reported salary statistics may render exact comparisons problematic. We
believe that thisis an area of major concern, asit may make the school of
Nursing data “look higher than it really is’. We will make arecommenda-
tion for next year’s report that the SCESF be provided both sets of datafor
nursing (nine month salaries, no stipends, and no clinical income) as well
aswhat is currently reported so that we can track both sets of information.
Because the mean and median salaries for Penn’s peer universities were
very similar (within 3% of each other), only the comparative levels of the
median salaries are discussed bel ow.

In particular, with respect to the sample of 10 peer nursing schoolsfrom
the AACN salary survey, Penn salaries for full professorsin nursing were
highly competitive (e.g., the 25th percentile Penn salary was higher than
the 50" percentile in the comparison group). The level of Penn salaries for
associate professors were above those of the comparison group, however
not significantly. A similar finding for Penn’s assistant professors of nurs-
ing held aswell.

Overdl, faculty sdlary levels at Penn's School of Nursing are quite com-
petitivewith those offered by agroup of peer nursing schools, with Penn being
much more competitive at the level of full professor than at assistant professor
or associate professor level. What is also of note, is that based on last year’'s
report, Penn seemsto be dightly less competitive (albeit still doing well). Our
hope is that the administration will keep an eye on this looking towards the
future. Furthermore, going forward, we need to make sure that Nursing school
comparisons are “gpplesto apples’ with external data. Without this, the exter-
na comparisons madewill be quite mideading.

3. School of Veterinary Medicine

Sinceissuing its 1999-2000 Report (Almanac Supplement, January 22,
2001) that included a section on the external competitiveness of faculty
salaries at Penn’s School of Veterinary Medicine, the SCESF has received
no additional comparative salary datato report for this School. We do have
internal datafor the school of Veterinary medicine, just no external data.

9 Peer universitiesin nursing included in the AACN sample are: Oregon Health
SciencesU., JohnsHopkinsU., U. Cdlifornia-San Francisco, U. Colorado Hedlth
Sciences Center, U. lllinois-Chicago, U. Maryland, U. Michigan, U. North
Carolina-Chapel Hill, U. Pittsburgh, U. Washington.
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D. Comparisons with Peer Universities Using AAUP Survey Data

In the absence of salary data for five of Penn's 11 schools (other than
Medicine), acomparison of the mean salaries of al full professors at Penn
was made with those at a small select group of research universities based
on data published annually by the American Association of University Pro-
fessors (AAUP) intheMarch/April 2002 issue of Academe. To make mean-
ingful and fair comparisons of Penn salaries with those at other Universi-
ties, five criteriafor selection of comparison universitieswerefirst defined:
(a) be included in the Research | category of the Carnegie Classification
System, (b) offer abroad array of Ph.D. programsin arts and sciences dis-
ciplines, (c) include at least two of three major professional schools (law,
business, engineering), (d) not include aschool of agriculture, and (€) have
a composite academic reputation rating greater than 4.0 (on a five point
scale)? in arating system reported by U.S. News and Report. The 17 re-
search universities meeting all five of these criteria are identified in the
first column of Table 5. In addition, as Princeton and NY U are considered
by this SCESF as main competitors of Penn for faculty, we have included
these two schools as well.

The relative standings of mean salaries of Penn full professors are pre-
sented in Table 5 for six years. The order of listing of universitiesin Table
5 was determined by the magnitude of mean salaries of full professors (from
high to low) for the most recent academic year (2001-02). Next, the differ-
ence between acomparison university’s mean salary and Penn’s mean sal-
ary was computed as a percentage of Penn's mean salary. For example as
seen in Table 5, the mean salary of Harvard full professorsin 1986-87 was
16.9% higher than Penn’s mean salary that year ($59,600), while the mean
sdlary at Northwestern was 4.9% below Penn’s mean salary.

The data of Table 5 show that the mean salaries for full professors at
Penn gradually became more competitive during the past 15-year period.
For example, seven universities provided mean salariesmorethat 2% higher
than Penn in 1986-87, while the mean salaries at only four universities
(Harvard, Yale, Princeton, and Stanford) exceed Penn by more than 2% in
2001-02. 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, although it de-
clined in the last year 2001-02. In addition, if we look at all the schools
below Penn as of 01-02, each has fallen further behind Penn. Thisimplies,
overall, agood degree of competitiveness on Penn's part.

Based onthedata of Table5, it is clear that mean salaries of full profes-
sors at Penn, on the whole, become much more competitive with the very
highest sal aries el sewhere during the period 1986-87 through 1996-97, and
during the past three years have mostly maintained their respectable com-
petitive position among the top few universitiesin the nation. 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
schoals, may provide mean salariesthat are particularly competitive or that
may lag behind their competition. Therefore, SCESF continues to seek
comparative salary datathat is specific to each of Penn’s schoals.

Even though SCESF was careful to select universitiesfor overall mean
salary comparisons that were similar to Penn on several important criteria
and made comparisons at the full professor rank (i.e., we did not aggregate
across the three professoria ranks), AAUP salary data did not permit the
SCESFto control for the specific school s sponsored by each university and
the number of full professors appointed to each school. Such controls are
desirable because mean salary levels vary by school, as do the number of
professors appointed to the faculty of each school on which the means are
based. Therefore, the relative standing of Penn mean salaries in Table 5
might be misleading, but the trend over time showing an improvement in
Penn’s relative standing is judged to be sufficiently valid to include in this
report. In addition, tables similar to that of Table 5 (for full professors)
were constructed for associate and assistant professors. Due to smaller
sample sizesand other factors clouding meaningful comparisonswith other
universities, no comparative salary datafrom AAUP surveys are presented
for the two junior ranks.

10 A composite rating was constructed by computing the mean of three sepa-
rate academic reputation ratings: ageneral rating, amean rating of key Ph.D.
programs, and a mean rating of key professional schools.
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IV. Penn Faculty Benefits

Although our 1998-99 Annud Report included a section on comparative
faculty benefits data, further study of data available on cross-university com-
parisons of faculty benefits has revealed that comparative benefits data are of
insufficient precision to make detailed quantitative comparisons 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 appears that the tuition
benefit for Penn faculty dependents is substantially greater than that pro-
vided by peer universities, while other major types of benefits are gener-
ally comparable. However, we believe that sinceit hasbeen roughly 3years
since this has been looked at carefully, we request that this be included as
part of next year’s report.

V. Penn Faculty Salaries: Internal Comparisons

Asprevious reports of the SCESF have highlighted, thereisagreat deal
of variability (e.g., inequality) in faculty salaries at Penn attributable to
severa recognized factors: differences in individua merit, rank, time in
rank, external labor market forces, the relative wealth of Schools, and per-
haps differences among Schools in principles and practices for allocating
sdlary 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 ineg-
uity (i.e., salary setting based onincompl ete or inaccurate information about
merit, or biasthat could beinvolvedin the process of deciding salary incre-
ments). However, it isnot possible for the SCESF to pinpoint any instance
of individual, or group, inequity without individual faculty salaries and
associated information about individua merit, |abor market forces, etc. What
we can do is review many facets of salary variability and raise questions
about the possibility that inequity might be responsible for some degree of
the observed variability. These questions might lead to further review and
action by senior academic administrators (Department Chairs, Deans, and the
Provost) with aview 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. Aswith the external salary compari-
sons reviewed above, al salary data reviewed in this section exclude the
School of Medicineand all standing faculty memberswho are appointed as
Clinician Educatorsfrom four other schoolsthat have such positions (Den-
tal Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work).

A. Variability in Average Salary Increases by Rank and School/Area

Asreported in Table 1, 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 2001) for which both sets of dataare available
and exceeded Penn’s budget guidelines for the current year and past three
years (FY 2000, 2001, and 2002). These salary increases are broken out by
school and rank in Tables 6, 7, and 8 where it can be seen that there has
been considerably variability in median salary increases across schoolsand
years, as well as among the first and third quartile increases (Q and Q ,
respectively). With respect to full professors (see Table 6), 7 of 13 of the
median salary increases for FY 2001 approximated the general guideline
of 3.5% (within 3-4%), while the other 6 were well aboveit.

Before reviewing these salary increases, it should be recognized that
the salary increase guideline of 3.5% isjust that, a guideline, and pertains
to an aggregate of all 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 market
adjustments for faculty members with generous salary offers from other
ingtitutions). Schools may allocate more, or less, resources to faculty sal-
ary increases than the guideline, depending upon each school’s financial
circumstances (see Section I1.B. above). Therefore, a comparison of the
median increase awarded to faculty membersof aparticular rank and school
with the salary guideline only givesan indication of the extent to which the
guideline was implemented in that particular instance. Accordingly, a par-
ticular median increment of less than 3.5% should not be regarded as a
specific failure of salary policy, since there is no policy for each rank and
each school to be awarded at |east that much on average. Furthermore, the
3.5% guideline pertains to the mean increase, a measure of central ten-
dency that is usually higher than the median salary increases as shown in
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Table 1. This is a statistical fact that indicates positive skewness in the
distribution of salary increase percentages within schoolgareas (i.e., the
majority of salary increases are bunched toward the low end, with a small
or modest percentage of faculty members benefiting from relatively large
increases).

Nonetheless, the overall mean salary increase for al faculty members
continuing in the same rank for FY 2002 was 6.7% (see Table 1), anumber
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 ranks in all schoolgareas by at least the guideline
amount—a phenomenon that can be attributed to differing wealth and bud-
get priorities among the various schools as permitted under RCBS.

The SCESF has been advised that the change in policy for 1998-99
(i.e., specifying 1% instead of 2% as the minimum of the standard range of
salary increases) was taken because Deans wished to have greater flexibil-
ity in awarding such increases. Although SCESF has not raised an issue
specifically about this policy, we have regularly raised the more genera
issue about principles by which salary increases are awarded in relation to
increasesinthe CPI (the UScityaverage from Table 1). We notethat for the
Professor rank, 10 of the 14 schools have a 25" percentile 2001-02 raise
above or near CPI. At the associate professor level, this holds for 9 of the
13 schools who reported, and for 10 out of the 13 schools for Assistant
professors. This demonstrates fairly reasonable equity across rank, in re-
gard to the 25" percentile, across school. It is also consistent with Table 2
in which we see that many schools have approximately 20-25% of its fac-
ulty receiving raises at or below CPI.

The distribution of salary increase resourcesis shown clearly in acom-
parison of thefirst and third quartile data of Tables 6, 7, and 8 for FY 2002.

Some notabl e findings from these tables include:

Full Professors:

(2) The low first quartile (2.5%) in Annenberg, leading to its high figure
(75%) overall below CPI.

(2) The low first quartilein GSFA (2.5%),

(3) The high first quartile for Wharton (5.4%), the Law school (4.5%), and
the schoal of Social Work (4.3%). All other first quartiles are within acom-
parable range (3-4%).

(4) With regards to the 75™ percentile, some noticeable points are
Annenberg’'slow value of 3.1% indicating avery tight pool of salary range
increases, and the school of socia work (11.0%) and Wharton (10.1%)
which had high values.

Associate Professors:

(5) The only noticeable low 25" percentile is that of the school of nursing
(2.8%), contributing to its low 62% above CPI figure overall (Table 2).
(6) There are many schools which have very high 75" percentiles (above
10%) — GSFA, Humanities, Medicine (Basic Science), Natural Science,
Nursing, and Wharton.

Assistant Professors:

(7) Only the nursing school (2.5%) and school of socia work (3.0%) had
first quartiles below CPI, and many others had significantly higher first
quartiles (GFSA, 5.0%).

(8) In terms of the third quartile, dental medicine, GFSA, and Medicine-
Basic were above 10%, whereasthe school of social work (4%) and Wharton
(5.1%) had low figures.

In summary, the distribution datain Tables 6, 7, and 8 appears consis-
tent with the overall CPI figures. That is, faculty in Annenberg and Nurs-
ing, in particular, had considerablelow first quartiles (leading to a substan-
tial fraction of personsbelow CPl). In addition, asseenin Tables 6, 7, and
8, there is considerable 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 mar-
ket factors that is available to department heads and deans, and how they
weigh thisinformation in deciding salary incrementsfor individual faculty
members. Without such information, it isnot possibleto determine whether
any inequity isinvolved in the salary increase percentagesreported in these
tables.

One other request, which arose out of the SCESF meeting to discuss
thisreport, isthat in Tables 6,7, and 8 we do not report quartilesfor schools
by rank wherethe sample sizeis 10 or less (as quartiles would be based on
two people). While we agree wholeheartedly with this, we would still like
to see ameasure of dispersion for these schools by rank. Accordingly, we
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recommend (and see at the end of the report) that in future years, the com-
mitteeis provided atwo or three year average, of those quartiles, for those
schoolsin whichwe normally would not be ableto report a1 or 3¢ quartile.

B. Variability in Average Salary Levels by Rank

Three-year trendsin mean faculty salariesby rank are shownin Table9
for al schools combined, except Medicine, of course.™t Such data give the
crudest perspective on rank differencesin salary, however, because of ag-
gregation biases across schools. For example, one might expect aconsider-
ably larger difference between mean assistant and associate professor sala-
ries. The modest difference might be accounted for by the facts that the
Law School has no associate professors (a fact that might decrease the
observed associate professor mean) and the Wharton School has a consid-
erably higher percentage of assistant professors than is typical of other
schools (afact that could increase the observed assistant professor mean).

A more meaningful comparison of variation in faculty salaries by rank
is made by computing the ratios for continuing faculty members for each
school and then computing a mean weighted ratio (weighted for the num-
ber of continuing faculty members at each rank in each school.)? The
weighted ratios thus computed are also seenin Table 9. Viewed in thisway,
thereismuch greater spread in mean salary levelsby rank with those of full
professors being 78% and associate professors approximately 23% higher
than assistant professors.

Asdiscussed in the prior section, percentage salary increases for assis-
tant professor, in the aggregate, have been considerably greater than for
full professors during the past three years (1999-00, 2000-01, and 2001-
02). This trend can also be seen in Table 9 where the weighted ratio of
professor to assistant professor salaries has declined year-by-year since
1998-99 (and even more since 1987-88 when the ratio was 1.89), although
this year’s figure of 1.78 is basically equivaent to last year’s and may
indicate someleveling off. Thus, full professor salariesarelosing theinter-
nal “competition” for salary increase resourceswithin Penn, aswell aslos-
ing ground over the same period of time in the external competition with
other universitiesin the MIT salary survey sample as reviewed above.

C. Variability in Professorial Salary Levels 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 con-
siderably higher than professors of equivalent merit who have served at
Penn for many years (and without commensurate increasesto the level s set
for recent appointees). If this phenomenon occurs within a department, it
would seem to constitute an inequity in salary policy. Consequently, the
SCESF has recently requested and obtained new and improved salary data
to study this matter.

Comparisons were first made by school/area between the current mean
salaries of (a) full professors who were appointed, or promoted, as full
professors longer than eleven years ago (i.e., prior to July 1, 1990) and (b)
those who were appointed as full professor from outside Penn during the
past 11 years (i.e., excluding those who were promoted to full professor
from within Penn during the past 11 years, a separate category addressed
below). For this analysis, a minimum of four professors per group was
required to compute a mean salary. By this principle, sufficient data were
available to make this comparison for 9 of the 14 standard school</areas
routinely analyzed for this report.

It wasfound that the mean salaries of recently-appointed full professors
exceeded the mean salaries of those appointed longer than 10 yearsago in
seven of the nine school Sareas available for analysis, whereasthe opposite
occurred in only two of the nine schoolgareas, and those differences were
literally inconsequential (about 1.5% of the salary). Furthermore, in the
seven schools/areas in which the recently appointed professors receive the

2 The mean salary figures for full professors recorded in Table 9 for 1999-00
are higher than those recorded in Table 5 which are drawn from AAUP reports.
This discrepancy is a product of two AAUP policies: first, to exclude faculty
members with decanal titles (which will reduce the AAUP mean); second, to
include all faculty members in arank (including those newly appointed to a
rank) whereas Table 9 dataare limited to faculty memberswho continuedin the
same rank from the prior year (a difference that will aso reduce the AAUP
mean).

12 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.
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higher mean salaries, the mean percentage salary advantageis 16.5% over
professors appointed more than 11 years ago. Thus, there clearly seemsto
be ageneral trend to pay considerably higher mean salariesto full profes-
sors appointed at this rank to Penn during the past 10 years than prior to
this. For purposes of brevity, hypotheses regarding why this may occur are
listed in last year's SCESF report and are not repeated here.

A parallel analysis was made by school/area between the current mean
salaries of (a) full professors who were appointed, or promoted, as full
professors longer than ten years ago (i.e., prior to July 1, 1990) and (b)
those who were promoted to full professor from within Penn during the
past 11 years. For this analysis, a minimum of four professors per group
also was required to compute a mean salary. By this principle, sufficient
datawere avail able to make this comparison for asomewhat different group
of nine of the 14 standard schools/areas routinely analyzed for this report.

The results were quite different than observed for full professors ap-
pointed from outside Penn within the past 10 years. It was found that the
mean salaries of associate professors recently appointed to full professors
from within Penn exceeded the mean salaries of those appointed as full
professors longer than 11 years ago in only four of the nine schools/areas
available for analysis, whereas the opposite occurred in five of the nine
schoolg/areas. Furthermore, in the four school/areas in which the recently
promoted professors receive the higher mean salaries, the mean percentage
salary advantage ranges from only 1-4% over professors appointed more
than 10 years ago. In the other five schools in which formerly appointed
professors have higher mean salaries than those promoted during the past
11 years, the mean salary percentage advantage was substantia in all in-
stances. Thus, there clearly seemsto be ageneral trend to pay considerably
higher mean salariesto full professors appointed at thisrank more than ten
years ago in comparison with those promoted to professor from within
Penn during the past 11 years.

D. Variability of Average Salary Levels by School/Area

Asdescribed in previous SCESF reports, thereis considerable variabil -
ity in median faculty salary levels across Penn’s 14 school S/areas (aslisted
in Table 3). Information about the extent of this cross-school variability is
presented by rank in Table 10 for the three most recent academic yearsin
terms of the first quartile (Q ), second quartile (Q , the same as the me-
dian), and the third quartile (Q ) of median faculty’salary levels. For full
professors, the interquartile range of median salaries in 2001-02 based on
the 14 school s/areaswas $34,658 (i.e., the third quartile salary of $135,158
minus the first quartile salary of $101,500). The comparable interquartile
range of salary levels across school S/areas was understandably less for as-
sociate professors ($26,825) and assi stant professors ($24,255) in absolute
dollars. Threefacets of these datawill be considered below: 1. Measures of
salary variability, 2. Differences in variability across ranks, and 3. Trends
in variability over time.
1. Measures of Variability

The measure of variability of median salaries across schoolg/areas of
continuing faculty members selected here is the interquartile range (IQR)
(i.e., thethird quartile salary in the distribution minus the first quartile, all
asdescribed in more detail in footnote“c” of Table 10). However, the IQR
can be expected to be larger when the general salary level isrelatively high
(such asfor full professors) thanitiswhen the general salary level ismuch
lower (such as for assistant professors). To compensate for such differ-
encesin the general level of saaries, we have divided the IQR by the me-
dian of the distribution (i.e., the second quartile: Q ), thereby computing a
ratio of the IQR to the median (as reported in the?next to last column of
Table 10 labeled “ Ratio: IQR to Median”).* Thisratio provides an index of
theamount of variability in relation to the general level of the salary distribu-
tions, and has utility when comparing variabilities across ranks and trends
over time.
2. Differences in Variability Across Ranks

Asseenin Table 10, while the variability (i.e.,the IQR) of median sala-
riesfor Penn’s 14 school/areasfor the three professorial ranksissimilar for
full and associate professors, and not much different for assistant profes-
sors, theratio of the IQR to the median isincreasing from full to associate
to assistant professors. Why this should be, and itsimplications for salary

18 The statistically inclined reader will recognize this ratio as similar to the
coefficient of variations (i.e., theratio of the standard deviation to the mean of
adistribution).
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policy, are not clear. It might be a function (at least in part) of the much
great variability in external competitiveness among assistant professor sala-
ries across school Sareas at Penn, than among salaries of full professors, as
observed in the MIT survey (see Table 4). As we state at the end of this
report, this may be indicative that Penn, overall, is not matching the high-
est end salaries of its competitors as indicated by the lower variability to
median salary ratio of full professors as compared to the other ranks. Inthe
future, we would like to see this tracked over time.

3. Trends in Variability Over Time

Also as seen in Table 10, the variability (i.e.,the IQR) of median sala-
ries for Penn’s 13 school/areas for the three professorial ranksin 2000-01
increased considerably from two years prior (1999-00). Thisis evidence of
rapidly increasing disparity of faculty salaries across Penn’s 14 schools/
areas. However, for full professors and to alesser extent for associate pro-
fessors, the ratio of the IQR to the median has become larger during the
three most recent years, thereby indicating that school Sareas offering higher
median salaries also offer higher annual percentage increases. That is, the
increasesinthel QR arenot just proportional to theincreasein salary levels
from one year to the next, but the disparities anong schools/areas in me-
dian salariesisgrowing in percentage termsaswell asin dollars. However,
this type of increasing variability among median salaries across schools/
areasis not seen for assistant professorsin Table 10.

The modest trend toward greater disparity across schools in median
salary levels of continuing full and associate, as seen in Table 10, has oc-
curred because, as a general principle, schools/areas offering higher aver-
age saaries also offer higher annual percentage increases. This phenom-
enon is demonstrated by a slight correlation between the mean percentage
salary increase for full professorsin one year with the mean salary level in
the same year across Penn’'s 13 schoolgareas. In FY 2002, this correlation
coefficient (r) across the 13 schools/areas was .17; in FY 2001, it was .25.
Moreover, this correlation of the amount of salary increase with mean sal-
ary levelsis amore general trend. The median percentage salary increase
of full professors from FY 1993 though FY 1999 was correlated highly
(i.e., r = .62) with the median salary in FY 1999 across the 13 schools/
areas. Thus, the escalation of average salary differences across schools/
areasisagradual multi-year trend that has continued into the current year.

In short, these statistical facts indicate that, in general, differences in
median faculty salaries between lower paying schools/areas and higher
paying schools/areas have been, and continueto be, slowly increasing both
in dollar amount and in percentage difference. As noted in prior SCESF
reports, variability among schoolgareasis no doubt a product, to a consid-
erable extent, of market forces in the hiring of faculty members and 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 mgjor part, afunction of how much income a school is able to earn and
the level of non-faculty expenditures it regards as essential—all as dis-
cussed above in the section on RCBS in SCESF's report from last year
(2001).

If the wide difference among schoolg/areas in median salaries of full
professors seen at Penn is a general phenomenon at other universities as
well, there will be evidence that Penn is experiencing a general market
phenomenon instead of a local idiosyncracy. To test this possibility, we
analyzed recent datafromthe MIT Salary Survey for 12 universities* which
reported salary meansfor full professorsfor all five academic areas (archi-
tecture, engineering, natural sciences, social sciences/humanities, and man-
agement). For each of these 12 universities, we computed the ratio of the
mean salary of the highest paying area to the mean salary of the lowest
paying area. The result was that these 12 ratios ranged from alow of 1.32
to a high of 2.05, with a mean of 1.59—indicating that wide variation in
mean faculty salaries across academic areas is common and substantial.
Penn’sratio in the MIT data was virtually the same as the mean of the 12
universities. Thissuggeststhat the variability in mean faculty salariesacross
schoolg/areas at Penniis currently in line with experience elsewhere, and is
afunction of general economic forces affecting all of academia.

14 Thesampleof 12 universitiesanalyzed was sel ected from the following group
of 13: Carnegie Méllon University, Columbia University, Cornell University,
Georgia I nstitute of Technology, Massachusetts | nstitute of Technology, Rice
University, University of California (Berkeley), University of California (Los
Angeles), University of Illinois, University of Michigan, University of Penn-
sylvania, University of Texas, and Yale University.
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VI. Conclusions

A. Economic Status of the Faculty

1. External Competitiveness. Ingeneral, faculty salariesat Penn con-
tinue to be at a minimal competitive level with a small select group of
universities that provide the highest levels of faculty compensation in the
nation. Evidence for this conclusion comes from the following sources:

¢ The results of the annual MIT salary survey of 25 major research
universities (about half private, half public) place the weighted mean sala-
ries of Penn full, associate, and assistant professors (from SAS, SEAS,
GSFA, and Wharton, combined) at or dlightly above the mean of their re-
spective academic fields as of Fall 2001.

 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 in the upper
echelons of their respective fields.

 The results of the annual AAUP salary survey for a group of 19 peer
research universities place the mean salary of Penn full professorsin rank
order five as of academic year 2000-01. The highest mean salary in this
group (at Harvard University) is 13% higher than the Penn mean (Table 5).

2. Internal Variability. There is great variability in the distribution of
faculty salary resources among the three professorial ranks (see Table 9),
among the fourteen schoolgareas included in this report (see Table 10),
and among individual faculty members by rank within schools (see Tables
6, 7, and 8). 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 a comparison of school mean differ-
ences at Penn with differences at peer universities. That is, considerable
variability in average faculty salaries among these schools/areasisrequired
to maintain competitive standings within different academic fields.

B. Conditions of Concern

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

¢ Asindicated in SCESF's 1999 Annual Report (see Section VI,
Recommendation A.2), Penn iscommitted to bringing faculty salaries back
to a competitive level “if faculty salariesin certain fields begin to fall be-
hind.” For academic fields for which specific competitive data are avail-
able from the MIT salary survey, it appears that Penn, at least in practice,
has established in recent years acompetitivelevel in the 65-70th percentile
range. If so, mean faculty salariesfor FY 2001-02 at thefull professor rank
in engineering, and assistant professor rank in architecture (which has not
improved over the past 5 years), and engineering (which is improving)
have clearly fallen behind. Accordingly, thereis concerninthese areas. All
other schools/areas and ranks are at least at the median of the competitive
salary range, although some are by no means at the 65"-70" percentile of
that range. In general, wefind that Pennisin “maintenance mode” in most
cases, with respect to the schools in the MIT survey, and this trend has
continued since 1996-97.

» SCESF continues to be concerned about the unavailability of datato
make a judgment about the competitive level of average faculty salariesin
each of the Penn’s four school s (Communications, Education, Law, Social
Work) that are not included in the MIT salary survey or in surveys for
dental medicine, nursing, and veterinary medicine. As noted below (see
Section VII. Recommendation 4), the Provost will continue to attempt to
secure comparative salary data for the now four schools in question. Al-
though, we are quite pleased that we have some comparison data for the
nursing school, we would prefer to the extent possible that it was from a
more directly comparable list.

2. Internal Equity. Inthe absence of dataon individual faculty merit to
comparewith dataonindividual faculty salaries, SCESFisnot abletoiden-
tify any specific instance of inequity among all the dimensions of salary
variability included in this report. However, there is concern that some of
the wide variability in individual faculty salaries may entail more than a
trivial element of inequity. Though we are not able to report specific in-
stances of salary inequity among individual faculty members, ranks, de-
partments, or schools, SCESF has identified the following conditions that
giveriseto equity concerns:

« In spite of moderateinflationin FY 2000 (CPI growth in Philadel phia
of 3.2%) and substantial resources availablefor faculty salary increasesfor
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FY 2001 (6.7% in the aggregate across schoolareas and ranks), 18% of
Penn’s standing faculty members received saary increases for FY 2002
that were less than the CPI growth percentage—an effective reduction in
salary. Thisis quite disturbing given that thisis virtually double the previ-
ous years. In addition, over 20% of faculty members in ten schools/areas
received increases |ess than the CPI growth percentage (see Table 2). Two
main alternative explanations for these percentages are: that over 20% of
the faculty in these schools/areas performed at an unsatisfactory level, or
that some of these effective salary reductions may have been inequitable.

« Inspite of modest inflation since FY 1996 and substantial resources
for faculty salary increases, only 80% of full professorsin the natural sci-
ences area of SAS, 83% of full professors in the socia sciences area of
SAS, 82% in the GSFA, 72% in the Medical School, 83% of Law faculty,
and 86% in the School of Engineering and Applied Sciences received cu-
mulative salary increases during the period 1996-2002 that exceeded the
growth in the Philadelphia CPI (see Table 3). Fortunately, considerably
higher percentagesof full professorsin other schools/areasreceived cumula-
tive salary increasesthat exceeding CPI growth during thissix year period.
Therefore, it seems possible that some of the effective salary reductions
experienced by full professors in the natural and socia sciences and in
engineering were inequitable.

VII. Status of Committee Recommendations

Submitted in 2000-01 and New Recommendations

In accordance with Faculty Senate policy, areport ispresented bel ow of
progress made, and current status of, recommendations made in FY 2000-
01 for development of faculty compensation policy and procedures. These
recommendations are presented below a ong with the responses of Provost
Barchi (to whom the recommendationswere madein early 2002), SCESF's
comments, and subsequent developments. In addition, we include a set of
new issues to discuss.

A. FY 2001-2002 Faculty Salary Policy and Procedure Issues
for Provost Response

1. Salary Competitiveness I ssue.

The need to attain and maintain faculty salary levels that are highly
competitivewith salaries provided by peer universities, while smultaneoudly
sustaining other components of university operations essential to provid-
ing high quality instruction, research, and service.

SCESF Recommendations:

a. Apparently, mean faculty salariesin severa academicfieldsincluded
inthe MIT Salary Survey have fallen behind the level at which Penn ordi-
narily competes. If these four faculty groups are as meritorious, on the
whole, as comparable faculty groups at Penn with more competitive mean
sdary levels, it isrecommended that priority be placed on increasing mean
salaries to Penn’s competitive level of the groups that have fallen behind.
These areas are:

(2) Full professorsin:

(a) Engineering
Provost Response:

Wewill examine this situation and recommend changesiif they are war-
ranted. In particular, if there are exceptionally productive faculty members
whose salaries are lagging those salaries should be brought up. On the
other hand, we do not feel that resources should be invested simply to in-
crease mean salary levels without individual justification.

SCESF Response:

We thank and agree with the Provost that thisis not ablanket request to
increase al full professors saaries in Engineering; yet, a point to make
sure is communicated with appropriate administration at the school of En-
gineering.

(2) Assistant professorsin:

[a] Natural Sciences
[b] Engineering
[c] Architecture

Provost Response:

We concur with this area of focus. In general salaries of assistant pro-
fessors should reflect the need to attract and keep the very best young fac-
ulty members. If we are losing out in either of these respects we will im-
prove our offers and counter-offersin these areas.
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SCESF Response:

Although likely beyond the role of the SCESF, this suggests (if not al-
ready done) tracking of offers made to assistant professors and their accep-
tance rate, to provide a benchmark as to our competitive position.

b. Even though priority should be placed on regai ning Penn’s competi-
tive level in the academic fields identified above, it is recommended that
equal priority be given to recognizing in advance and rewarding with sal-
ary increases distinguished performance of faculty members who choose
not to seek, or use, attractive offers of external appointment to negotiate
salary increases.

Provost Response:

We strongly agree with this recommendation and have discussed this
on numerous occasions with the deans. We hope that deans and depart-
ment chairs are already sensitive to thisissue. We will stress the need for
attention to it when we transmit salary information.

SCESF Response:
We appreciate the Provost's sincerity on what we fedl isacrucial matter.

2. Salary Equity Issue. The need to identify and eliminate inequity
among individual faculty salaries by rank within departments (and schools
organized as single departments).

SCESF Comment:

As reviewed in this SCESF's Annual Report for 2001-02, a consider-
able percentage of faculty members (18%) received salary increases for
FY 2001 that were below the growth in the CPI (Phil.) for the 12 months
ending June 2001. Moreover, this percentage was higher than in the prior
year (9%). Consistent with this higher percentage was a general decline
across schools in the first quartile salary increase for full and associate
professors. It thus appearslikely that some faculty memberswho have per-
formed at least at a satisfactory level have received salary increases less
than growthinthe CPI. If so, thisrepresents an effective reductionin salary
in terms of purchasing power—a circumstance that is clearly inequitable
given that the overall salary increase percentage for each school was well
in excess of the growth in the CPI.

SCESF Recommendations:

a Inview of the quantitative factsidentified above, it isrecommended
that further consideration be given by the Provost and the Deans to elimi-
nating, or decreasing in frequency, the assumed inequitable practice of
awarding salary increases below the annual growth in the CPI (Phil.) to
faculty members who have performed at least at a satisfactory level. In
making this recommendation, we realize that the feasibility of awarding
increasesto faculty memberswith satisfactory performance at least asgreat
asgrowthin the CPI depends on the difference between funds availablefor
salary increases and the CPl growth percentage—with the larger the posi-
tivedifference, the greater thefeasibility of providing salary increases of at
least the CPI growth percentage.

Provost Response:

It is certainly reasonable, in principle, to try to provide salary in-
creases at least at the level of theincrease in the CPI to faculty members
who perform at a level that is at least satisfactory. However, the need to
provide rewards to the most productive faculty members, as requested by
this committee (see above), to improve starting salaries, and to address
inequities which develop over time, coupled with limitations on overall
University, school, or departmental resources, can make the achievement
of this goal difficult in some years. In fact, average salary increases for
Penn faculty over the past decade have run well above the annual in-
creasein CPI.

SCESF Response:

We wholeheartedly agree with the Provost that Penn’s average salary
increases have led CPI dramatically over the past decade (Table 1), and
that the ability to manage micro-level year to year increases versus CPl is
difficult and agreeably questionable as a goal.

b.Therefore it is further recommended that, for each faculty member
who has performed at |least at a satisfactory level during the prior year but
whoisawarded asalary increasethat islessthan the most recent data avail-
able about the annual percentage growth in the PhiladelphiaCPI (e.g., from
January through December of the prior year), the faculty member should
be provided by the relevant academic administrator with the following in-
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formation:

¢ that hig’her performance has been at least satisfactory, and

« the circumstances that caused the percentage increase below the CPI
growth percentage.

Provost Response:

The salary letter that faculty members receive should include an ex-
plicit assessment of their recent work. That letter should also indicate
why the salary level has been set in a particular way.

SCESF Response:

We agree. Our question is how many of Penn’sfaculty actually receive
such an explicit assessment? If the SCESF committee members are repre-
sentative of such afraction, the answer is not high. We therefore request
that the Provost continue to request that such feedback be provided.

SCESF Comment:

The Committee hopes that this recommendation will be implemented
for salary increases decided during the Spring Term 2003, and that, as may
beappropriate, thisinformation will be provided to individual faculty mem-
bers about their performance at the time each is notified of their annual
salary increase.

3. One further request, which arose out of the SCESF meeting to dis-
cuss this report, is that in Tables 6, 7, and 8 we do not report quartiles for
schools by rank where the sample size is 10 or less (as quartiles would be
based on two people). While we agree whol eheartedly with this, we would
still like to see ameasure of dispersion for these schools by rank. Accord-
ingly, we recommend that in future years, the committee is provided atwo
or three year average for those schoolsin which we normally would not be
ableto report a 1% or 3 quartile.

Provost Response:
We will do thisin cases where it isfeasible.

SCESF Response:
Good, and in future reports we will make sure to denote those quartiles
that are based on some combination of current and historical data.

4. This committee would like to laud the School of Medicine, basic
sciences, for agreeing to participate in this year’s report for the first time.
Wewould likethistrend to continue, and request that the provost do every-
thing possible to insure this. In addition, we want to make sure that no
“conditions” arerequired for this request; that is, the school of medicineis
asked to comply to provide salary data as are all other schools.

Provost Response:
We will do this.

SCESF Response:

Thank you. Also, as we state on page V, we hope that the School of
Medicine, basic sciences, will also start providing the SCESF external com-
parison data that we believe exists. This will allow us the opportunity to
provide them the same oversight we provide to our schools and depart-
ments.

5. Onerecommendation that came out of this committee, was the pos-
sibility of having a shorter version of this report (say 10 pages or so) for
general consumption, and a more detailed version (like this report) that is
provided on-line for the persons wanting details. We believethat thiswould
lead to awider dissemination of thisinformation to thefaculty at large, and we
hope that the provost would work with next year’'s committee to determine
what might appear in this so-called “ executive summary SCESF report.”

Provost Response:
We agree that this would be useful.

SCESF Response:

Good. The 2002-2003 SCESF report will likely contain ashorter versionto
be published in Almanac with alonger version available online. We hope that
this will increase Almanac readership and get all faculty involved in SCESF
issues.

6. One further request that came out of the SCESF meeting, was the
possihility of having the provost meet with the SCESF prior to setting sal-
ary guidelines for the next fiscal year. As we understand such decisions
usually take place in mid-late Spring semester. We would hope that such a
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meeting could take place early in the Spring semester. Our belief isthat this
would add to the comfort level that the SCESF had about the decisionsthat
were made regarding salary setting policy.

Provost Response:
We are willing to meet with SCESF in the spring.

SCESF Response:
We look forward to that meeting.

7. We make arecommendation for next year’s report that the SCESF
report both sets of datafor Nursing (nine month salaries, no stipends, and
no clinical income) as well as what is currently reported so that we can
track both sets of information. We request that the Provost assist usin col-
lecting this data from the nursing school going forward.

Provost Response:
Tracking both sets of data for the School of Nursing would have little
value.

SCESF Response:

We recognize the Provost’s concern that looking only at nine month
salaries could lead to micro-managing of one'stotal compensation and hence
may have a negative impact.

8. Asit has been over three years, it was the 1998-99 report, in which
faculty benefits were looked at in comparison to our peer institutions, we
reguest that the Provost’s office provide this information to the SCESF for
year 2002-2003 in accordance with what was done in 1998-99. Further-
more, going forward, we believe that this should be looked at roughly ev-
ery five yearsif not more frequently.

Provost Response:
We agree that thisis a timely request. We will work with the committee
to carry out such a study.

SCESF Response:
Good. We hope this can be one of the points of discussionfor our spring
meeting.

9. Oneof the concerns of the SCESF isthe low relative spread in sala-
ries at the full professor level which may indicate a problem in attracting
faculty at the upper end of the scale. Thisisevidencedin Table 10, inwhich
the spread in full professor salaries asaratio to median salary islower than
that for assistant and associate professor. We would like to request that the
Provost continue monitoring this situation and advice the committee asto
what efforts are being made to allow Penn’s “top end” to stay competitive.

Provost Response:

Ingeneral, wefully agree that salaries should be determined by perfor-
mance and not only by time in rank. e, too, would expect that thiswould
lead to a broad but acceptable spread in full professors’ salaries. We will
examine this issue. However, it is not obvious that the spread in salaries
has provided any serious obstacle to offering competitive salariesto excel-
lent external candidates for positions at the full professor rank, or to re-
sponding to competitive offersin senior retention cases.

SCESF Response:
We thank the Provost for stating that thisis a matter he will look into.

10. Issue Concerning Data on the Competitiveness of Faculty Salaries
not Included in the MIT Survey. The need to seek, or compile, evidence
about the competitiveness of faculty salaries at schools not included in the
MIT survey.

SCESF Recommendations:

In accordance with the agreement with the Provost in 1999 and 2000, it is
recommended that the Provost continue his efforts to secure data on the com-
petitiveness of faculty sdariesin Penn’sschoolsnotincluded intheMIT Salary
Survey or the surveysfor veterinary medicine and dental medicine.

Provost Response:
We will try to obtain such data.

SCESF Response:
We appreciate it as it will allow us to make a more meaningful set of
comparisons.
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B. Final Summary

While the Penn faculty have remained equally competitive in most ar-
eas, and have gained in some (and thankfully lost ground infew), the salary
increases with respect to CPI isthe great message from this report. We are
concerned about the large number of Penn faculty who received raises be-
low the CPI in the 2001-2002 year, and furthermore have 5 year average
raises below CPI. We believe that an explicit policy needsto be developed
such that:

(a) when the faculty midpoint salary raise guidelineis given (e.g. 3.5%) to

the schooals, its level will be set in accordance with actual or projected CPI,

(b) faculty memberswho receiveraises below the CPI, or haveraises below

the 5 year compounded CPI are informed as such,

(c) Department chairs/Deans should be provided information regarding fac-

ulty members who have received raises below CPI in the past,

(d) We recommend that department chairs/deans be provided information

asto theraise that would be required to bring each faculty member’s salary

to at least the minimum CPI growth at the time they are setting salaries.

Provost Response:

Department chairs and others who set faculty salaries should have di-
rect access to information on faculty salary history and salary tracking
relative to the CPI. This information should be taken into consideration,
along with a variety of factors such asindividual performance and school
and University financial position, in determining salaries for the coming
year. The salary letter that a faculty member receives should certainly in-
clude an explicit assessment of their recent work and indicate why the sal-
ary level has been set in a particular way. However, a selective focus on
maintaining minimum salary increases at the level of the CPI, given the
constraints of the overall resources often available for salary increases,
has a collateral negative impact on resources required to keep the best
faculty fromlooking elsewhere, to recruit the best new faculty, or to reduce
thesalary inequitiesthat devel op asfaculty members' productivity changes.

SCESF Response:

We agree that the overall impact of targeting all salaries towards CPI
could have acollateral negativeimpact. Our hopeisthat thisinformationis
provided to Department Chairs and Deans so that CPI, as well as other
criterion, can be used as guiding tools (not rigid constraints) to their deci-
sion making.

We hope the provost and the administration considers these recommen-
dations.
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Table 1

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

Fiscal Year Compound
Cumulative
Group/Condition Average 2000 2001 2002 1992-2001
Full Professors Median 3.5% 3.8% 4.%
Mean 5.0% 5.0% 6.0% 59.6%
Associate Profs Median 3.9% 4.0% 4.0
Mean 5.7% 6.0% 7.9% 64.1%
Assistant Profs Median 5.0% 5.1% 4.9%
Mean 5.9% 6.6% 6.6% 68.7%
All Three Ranks Mean 5.3% 5.9% 6.7%
UScityaverage CPI — 3.7% 3.2% 30.9%
Budget Guidelines Mean 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 43.1%

Table 3

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 five-year periods

Schools and Percentage of all Full Professors with Cumulative

Note: Academic base salary percentage increases pertain to all Penn standing
faculty 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.

Table 2

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

Schools and Percentage of all Standing Faculty Members with

Disciplinary Salary Increases Exceeding Growth in the CPI (Phil.)

Areas FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002
Annenberg 100% 93% 25%
Dental Medicine 95% 97% 83%
Engineering & Applied Science 94% 87% 69%
Grad Education 100% 93% 76%
Grad Fine Arts 84% 92% 7%
Humanities (A&S) 92% 93% 84%
Law 94% 94% 72%
Natural Science (A&S) 82% 84% 79%
Nursing 100% 89% 62%
Social Science (A&S) 85% 92% 76%
Social Work 87% 88% 79%
Veterinary Medicine 97% 98% 88%
Wharton 93% 94% 88%
Medicine-Basic NA NA 72%
All Schools/Areas Combined 91% 92% 82%
Phil. CPI Growth (prior year) 2.34% 2.60 3.2%

Note: Academic base salary increases pertain to all Penn standing faculty
members who continued in the same rank during the periods of time reported.
Excluded were allmembers 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.
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Disciplinary Salary Increases Exceeding Growth in the CPI (Phil.)
Areas FYs 94-00 FYs 95-01 FYs 96-02
Annenberg 100% 100% 100%
Dental Medicine 100% 100% 100%
Engineering & Applied Science 93% 92% 86%
Grad Education 100% 92% 93%
Grad Fine Arts 91% 90% 82%
Humanities (A&S) 97% 99% 96%
Law 96% 88% 83%
Natural Science (A&S) 90% 87% 80%
Nursing 100% 75% 100%
Social Science (A&S) 93% 93% 83%
Social Work 100% 100% 100%
Veterinary Medicine 97% 97% 95%
Wharton 95% 94% 93%
Medicine-Basic NA NA 72%
All Schools/Areas Combined 95% 94% 90%
Cumulative Phil. CPI Growth 14.4% 14.2% 15.2%

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,excluding basic,
and all Clinician Educators from four schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medi-
cine, Nursing, and Social Work).

Table 4

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 1998,
1999, 2000, and 2001

Academic Rank Order by Year
Fields 1998-99 1999-00  2000-01  2001-02

Full Professor
Natural Sciences 14/24 13/24 12/24 10/20
Soc Sci/Human 11/24 10/24 10/24 8/20
Engineering 13/21 12/21 11/21 11/19
Architecture 4/15 3/15 3/15 5/14
Management 5/18 5/18 6/18 4/15
Associate Profs
Natural Sciences 16/24 20/24 7124 4/20
Soc Sci/Human 7124 7124 4/24 4/20
Engineering 12/21 12/21 12/21 6/19
Architecture - - - - -
Management 7/18 5/18 6/18 4/15
Assistant Profs
Natural Sciences 11/24 9/24 12/24 7120
Soc Sci/Human 16/24 17/24 11/24 8/20
Engineering 17/21 19/21 18/21 12/19
Architecture 12/14 13/14 13/14 10/13
Management 3/18 5/18 5/18 5/15

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 engineering), Graduate Fine Arts (for architecture), and Wharton (for manage-
ment). Rank orders are reported only if the number of faculty members is four or
more. Data source: MIT Salary Survey.
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Table 5.

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, 1996-97, 1997-98,
1998-99, 1999-00, 2000-01

Full Professor Salaries:
Percentage Differences by Year

University? 1986-87 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01
Harvard +16.9% +12.2% +11.7%  +11.3% +12.3% 13.1%
Princeton 2.9%
Yale +6.7% +4.7% +3.6% +4.2% +3.6% 2.5%
Stanford +12.8% +6.4% +6.1% +7.4% +5.5% 2.3%
Chicago -0.3% +1.6% +1.3% +3.3% +3.2% 0.9%
Pennsylvania $59.6K $100.0K  $104.6K $108.4K $114.8K $128.0K
NYU -1.3%
Columbia +3.2% +1.2% -1.0% +0.8% -1.2% -2.0%
MIT +4.7% +0.1% -0.4% -1.3% -2.7% -3.8%
Northwestern -4.9% -3.9% -3.1% -1.7% -3.1% -4.5%
Duke -3.7% -4.2% -3.5% NA -5.9% -7.2%
U.C. (Berkeley) +7.4% -13.0% -11.4% -4.5% -5.3% -9.5%
UCLA +4.5% -13.9% -11.5% -6.5% -7.6% -9.6%
Michigan -6.2% -12.0% -12.1% -10.8%  -12.1% -14.9%
Carnegie-Mellon +0.8% -8.9% -10.2% -10.6%  -13.6% -15.0%
Virginia -1.0% -15.8% -13.1% -11.0%  -11.8% -15.9%
N.C. (Chapel Hill)-10.7% -17.8% -17.8% -18.2%  -18.3% -19.2%
Texas (Austin) -16.6% -20.4% -21.2% -22.2%  -22.1% -22.8%
MN (Twin Cities) -15.8% -25.2% -22.6% 212 -22.0% -23.8%

Note: Penn academic base mean salaries are based on standing faculty mem-
bers at the rank of professor. Excluded are all members of the Faculty of Medi-
cine 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 2000-01. 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.

Table 6

Full Professors: Median academic base salary percentage
increases of continuing Penn Full Professors for FY 1999, 2000, and
2001, along with the first and third quartile salary increases
First Quartile (Q,), Median (Md.)? and Third
Quartile (Q,) Percentage Salary Increases by Year

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002
School/Area Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3
All Schools 35 3.8 4.0
Annenberg 5.0 8.8 11.5 35 35 4.0 25 31 31
Dental Medicine 35 35 40 35 40 50 40 45 5.0
Eng & Applied Sci 3.0 3.7 46 3.0 40 5.2 3.0 39 55
Grad Education 4.0 5.0 6.7 3.0 43 50 40 41 65
Grad Fine Arts 25 35 5.0 3.0 35 45 25 38 4.0
Humanities (A&S) 3.0 3.0 40 3.2 34 45 35 43 6.7
Law 35 52 6.6 54 62 7.7 45 53 6.3
Medicine -Basic NA NA 3.0 35 55
Natural Sci's (A&S) 2.5 3.0 4.2 3.0 34 43 34 3.8 58
Nursing - 3.5 - - 3.5 - - 4.5
Social Sci's (A&S) 2.9 31 4.2 31 34 42 35 37 53
Social Work - 5.0 - - 5.0 - - 50 -
Veterinary Med 3.5 35 5.0 35 35 40 35 35 40
Wharton 3.8 47 59 35 41 52 54 7.2 101
Budget Guideline 35 3.5 35

Table 7
Associate Professors: Median academic base salary
percentage increases of continuing Penn Associate
Professors for FY 2000, 2001, and 2002, along with the first
and third quartile salary increases
First Quartile (Q,), Median (Md.)?, and Third
Quartile (Q,) Percentage Salary Increases by Year

Note 1: The Budget Guideline shown under each rank is for comparison pur-
poses. 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 re-
ported. 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 pro-
moted 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 in-
créase percentages, 2506 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. Me-
dian 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 more than ten.
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1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002
School/Area  Q Md. Q Q Md. Q Q Md. Q

1 3 1 3 1 3
All Schools 3.9 4.0 4.0
Annenberg - - - - - - - - -
Dental Medicine - 35 - 3.5 35 6.2 3.0 35 5.0
Eng & Applied Sci 3.3 35 48 34 40 50 35 41 80
Grad Education - 40 - - 40 - - 4.0 -
Grad Fine Arts - - - - - - - 4.5 -
Humanities (A&S) 3.0 39 77 36 54 79 3.6 53 107
Law NA NA NA
Medicine-Basic NA NA 33 40 118
Natural Sci's (A&S) 2.8 3.1 47 25 31 54 41 51 221
Nursing 3.0 41 4.1 28 35 40 28 5.0 11.6
Social Sci's (A&S) 2.3 3.0 39 31 34 6.2 35 37 7.9
Social Work - 45 - 2.1 5.0 5.0 - 4.5 -
Veterinary Med 35 45 104 35 40 58 35 40 93
Wharton 35 5.4 8.7 40 44 64 43 57 106
Budget Guideline 35 3.5 35

Note 1: The Budget Guideline shown under each rank is for comparison pur-
poses. 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, except
basic scientists, 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.

aA 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 i 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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Table 8
Assistant Professors: Median academic base salary
percentage increases of continuing Penn Assistant Professors
for FY 2000, 2001, and 2002 along with the first and
third quartile salary increases
First Quartile (Q,), Median (Md.)?, and Third
Quartile (Q,) Percentage Salary Increases by Year

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002
School/Area Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3
All Schools 5.0 5.1 4.9
Annenberg - - - - - - - - -
Dental Medicine - 3.5 - 35 40 50 35 53 119
Eng & Applied Sci 43 46 5.1 40 58 8.0 35 56 81
Grad Education - 5.0 - 45 50 5.0 - 55 -
Grad Fine Arts - 35 - 35 35 45 - 10.0 -
Humanities (A&S) 3.0 42 6.0 35 55 91 40 6.5 8.7
Law - - - - - - - 6.7 -
Medicine-Basic - - - - - - 35 4.0 153
Natural Sci's (A&S) 41 50 84 49 54 80 53 6.0 8.0
Nursing - 35 - 40 40 7.6 - 35 -
Social Sci's (A&S) 3.031 55 33 34 54 36 4.1 83
Social Work - - - 40 45 6.1 - 3.0 -
Veterinary Med 35 35 6.0 40 50 11.6 35 4.0 7.0
Wharton 54 6.4 93 49 55 6.1 42 46 5.1
Budget Guideline 35 35 3.5

Note 1: The Budget Guideline shown under each rank is for comparison pur-
poses. 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,except ba-
sic scientists, 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.

aA 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 i incréase percentages, 25% of all increases were below the Q,, while

75% were above. At the upper end, 75% of all increases were below the Q3 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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Table 9

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

Ratio to Assist.
Prof. Salary Level
Salary

Academic Not
Rank Year Average Amount Weighted Weighted?
Full Professor 1999-00 Mean  $117,092 1.69 1.84
Median 106,338
2000-01 Mean 121,424 1.66 1.79
Median 110,300
2001-02 Mean 127,446 1.61 1.78
Median 112,546
Associate Prof. 1999-00 Mean 79,519 1.14 1.24
Median 74,000
2000-01 Mean 83,890 1.15 1.25
Median 78,600
2001-02 Mean 90,050 1.14 1.23
Median 82,187
Assistant Prof. 1999-00 Mean 69,417 1.00 1.00
Median 60,450
2000-01 Mean 73,187 1.00 1.00
Median 64,760
2001-02 Mean 79,003 1.00 1.00
Median 75,000

Note: Mean academic base salary levels are based on all Penn standing fac-
ulty members who continued in the same rank in FY 2000, FY 2001, and FY
2002 from their respective prior years. Excluded were all members of the Fac-
ulty of Medicine, all Clinician Educators from four other schools (Dental Medi-
cine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work) that have such positions,
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, and Law, which had but one as-
sistant professor); next a mean weighted ratio was computed (weighted for the
number of continuing faculty members at each rank in each school).

Table 10

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

Quartiles® of

Median School Salaries Ratio: Number

Academic IQR to of

Rank Year Q Q Q IQR®  Median® Areas

1 2 3

Full Prof. 1999-00 $95.1K $103.7K $122.0K $26.9 .26 13
2000-01 $98.2K $111.8K $125.1K $26.9 .24 13
2001-02 $101.5K $115.3K $135.2K $33.7K .29 14
Assoc. Prof.  1999-00 $63.7K  $76.7K  $88.4K $24.7 .32 12
2000-01 $64.2K  $79.1K  $91.1K $26.9 .34 12
2001-02 $70.3K  $82.1K $97.2K  $26.9K .33 13
Assis. Prof. 1999-00 $51.6K $54.3K $71.0K $19.4 .36 12
2000-01 $53.5K $59.0K $73.9K  $20.4 .35 12
2001-02 $56.1K  $65.0K $80.4K  $24.3K .37 13

Note: Median academic base salary levels for Penn’s schools/areas are based on
standing faculty members who continued in the same rank from FY 1999 to FY 2000 (the
1999-00 data), from FY 2000 to FY 2001, and from FY 2001 to FY 2002. 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 14 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
quartlle (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 (Q,), while
the other 25% were above. Using Q, and Q,, a measure of variability of school median
salaries termed the interquartile range (IQR} is then computed by subtracting the lower
quartile salary (Q,) from the upper quartile salary (Q,).

This is a ratio of (a) the variability of school median salaries (i.e., the ICR) to (b) the
average of these school median salaries. With this ratio, it is possible to make meaning-
ful comparisons across years, and across professorial ranks, in the variability of salaries.
The IQR is divided by the median salary (Q,), thereby indexing the variability to the
general level of salaries and making comparisons of variability more meaningful.
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