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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 this report is on the current economic status of the faculty 
as based on salary data.  The report is organized in terms of three broad 
concerns:
 • The salary setting process at Penn: the sources of funds for faculty 

salaries and the how annual salary increase decisions are made.
 • External comparisons: the competitiveness of faculty salaries at Penn 

in comparison with faculty salaries at other universities.
 • Internal comparisons: variability of faculty salaries within Penn, and 

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

 Major sections of this report are devoted to each of these three topics, 
while Section VI is devoted to the SCESF s̓ overall conclusions about the 
economic 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 s̓ response to recommendations made in this year s̓ report.
 In performing its responsibilities, the SCESF has been cognizant of 
Penn s̓ current salary policy as stated by the President, Provost, and Ex-
ecutive Vice President (Almanac April 15, 2003). Penn s̓ guiding principle 
in salary planning is to pay faculty and staff (a) competitively, (b) in rela-
tionship to the markets for their services and prevailing economic condi-
tions, (c) to acknowledge their contributions to the University, and (d) to 
help Penn remain a strong and financially viable institution.
 In studying faculty salaries for this report, the SCESF has benefited 
greatly by access to detailed salary data (excluding, of course, any informa-
tion that would make it possible to identify individual faculty salaries) that 
have been provided by Penn s̓ central administration and several schools 
(specifically the Nursing, Veterinary, Medical, and Dental schools).  Our 
understanding, both of Penn s̓ competitiveness with peer institutions in fac-
ulty salary levels and of faculty salary variability within Penn, has been 
enhanced by access to this information and by the assistance of those who 
produced it. The SCESF acknowledges this cooperation with appreciation.
 II. Resources for Faculty Salaries and Annual Increases
 Faculty salaries are the product of a two-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 salary levels are normally increased 
annually by a process described below. Such salary increases are ordinar-
ily based on academic merit. Some annual increases are also the result of 
promotion in rank and equity adjustments.
 All funds for faculty salaries come from each school s̓ operating budget; 
there is no central fund earmarked specifically for faculty salaries. Most 
of each school s̓ resources are raised in accordance with the principles of 
Penn s̓ Responsibility Center Budgeting System (RCBS).1 In addition, sub-
vention is distributed to schools by Penn s̓ central administration. Of these 
resources, each School makes a certain amount available for faculty salaries 
in three respects: (a) sustaining existing faculty appointments, (b) providing 
annual salary increases for continuing faculty members, and (c) creating 
salary funding for new faculty positions. In addition, schools must provide 
funds for employee benefits that approximate 30% of all such faculty salary 
expenditures.
 Annual 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 2001-2002” as published in Almanac April 17, 
2001). Penn s̓ President, Provost, and Executive Vice President set an up-
per limit on a “pool percentage” for salary increases. For FY 2004, schools 
were authorized to award, as salary increases, a pool of up to 2.8% of the 
FY 2003 salaries of continuing faculty members. The recommended salary 
increase 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 s̓ approval, and by more than this 
with the Provost s̓ approval. To address possible inequity in faculty salaries, 
Deans were asked to “pay particular attention to any faculty who meet stan-
dards of merit but whose salaries for various reasons may have lagged over 
the years.”
 Within this framework of available funds, Department Chairs and Deans 
had the responsibility to recommend salary increases to the Provost for each 
continuing faculty member based on general merit, including recognition 
of outstanding teaching, scholarship, research, and service. In addition, the 
Provost reviews the Deans  ̓faculty salary recommendations “to insure that 
raises on average reflect market conditions in each discipline.”
 III. Penn Faculty Salaries: External Comparisons
 Average Penn Faculty Salaries (i.e., academic year base salaries) are 
compared with three types of external indicators in the following sections: 
(a) growth in the Consumer Price Index (CPI), (b) average faculty salaries 
by rank at other universities as reported by annual surveys conducted at 
the school level, and (c) average salaries of full professors for 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 
Professors (AAUP). As a methodological note and unless otherwise specifi-
cally stated, all faculty salary information discussed in this report refers to 
the aggregated “academic year base salary” of individual faculty members 
whether salaries are paid from General Operating Funds and/or from Des-
ignated Funds.2  In addition, all salary data reported in the AAUP source 
exclude members of the Faculty of Medicine (except for basic scientists 
in the Medical school that are now part of this report) and all standing fac-
ulty members from four other schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medi-
cine, Nursing, and Social Work). Finally, all the tables except for Tables 
3, 9 and 10 refer to continuing Penn faculty, whether they continued in 
the same rank or were promoted to a higher rank. Faculty members who 
were promoted from assistant professor to associate professor effective July 
1, 2003, for example, are included among the associate professors for the 
2003-4 year–and any salary increases they received due to their promotion 
are included in the percentage changes in salaries reported for associate 
professors in 2003-4 (it is only the percentage changes in their salaries that 
generally are reported; Tables 9 and 10 are the only ones that report actual 
salaries and those donʼt include newly promoted faculty). For Tables 3, 9 
and 10, in contrast, the information refers only to faculty members who 
continued in the same rank.
A. Comparisons with Growth in the Consumer Price Index (CPI)3

 Mean and median faculty salary increases in percentage terms by rank, 
averaged for all schools except Medicine, for FY 2002, FY 2003, FY 2004, 
and compound cumulative for FY 1994-2003, are shown in Table 1 in com-
parison with comparable data for the CPI (U.S. city average) and Penn bud-
get guidelines.4 The nation has remained in a period of low inflation (1.1% 
for FY 2002 and 2.1% for FY 2003, the most recent CPI data available). 
Comparisons for FY 2003 with the CPI indicate that: (a) for all ranks, the 
mean FY03 percentage salary increases were considerably higher than the 
percentage increases in the CPI, (b) for all ranks, the median FY03 percent-
age salary increases were higher than the percentage increases in the CPI, 
(c) for all ranks, the extent to which the percentage increase in the means 
and median salaries exceed the percentage increase in the CPI was not as 

1 The 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 Reports of the Senate Committee on the 
Economic Status of the Faculty contain overviews of Pennʼs Responsibility 
Center Budgeting System.

2 These terms are used in Pennʼs Responsibility Center Budgeting System.  See 
the 1999 or 2000 report on the Economic Status of the Faculty for a description 
of this system.
3 The consumer price index (CPI) refers to prices for a basket of goods and 
services purchased by “average workers.”  There are questions about how well 
this index captures quality changes in goods and services (i.e., if it understates 
quality improvements as suggested by some observers then it overstates price 
increases for goods and services of a given quality) and how well this index 
captures goods and services consumed by faculty (i.e., if faculty consume 
goods and services that have had greater quality improvements for which 
corrections have not been made in the CPI than do average workers then 
faculty salaries in purchasing power terms have increased more than would be 
indicated by a comparison in the reported CPI).  Nevertheless, increases in the 
CPI are widespread and help give some perspective.  
4 The fiscal year refers to the year starting on 1 July and continuing through 
30 June of the next calendar year.  This report refers to the second of the two 
calendar years covered in a fiscal year.  That is, the FY 2004 refers to the fiscal 
year (or academic year) starting on 1 July 2003 and continuing through 30 June 
2004. Note that at the time of this report the percentage increase in the CPI for 
FY 2004 is not yet known because FY 2004 continues through June 2004.
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high as in FY 2002 (though the percentage differentials in that year were 
the largest in the past 10 year period), and (d) the mean percentage increases 
are substantial in absolute value and for the three ranks combined  (though 
not for Assistant or Full Professors considered separately) exceed slightly 
the faculty guideline upper bound of 6.0%. We believe that such a trend, 
if it continues, will strengthen Penn s̓ competitive position and allow us to 
attract even higher quality researchers and teachers.
 The most impressive salary increase percentages continue to be the cu-
mulative compound salary increments over a 10-year period (from FY 1994 
through FY 2003) as also seen in Table 1. On the whole (all ranks com-
bined) and for each of the three ranks, the cumulative mean Penn faculty 
salary increments in percentage terms during this 10-year period were more 
than twice the percentage growth in the CPI (U.S. city average).
 Over the 10-year period Penn s̓ budget guidelines for percentage in-
creases in faculty salaries exceeded the percentage growth in the CPI (U.S. 
city average) by 13.9%. If the CPI accurately captures inflation in the goods 
and services purchased by faculty, this means that a faculty member who 
received the recommended percentage increase in salaries each year in this 
decade would have experienced an increase in real purchasing power of 
over an eighth. But the mean compound cumulative growth in faculty sala-
ries over the 10-year period exceeded Penn s̓ budget guidelines for percent-
age increases in faculty salaries by much more. These guidelines refer to 
the centrally recommended salary pool percentage for faculty continuing 
in rank. There are at least two reasons  why the actual salary percentage 
increases on average for continuing faculty exceeded significantly—by 
18.9% for full professors and by about 29% for assistant and associate 
professors—guidelines for percentage increases in faculty salaries. First, 
a number of faculty have received additional salary increments due to pro-
motion. Second, a number of faculty have received additional salary incre-
ments to meet actual or potential higher outside offers, to address perceived 
previous inadequate salary levels or to reward what has been perceived as 
very meritorious behaviors. Apparently many (perhaps all) of the Deans of 
Penn s̓ schools have added considerable additional school resources to the 
recommended cumulative base pool for salary increases.  Thus, it is appar-
ent that Penn s̓ administrations have made substantial efforts over the years 
to permit percentage increases in 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 guidelines.
 The overall increases in faculty salary by rank in comparison with 
growth in the CPI, as seen in Table 1, are reported by school (including 
three disciplinary areas of SAS) in Table 2 for FY 2002, FY 2003 and FY 
2004.  The SCESF report for 2001-2 stated that “Table 2 [in that report] 
demonstrates a fairly reasonable basis for concern” because for FY 2002 
(the last year covered in that report) “(1) Only 25% of Annenberg s̓ faculty 
has salaries that exceeded CPI [and] (2) No school had 90% of its fac-
ulty above CPI. …Specifically, it is disappointing to see that 10 of the 14 
schools/areas awarded a salary increase below the CPI growth percentage 
to more than 20 percent of all continuing standing faculty members.” 
 The addition of FY 2003 and FY 2004 ameliorates significantly these 
concerns: The school with the minimum percentage of all standing faculty 
members who had salary increases at least equal to the lagged increase in 
the CPI went from 25% in FY 2002 to 79% in FY 2003 and 71% in FY 
2004;  for Annenberg in particular the percentages increased from 25% to 
87% to 93%; the median across schools increased from 77% to 87% to 
91%; the mean across schools increased from 82% to 87% to 89%; the 
number of schools below 80% declined from 10 to 2 to 1; and the number 
of schools below 90% declined from 14 to 10 to 6. These changes since FY 
2002 overall are positive. 
 Despite what seems to be a definitely improving performance by the cri-
teria used for Table 2 in general, the SCESF has some concerns. In particular, 
there are some schools/areas that are below the all schools/areas combined 
average for all three of these years: Engineering and Applied Sciences, Grad-
uate School of Fine Arts, Nursing, Social Science (A&S), and basic science 
faculty in the School of Medicine.5 This persistency over several years raises 
the question of whether there are good reasons in terms of market pressures, 
faculty composition or other factors that relatively large percentages of fac-
ulty members in these schools/areas should receive percentage salary increase 
that are below the lagged percentage increases in the CPI. 

Table 3 provides some additional information about trends, and changes 
in trends, over a longer time period for full professors continuing in rank 

(that abstracts from promotion increases). For the FY 1998-FY 2004 period, 
across all schools/areas on average 91% of full professors continuing in 
rank received cumulative percentage salary increases above the CPI. But, 
again, there is substantial variation across schools/areas. In particular, only 
70% of full professors continuing in rank in Social Work and only 78% 
of full professors continuing in rank in the Graduate School of Fine Arts 
received cumulative percentage salary increases above the CPI during this 
period. Or, to make the same point in a slightly different way, 9% of full 
professors continuing in rank in all schools/areas combined, 22% of full 
professors continuing in rank in the Graduate School of Fine Arts, and 30% 
of full professors continuing in rank in Social Work experienced a decline 
in their real purchasing power between FY 1998 and FY 2004.6 Indeed more 
than 10% of full professors continuing in rank in eight schools/areas (the 
exceptions being Annenberg, Dental Medicine, Graduate Education, Hu-
manities, Veterinary Medicine and Wharton) experienced declines in their 
real purchasing power by this criteria between FY 1998 and FY 2004. 

The SCESF recognizes that there are legitimate reasons for individual 
faculty members to be awarded increments less than the growth in the CPI. 
For example, in a particular year, the salary increment pool may only ap-
proximate, or even be less than, the rate of growth in the CPI. We believe 
that this may play a role. Furthermore in a small department or school, a 
few promotions or market adjustments needed to retain a valued faculty 
member could obligate a disproportionate share of an existing increment 
pool, thereby leaving little to award to other faculty members in the unit. 
Finally, some faculty members may be sufficiently lacking in merit to jus-
tify an increment exceeding the CPI growth.
 Nonetheless, if the salary increment pool available in each school/area is 
well in excess of CPI growth (as it has been for recent years), it is the judg-
ment of the SCESF that individual faculty members should receive cumulative 
salary increases equal to, or exceeding, growth in the CPI (defined over some 
“to be discussed” time horizon) unless their performance has been unsatisfac-
tory over a substantial period of that time horizon. It therefore seems possible 
that the cumulative salary increments received by some continuing full profes-
sors have been inequitably low, particularly in Social Work and the Graduate 
School of Education, but also more broadly. This merits further exploration, 
not only for full professors continuing in rank but also for others.
B. Comparisons with Peer Universities Using MIT Survey Data
 The best currently available salary data from 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 example it was 24 for the 2001-2 SCESF 
report). Mean faculty salaries by rank (professor, associate professor, assis-
tant professor) and discipline have been made available to the SCESF for 
analysis in this report for the academic years 2001-2 through 2003-4. These 
salary data are reported for the following academic fields:
 • Natural Sciences (at Penn, represented by SAS departments)
 • Humanities and Social Sciences (at Penn, represented by SAS de-
partments)
 • Engineering (at Penn, represented by SEAS)
 • Architecture (at Penn, represented by GSFA7)
 • 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 submitted 
salary data consistently during the four year period examined.  The MIT 
sample includes major private universities, as well as a number of highly re-
garded public research universities and one college (Williams).  However, 
the specific sample of universities varies with the academic fields listed 
above. Each of these samples is described in turn below.8

5 Furthermore, the first four of these were below the all school/areas combined 
average for four of the last five years (information is not available for Medicine-
Basic before FY 2002). The 2002-3 SCESF report gives the information for 
FY 2000 and FY 2001.

6 Comparison across the columns in Table 3 suggests that for Social Work 
in many cases the declines in real purchasing power probably is fairly small 
because changing the time period of comparison by a year or two reduces the 
percentage of full professors continuing in rank with cumulative salary increases 
below the percentage change in the CPI from 30% (for FY98-FY04) to 20% (for 
FY97-FY03) to 0% (FY96-02). There is not a similar pattern, however, for the 
Graduate School of Fine Arts.
7 GSFA (now School of Design) also included Departments of City and Regional 
Planning, Landscape Architecture and Regional Planning, and Fine Arts.
8 One concern with this year s̓ list of schools, as compared to that for 2001-2 
that was used in last year s̓ SCESF report, is that the number of schools has 
increased in every single discipline area, though only for architecture back to or 
above the number for 2000-1. Now, assuming the drop-outs between 2000-1 and 
2001-2 and the re-entrees between 2001-2 and 2002-3 are random, they should 
not influence Penn s̓ relative rank (in the long term). However, if the schools 
that dropped out are those that were “ahead” of Penn, then this would artificially 
make Penn look better than it really was for 2001-2.
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the five cases for assistant professors. The last is particularly noteworthy 
because the future of the University is likely to be particularly affected by 
the quality of its younger faculty, which in turn is likely to be affected by 
the relative salaries that the younger faculty receive relative to comparable 
institutions.
 Worsening of positions has occurred for full professors in Engineering 
and Architecture, for associate professors in the Social Sciences/Humani-
ties and for assistant professors in Management—with no change for as-
sociate professors in Natural Sciences. The worsening has been more than 
two positions for full professors in Architecture and for assistant professors 
in Management, so these two situations in particular might warrant further 
examination. 
 3. General Conclusions about Pennʼs Competitive Standing
 As of the academic year 2003-4, the competitiveness of Penn s̓ mean 
salary levels varies across academic fields, and by professorial rank within 
fields. Mean salaries are above average for the M.I.T. comparison group 
across all three ranks for Natural Sciences, Social Sciences/Humanities, 
and Management, for the two ranks for which comparisons can be made 
for Architecture and for all but the full professors in Engineering. Mean 
salaries are in the top third for full professors and associate professors in 
Social Science/Humanities and Management, for associate professors in 
Natural Sciences, and for assistant professors in Architecture. The majority 
of changes, as noted, have been to improved positions since 2001-2, but 
with some movements in the opposite direction. This is a generally good 
and generally improving performance.
 But on the other hand there certainly is much room for improvement 
in the competitiveness of Penn mean salary levels. Currently among the 
14 rank-area categories in Table 4, in no case is Penn in the top decile and 
only in two cases (associate professors in Social Science/Humanities and 
Management) is Penn in the top quartile. How much improvement should 
be expected is a matter of assessing how relative faculty salaries affect at-
tainment of the University s̓ long-run objectives. 
 Overall, this is a more promising overview of Penn s̓ competitiveness by 
academic field and rank than presented in the last two SCESF Annual Re-
ports because some improvements in competitiveness have been observed in 
several areas noted above—despite similar efforts by a number of universi-
ties with whom we compete for faculty. In spite of Penn s̓ efforts to improve 
faculty salary levels, however, our competitive position has declined in some 
areas because other universities are even more aggressively increasing faculty 
salaries. Thus, the administration should be lauded for the general improve-
ments. However there is room to go—not only in the particular areas where 
there has not been improvement or even worsening, but probably more gener-
ally if Penn is to move further up in the ranks of leading universities.  
C. Comparisons with Other Universities for the Health Schools
 The SCESF was able to review cross-university comparative salary data 
for the Schools of Dental Medicine and Nursing in last year s̓ report and 
for the School of Veterinary medicine in 2000-1. We have not been able 
to include such comparisons in this year s̓ report. We are quite concerned 
by this void. We sincerely hope the Provost s̓ office in future years tries to 
convince these schools as to the benefits to them of this external tracking 
by the SCESF and facilitates the provision of data to the SCESF for such 
comparison. We also are all concerned at the lack of external comparison 
data provided to us for the basic science faculty in the School of Medicine.  
As we believe these data are obtainable, we hope to receive them in the 
future. But for this year s̓ report we are not able to update comparison with 
other universities for the Schools of Dental Medicine, Nursing, Veterinary 
Medicine and basic scientists in Medicine.  
D. Comparisons with Peer Universities Using AAUP Survey Data
 Table 5 presents a comparison of the mean salaries of all full professors 
at Penn with those at a small select group of research universities based on 
data obtained by the Penn administration and published annually by the 
American Association of University Professors (AAUP) in Academe. To 
make meaningful and fair comparisons of Penn salaries with those at other 
universities, five criteria for selection of comparison universities have been 
defined as follows: (a) be included in the Research I category of the Carn-
egie Classification System, (b) offer a broad array of Ph.D. programs in arts 
and sciences disciplines, (c) include at least two of three major professional 
schools (law, business, engineering), (d) not include a school of agriculture, 
and (e) have a composite academic reputation rating greater than 4.0 (on a 
five point scale)10 in a rating system reported by U.S. News and Report. The 

 1. The MIT Sample of Universities
 Comparison Sample for Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, and Hu-
manities:The MIT sample for academic disciplines in these areas includes 
21 institutions for the Natural Sciences, and 20 institutions for the Social 
Sciences and the Humanities. Twenty of the institutions are identical (with 
UC Berkeley being included for Natural Sciences and not for the other): 
the California Institute of Technology, Carnegie-Mellon, Columbia, Cor-
nell, Georgia Institute of Technology, Harvard, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, Princeton, Purdue, Rice, Stanford, California (Los Angeles), 
California (San Diego), California (Santa Barbara), Illinois, Pennsylvania, 
Rochester, Texas, Wisconsin (Madison), and Yale. Note that Minnesota was 
the addition from last year s̓ 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 NYU which the SCESF believe are 
significant peer institutions. There is one dimension on which the sample 
may not be completely comparable to Penn: half of the institutions 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 have in this survey, the sample of universities is 
appropriate for comparison purposes. 
 Comparison Sample for Engineering: The MIT sample for engineering 
includes 19 institutions: the California Institute of Technology, Carnegie-
Mellon, Columbia, Cornell, Georgia Institute of Technology, Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology, Princeton, Purdue, Rice, Stanford, California 
(San Diego), California (Santa Barbara), Illinois, Pennsylvania, Roches-
ter, Texas, Wisconsin (Madison), and Yale. In the judgment of the SCESF, 
meaningful salary comparisons can be made with this sample of univer-
sities because it is sufficiently representative of engineering schools else-
where that are considered to be peers of Penn s̓ School of Engineering and 
Applied Science (SEAS).
 Comparison Sample for Architecture: The MIT sample for architecture in-
cludes either 14, 12, or 13 institutions for full professors, associate professors, 
and assistant professors respectively: Carnegie-Mellon, Columbia, Cornell, 
Georgia Institute of Technology, Harvard, Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, Princeton, Rice, California (Los Angeles), Illinois, Pennsylvania, Texas, 
Wisconsin (Madison), and Yale. In the judgment of the SCESF, meaningful 
salary comparisons can be made with this sample of universities because it is 
sufficiently representative of architecture schools elsewhere that are consid-
ered to be peers of Penn s̓ Graduate School of Fine Arts (GSFA).
 Comparison Sample for Management: The MIT sample for manage-
ment includes 15 institutions: Carnegie-Mellon, Columbia, Cornell, Har-
vard, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Purdue, Rice, Stanford, Cali-
fornia (Los Angeles), Illinois, Pennsylvania, Rochester, Texas, and Yale. In 
the judgment of the SCESF, meaningful salary comparisons can be made 
with this sample of universities because it is sufficiently representative of 
management schools elsewhere that are considered to be peers of Penn s̓ 
Wharton School.
 2. Salary Comparisons: Pennʼs Competitive Standing
 The most meaningful comparisons of mean faculty salaries at Penn with 
those at other universities in the MIT sample are broken out by academ-
ic field and rank (Table 4). As a broad overall generalization for the four 
schools at Penn included in the MIT survey as weighted by faculty size, it 
is fair to conclude that Penn s̓ mean faculty salaries for all ranks in 2003-4 
tend to be above the mean of the MIT sample. Being above average in this 
comparison group, of course, is good.  But if Penn has aspirations of being 
in the top part of this comparison group, it may be necessary to increase 
faculty salaries relative to these competitors. If faculty salaries remain at 
the current levels relative to this comparison group, Penn may have a hard 
time attracting and retaining enough of the best and the brightest faculty.
 Looking across the schools and ranks between 2000-1 and 2003-4, we 
note more positive than negative changes in relative standing (nine im-
provements, four cases of worsening, one unchanged).9 The improvements 
include Natural Sciences and Social Sciences/Humanities for full and as-
sistant professors, Management for full and associate professors, Engineer-
ing for associate and assistant professors, and Architecture for assistant 
professors. By rank, there are improvements in three of the five cases for 
full professors, two of the four cases for associate professors, and four of 

9 We also note that some of the rankings change a fair amount from year to year 
(e.g., Natural Sciences) so that such comparisons need to be qualified because of 
their dependence on the time period selected. If comparisons are limited to those 
in which there are changes of at least two positions (therefore lessening the influ-
ence of noisy small changes), there are seven cases of  better positions,  two cas-
es of less good positions, and five cases of changes less than two in position.

10 A composite rating was constructed by computing the mean of three sepa-
rate academic reputation ratings: a general rating, a mean rating of key Ph.D. 
programs, and a mean rating of key professional schools.
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17 research universities meeting all five of these criteria are identified in the 
first column of Table 5. In addition, as Princeton and NYU are considered 
by the 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. Universities are listed in Table 5 in order 
of the magnitude of mean salaries of full professors (from high to low) for 
the most recent academic year (2002-3). Each row (except for Penn) gives 
the difference between a comparison university s̓ mean salary and Penn s̓ 
mean salary as a percentage of Penn s̓ mean salary. For example as seen in 
Table 5, the mean salary of Harvard full professors in 1986-87 was 16.9% 
higher than Penn s̓ mean salary that year ($59,600), while the mean salary 
at Northwestern was 4.9% below Penn s̓ mean salary.
 The data in Table 5 show that mean salaries for full professors at Penn 
gradually became more competitive during the past 16-year period. For ex-
ample, seven universities provided mean salaries more that 2% higher than 
Penn in 1986-87, while the mean salaries at only four of these universities 
(Harvard, Yale, Princeton, and Stanford) exceed Penn by more than 2% in 
2002-3. In addition, the percentage advantage of salaries at Harvard, Stan-
ford, and Yale over Penn decreased substantially during this period of time, 
while only Chicago and Northwestern gained in percentage advantage, al-
though Chicago s̓ advantage declined after 2000-1. In addition, with the 
single exception of Harvard, Penn has gained on every university in the last 
five years for which data are available (i.e., between 1998-9 and 2002-3) 
and the last three years for which data are available (between 2000-1 and 
2002-3). The data in Table 5, thus, imply a good degree of competitiveness 
and increasing competitiveness in the longer or medium run on Penn s̓ part 
for full professors, overall.  
 For the most recent possible comparison—between 2001-2 and 2002-3, 
however, there has been some suggestion of slippage behind the universi-
ties in this table with the highest mean full professor salaries: three of the 
universities above Penn (Princeton, Yale and Stanford) increased their full 
salaries relative to Penn and the other two above Penn (Harvard, Chicago) 
maintained their percentage advantage above Penn. Also three universities 
below Penn (NYU, Northwestern, Duke) gained relative to Penn.11 Though 
changes in one year do not make a trend, the SCESF emphasizes that it is 
important to be sure that this recent short-run slippage of Penn relative to 
the universities with relatively high full professor salaries in Table 5 be 
reversed so that Penn continues to become increasingly competitive.
 Based on the data of Table 5, it is clear that mean salaries of full pro-
fessors at Penn, on the whole, became much more competitive with the 
very highest salaries elsewhere during the period 1986-87 through 2001-3, 
despite the slippage relative to the high end of the distribution between 
2001-2 and 2002-3. Though Penn s̓ competitive position in this respect is 
strong in general, aggregated salary data such as these do not reveal which 
schools, and which departments within schools, provide mean salaries that 
are particularly competitive or that lag behind their competition. Therefore, 
the SCESF continues to seek comparative salary data that are specific to 
each of Penn s̓ schools.
 Even though the SCESF was careful to select universities for overall 
mean salary comparisons that are similar to Penn on several important crite-
ria and made comparisons at the full professor rank (i.e., we did not aggre-
gate across the three professorial ranks), AAUP salary data did not permit 
the SCESF to control for the specific schools sponsored by each university 
and the number of full professors appointed in each school.12  Such controls 
would be 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 for understanding what has been happening 
in particular schools or departments, but the trend over time showing an 
improvement in Penn s̓ relative standing is judged to be sufficiently valid to 
include in this report.  

IV. Penn Faculty Benefits
 Although our 1998-99 Annual Report included a section on compara-
tive faculty benefits data, further study of data available on cross-univer-

sity comparisons of faculty benefits has revealed that comparative 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 the 
SCESF that employee benefits package provided for Penn faculty members 
is of equal, or greater, value to that provided to faculty members at Penn s̓ 
peer private universities. In particular, it appears that the tuition benefit for 
Penn faculty dependents is substantially greater than that provided by peer 
universities, while other major types of benefits are generally comparable.  
However, since it has been five years since this has been looked at carefully, 
such comparisons should be considered for inclusion in next year s̓ report.

V. Penn Faculty Salaries: Internal Comparisons
 As previous reports of the SCESF have highlighted, there is a great deal 
of variability (e.g., inequality) in faculty salaries at Penn attributable to sev-
eral recognized factors: differences in individual merit, rank, time in rank, 
external labor market forces, the relative wealth of schools, and perhaps 
differences among schools in principles and practices for allocating salary 
increments.
 One of the SCESF s̓ concerns has been that, among all the existing vari-
ability in faculty salaries, there might be some significant element of in-
equity (i.e., salary setting based on incomplete or inaccurate information 
about merit, or bias that could be involved in the process of deciding salary 
increments). However, it is not possible for the SCESF to pinpoint any in-
stance of individual, or group, inequity without individual faculty salaries 
and associated information about individual merit, labor market forces, 
etc. What we can do is review some 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 a view to correcting any inequities that might 
be identified.
 We turn next to description of several dimensions of faculty salary 
variability within Penn. As with the external salary comparisons reviewed 
above, all salary data reviewed in this section exclude the School of Medi-
cine and all standing faculty members who are appointed as Clinician Edu-
cators from four other schools that have such positions (Dental Medicine, 
Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work).
A. Variability in Average Salary Increases by Rank and School/Area
 As reported in Table 1, median faculty salary increases by rank (for all 
of Penn s̓ schools combined) substantially exceeded the growth in the CPI 
for most recent full year (FY 2003) for which both sets of data are avail-
able and exceeded Penn s̓ budget guidelines for the current year and past 
three years (FY 2002, 2003, and 2004). 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 schools 
and years, as well as among the first and third quartile increases (Q1 and Q3, 
respectively).  
 Before reviewing these salary increases, it should be recognized that the 
salary increase guideline of 2.8% for FY 2004 is just that, a guideline, and 
pertains to an aggregate of all increases for all ranks combined for each of 
Penn s̓ schools (i.e., merit increases for continuing faculty members, spe-
cial increases for faculty members who have been promoted in rank, and 
market adjustments for faculty members with generous salary offers from 
other institutions). Schools may allocate more, or less, resources to faculty 
salary increases than the guideline, depending upon each school s̓ financial 
circumstances (see Section II.B. above). Therefore, a comparison of the me-
dian increase awarded to faculty members of a particular rank and school 
with the salary guideline only gives an indication of the extent to which 
the guideline was implemented in that particular instance. Accordingly, a 
particular median increment of less than 2.8% 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 least that much on average. Furthermore, the 
2.8% guideline pertains to the mean increase, a measure of central tendency 
that is usually higher than the median salary increases as shown in Table 
1.  This is a statistical fact that indicates positive skewness in the distribu-
tion of salary increase percentages within schools/areas (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 all faculty members 
for FY 2004 was 4.4% (see Table 1), a number well above the guideline 
of 2.8%. Even so, this substantial salary increase resource in the aggre-
gate was not distributed sufficiently widely to lift the median salaries of all 
ranks in all schools/areas by at least the guideline amount—a phenomenon 
that can be attributed to differing wealth, competitive and budget priorities 

11 All but these three universities below Penn slipped further relative to Penn. 
Thus the variation across these universities increased, as also has been the ten-
dency over longer periods covered in the table.
12 The AAUP publication Academe (March-April 2004, Tables C and D) pro-
vides some cross-field comparisons for full professors and new assistant pro-
fessors for a sample of public institutions that may be of interest to some read-
ers, but which we do not summarize here because the comparison group does 
not seem very relevant for Penn.
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cline in real purchasing power is a matter of concern that may merit further 
investigation. Finally, there is the suggestion of some deterioration in the 
salary increases at the 25th percentile for school-rank combinations in FY 
2004 in comparison with the previous two years. In particular, for FY 2004 
there were the six school-rank combinations, noted above, at which the 
percentage salary increase at the 25th percentile was lower than the lagged 
CPI, while in the previous two years there was only one school-rank com-
bination (i.e. full professors in the Graduate School of Fine Arts) for which 
the percentage salary increase at the 25th percentile was below the current 
percentage increase in the CPI.
  One other request, which arose out of the SCESF meeting to discuss 
last year s̓ 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 wholeheartedly with this protection 
of individual information, we would still like to see a measure of dispersion 
for these schools by rank. Accordingly, we repeat the recommendation from 
last year s̓ report that in future years, the committee is provided a two or 
three year average, of those quartiles, for those schools in which we other-
wise would not be able to report a 1st or 3rd quartile.
B. Variability in Average Salary Levels by Rank
 Three-year data on mean and median faculty salaries by rank are shown 
in Table 9 for all schools combined, except Medicine.15 Ratios also are 
given for these values relative to the values for assistant professors. These 
ratios suggest that in FY 2004 full professor salaries are 70% higher at both 
the mean and the median than assistant professor salaries and that associate 
professor salaries are 16% higher at both the mean and the median than as-
sistant professor salaries. These ratios are higher, particularly for the means, 
than those for FY 2002.   
 Such ratios give a crude perspective on rank differences in salary be-
cause of aggregation biases across schools so interpretation must be made 
with care. For example, one might expect a considerably larger difference 
between assistant and associate professor mean salaries. The modest differ-
ence might be accounted for by the facts that the Law School has no associ-
ate professors (a fact that might decrease the observed associate professor 
mean) and the Wharton School has a considerably higher percentage of as-
sistant professors than is typical of other schools (a fact that could increase 
the observed assistant professor mean).  
 A more meaningful comparison of variation in faculty salaries by rank 
can be made by computing the ratios for continuing faculty members for 
each school and then computing a mean weighted ratio (weighted for the 
number of continuing faculty members at each rank in each school.)16  Ta-
ble 9 also gives the weighted ratios thus computed. Viewed in this way, 
there is more spread than for the unweighted ratios in mean (median) salary 
levels by rank with those of full professors being 82% (77%) and associate 
professors 27% (25%) higher than assistant professors. Looking across the 
three years, the weighted ratios indicate smaller increases in spread across 
ranks than do the unweighted ratios (e.g., from 78% to 82% for means for 
full professors relative to assistant professors as compared with from 61% 
to 70%). Thus, after a number of years in which mean and median salaries 
tended to be compressed across ranks, in recent years there has been a slight 
reversal with full professor salaries winning the internal “competition” for 
salary increase resources within Penn—though still the variance is not as 
great as it was a decade and a half or so ago (e.g., in FY 1988 the weighted 
means for full professors exceeded that of assistant professors by 89%).
C. Variability of Average Salary Levels by School/Area
 As described in previous SCESF reports, there is considerable vari-
ability in median faculty salary levels across Penn s̓ 14 schools/areas.  In-
formation about the extent of this cross-school variability is presented by 
rank in Table 10 for the three most recent academic years in terms of the 
first quartile (Q1), second quartile (Q2, the same as the median), and the 
third quartile (Q3) of median faculty salary levels. For full professors, the 
interquartile range of median salaries in 2003-4 based on the 14 schools/ar-
eas was $55.5 K (i.e., the third quartile salary of $164.5K minus the first 
quartile salary of $109.0K). The comparable interquartile range of salary 

among the various schools as permitted under RCBS.
 1. Median Increases Across Ranks and Schools in Comparison 
with General Guidelines
 With respect to full professors (see Table 6), in seven of the 14 schools 
the median salary increases for FY 2004 were within half a percent of the 
general guideline of 2.8% (between 2.3-3.3%), while two were lower than 
2.3% (Annenberg, Dental Medicine) and the other five were above 3.3% 
(Graduate Education, Graduate School of Fine Arts, Law, Social Work, 
Wharton). The positions of the Annenberg and Dental Medicine were more 
than half a percent below the overall guideline were not part of a persistent 
pattern across the years covered in the table. In contrast, Graduate Educa-
tion and Social Work have been more than half a percent above the overall 
guideline for all three years covered in the table, and Law and Wharton 
have been more than half a percent above the overall guideline for two of 
the three years covered in the table.13

 With respect to associate professors (see Table 7), in four of the 13 
schools (data for Law are not available) the median salary increases for FY 
2004 were within half a percent of the general guideline of 2.8% (between 
2.3-3.3%), while two were lower than 2.3% (Annenberg, Nursing) and the 
other seven were above 3.3% (Engineering and Applied Science, Graduate 
Education, Graduate School of Fine Arts, Medicine-Basic Sciences, Natu-
ral Science (A&S), Social Work, Wharton). The positions of the Annen-
berg and Nursing schools were more than half a percent below the overall 
guideline but were not part of a persistent pattern across the years covered 
in the table–in fact each was more than half a percent above the guidelines 
for one of the two previous years.  In contrast, Graduate School of Fine 
Arts, Medicine-Basic Sciences, Natural Sciences (A&S), Social Work and 
Wharton have been more than half a percent above the overall guideline for 
all three years covered in the table, and Engineering and Applied Science, 
Graduate Education and Nursing have been more than half a percent above 
the overall guideline for two of the three years covered in the table. 
 With respect to assistant professors (see Table 8), in four of the 12 
schools (data for Annenberg and Social Work are not available) the me-
dian salary increases for FY 2004 were within half a percent of the general 
guideline of 2.8% (between 2.3-3.3%), while two were lower than 2.3% 
(Dental Medicine, Nursing) and the other six were above 3.3% (Graduate 
Education, Graduate School of Fine Arts, Law, Medicine-Basic Sciences, 
Natural Science (A&S), Wharton). The positions of the Dental Medicine 
and Nursing schools were more than half a percent below the overall guide-
line were not part of a persistent pattern across the years covered in the 
table—in fact Dental Medicine was more than half a percent above the 
guidelines for the two previous years. In contrast, Graduate Education, 
Graduate School of Fine Arts, Natural Sciences (A&S), and Wharton have 
been more than half a percent above the overall guideline for all three years 
covered in the table.14 
 2. First Quartile Salary Increases Across Ranks and Schools in 
Comparison with Increases in CPI
 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 sal-
ary increases) was taken because Deans wished to have greater flexibility 
in awarding such increases. Although the SCESF has not raised an issue 
specifically about this policy, we have regularly raised the more general 
issue about principles by which salary increases are awarded in relation 
to increases in the CPI (the US city average from Table 1). Therefore we 
compare the salary increases in FY 2004 at the 25th percentile by schools 
for those that are available at the different ranks in Tables 6-8 relative to the 
(one-year lagged) increase in the CPI of 2.1%: at the professor rank, 12 of 
the 14 schools had a 25th percentile increase greater than the increase in the 
CPI (all but Annenberg and Dental Medicine); at the associate professor 
level, this holds for 10 of the 13 schools who reported (all but Annenberg, 
Dental Medicine and Nursing); and for 10 out of the 11 schools for as-
sistant professors (all but Nursing). This comparison demonstrates a fair 
amount of equity across ranks for salary increases at the 25th percentile 
across schools. It also points to a few schools—Annenberg, Dental Medi-
cine and Nursing—in which one or more ranks had salary increases at the 
25th percentile less than the lagged CPI. Having more than a quarter of the 
faculty, at one or more ranks in these three schools, who experienced a de-
13 The median salary increase for Nursing also was more than a half percent 
above the overall guideline for two of the three years covered in the table, 
though not for FY 2004. 
14 Engineering and Applied Science and Humanities (A&S) were more than 
a half percent above the overall guideline for the two previous years, but not 
for FY 2004.

15 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 mem-
bers with decanal titles (which will reduce the AAUP mean); second, to include 
all faculty members in a rank (including those newly appointed to a rank) where-
as Table 9 data are limited to faculty members who continued in the same rank 
from the prior year (a difference that will also reduce the AAUP mean).
16  Weighted ratios were based on all schools except Annenberg and Law which 
each has only one assistant professor.  
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levels across schools/areas was understandably less for associate professors 
($38.0K) and assistant professors ($35.7K) in absolute dollars. Three facets 
of these data will 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 schools/areas of 
continuing faculty members selected here is the interquartile range (IQR) 
(i.e., the third quartile salary in the distribution minus the first quartile, all 
as described in more detail in footnote “c” of Table 10). However, the IQR 
can be expected to be larger when the general salary level is relatively high 
(such as for full professors) than it is when the general salary level is much 
lower (such as for assistant professors). To compensate for such differences 
in the general level of salaries, we have divided the IQR by the median of 
the distribution (i.e., the second quartile: Q2), thereby computing a ratio of 
the IQR to the median (as reported in the next to last column of Table 10 la-
beled “Ratio: IQR to Median”).17 This ratio provides an index of the amount 
of variability in relation to the general level of the salary distributions, and 
has utility when comparing variabilities across ranks and trends over time.
 2. Differences in Variability Across Ranks
 As seen in Table 10, the ratio of the IQR to the median increases from 
full and associate to assistant professors. Why this should be, and its im-
plications for salary policy, are not entirely clear. It might be a function 
(at least in part) of the much great variability in external competitiveness 
among assistant professor salaries across schools/areas at Penn than for 
associate and full professor salaries. This may be indicative that Penn is 
not matching the highest end salaries of its competitors as indicated by the 
lower variability to median salary ratio of full and associate professors as 
compared to assistant professors.  
 Looking across the years in Table 10, it appears that the differences in 
the ratios of the IQR to medians between ranks varies a fair amount across 
years:  between full and assistant professors from 0.08 in FY 2002 to 0.10 in 
FY 2003 to 0.04 in FY2004 and between associate and assistant professors 
from 0.04 in FY 2002 to 0.10 in FY 2003 to 0.04 in FY2004. The cross-
rank variation, thus, is currently relatively low, which—conditional on the 
interpretation in the previous paragraph—may imply somewhat increased 
competitiveness for more senior relative to more junior faculty than in the 
past. But because of the variation over time, ongoing monitoring is war-
ranted.
 3. Trends in Variability Over Time
 Also as seen in Table 10, the variability (i.e., the IQR) of median salaries 
for Penn s̓ 13 school/areas for the three professorial ranks in 2003-4 in-
creased considerably from two years prior (2001-2), which also is reported 
in last year s̓ SCESF report as a considerable increase from two years earlier 
(1999-0). This is evidence of ongoing rapidly increasing disparity of faculty 
salaries across Penn s̓ 14 schools/areas.  Schools/areas offering higher me-
dian salaries apparently also offer higher annual percentage increases. That 
is, the increases in the IQR are not just proportional to the increase in salary 
levels from one year to the next, but the disparities among schools/areas in 
median salaries is growing in percentage terms as well as in dollars.  
 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 continue to be, slowly increasing both 
in dollar amount and in percentage difference. As noted in prior SCESF 
reports, variability among schools/areas is no doubt a product, to a 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 salaries is, 
in major part, a function of how much income a school is able to earn and 
the level of non-faculty expenditures it regards as essential—each has been 
discussed above and in the section on RCBS in SCESF s̓ report from two 
years ago.
 If the wide difference among schools/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 phe-
nomenon instead of a local idiosyncracy. To test this possibility, last year s̓ 
report analyzed recent data from the MIT Salary Survey for 12 universi-
ties18 that reported salary means for full professors for all five academic ar-
eas (architecture, engineering, natural sciences, social sciences/humanities, 
and management). For each of these 12 universities, the ratio of the mean 
salary of the highest paying area to the mean salary of the lowest paying 

area was computed. The result was that these 12 ratios ranged from a low 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 s̓ ratio in the MIT data was virtually the same as the mean of the 
12 universities. This suggests that the variability in mean faculty salaries 
across schools/areas at Penn is currently in line with experience elsewhere, 
and is a function of general economic forces affecting all of academia.
D. Variability by Gender
 The SCESF requested that rates of salary increases be provided by gen-
der.  Table 11 provides the percentage increases for the first, second and 
third quartiles by rank for FY 2004.19 The general pattern seems to be ap-
proximately equal salary increases in percentage terms. The range of differ-
ences for the male minus female percentage increases by ranks-quartiles is 
-0.40 to 0.50, with the majority 0.1 or less in absolute value. In the major-
ity of cases, the percentage increases are slightly larger for women than 
for men (five of the eight cases in which they differ)—including all three 
quartiles for full professors. In contrast, at the median and third quartile for 
associate professors, the percentage increases are larger for men by 0.3 to 
0.5%. Given interest in gender comparisons, the SCESF recommends that 
such data be included in future reports, perhaps with some disaggregation 
for cases in which there are sufficient numbers in the underlying cells.

VI. Conclusions
A.  Economic Status of the Faculty
 1. External Competitiveness.  
 Comparisons of Penn faculty salary percentage increase with percentage 
increases in the CPI: Penn median and mean percentage salary increases for 
continuing faculty at all three ranks for each of the last three years and for 
last decade for which comparisons are possible (1994-2003) have exceeded 
the increases in the CPI by a fair amount (Tables 1-3). The percentage of 
faculty members whose percentage salary increases exceed the percentage 
increase in the lagged CPI also has increased from 82% in FY 2002 to 87% 
in FY 2003 to 89% in FY 2004. For all schools/areas combined, 91% of the 
continuing full professors received salary increases in percentage terms that 
exceeded the percentage increase in the CPI over the 1998-2004 period.  
These comparisons with the percentage changes in the CPI overall suggest 
a generally positive and possibly improving performance by this criterion. 
However, there are questions that merit further consideration.  First, is it 
really the case that 10%, or possibly more, of continuing faculty are un-
derperforming to the extent that their salaries should be declining in real 
purchasing power? Second, are the relatively high percentages of faculty 
who have received percentage increases in salaries below the percentage 
increases in the CPI in recent years in particular schools/areas—Engineer-
ing and Applies Sciences, Graduate School of Fine Arts, Nursing, Social 
Science (A&S), Medicine-Basic—justified in terms of performance? 
 Comparisons with other comparable universities: Last year s̓ SCESF re-
port summarized these comparisons as: “In general, faculty salaries at Penn 
continue 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.” This year s̓ SCESF committee has a slightly more positive evalu-
ation, though with continuing qualifications and concern. 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) indicate that mean salaries are 
above average for the MIT comparison group across all three ranks for 
Natural Sciences, Social Sciences/Humanities, and Management, for the 
two ranks for which comparisons can be made for Architecture and for all 
but the full professors in Engineering. Mean salaries are in the top third for 
full professors and associate professors in Social Science/Humanities and 
Management, for associate professors in Natural Sciences, and for assistant 
professors in Architecture. The majority of recent changes have been to 
improved positions since 2001-2, but with some movements in the opposite 

17 The statistically inclined reader will recognize this ratio as similar to the co-
efficient of variations (i.e., the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean of a 
distribution).

18 The sample of 12 universities analyzed was selected from the following group 
of 13: Carnegie Mellon University, Columbia University, Cornell University, 
Georgia Institute of Technology, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Rice 
University, University of California (Berkeley), University of California (Los 
Angeles), University of Illinois, University of Michigan, University of Pennsyl-
vania, University of Texas, and Yale University.
19 This information is presented only at the aggregate level because for a num-
ber of school/areas-rank cells the number of one gender (generally female) is 
fairly low.
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B. Conditions of Concern
 1. External Competitiveness. 
 Although Penn faculty salaries are generally 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:
 • As indicated in the SCESF s̓ 1999 Annual Report (see Section VI, 
Recommendation A.2), Penn is committed to bringing faculty salaries back 
to a competitive level “if faculty salaries in certain fields begin to fall be-
hind.” For academic fields for which specific competitive data are available 
from the MIT salary survey, it appears that Penn generally has strengthened 
somewhat its competitive position. However mean faculty salaries for FY 
2004 in comparison with FY 2001 at the full professor rank in engineering 
and architecture, at the associate professor rank in social sciences/humani-
ties and at the assistant professor rank in management have fallen relative to 
the comparison group. Those for full professors in engineering, moreover, 
are exceeded by the majority of other universities in the comparison group. 
Accordingly, there is concern for reviewing salaries in these areas to be sure 
that salary increases are sufficient. All other schools/areas and ranks are at 
least at the median of the competitive salary range and/or have been stable 
or improving in rank relative to the comparison group.
 • Though generally Penn s̓ salaries are competitive in the sense of being 
slightly above the median, and have been improving, they generally are in 
the second and not the first quartile of the distributions for the MIT survey.  
This raises the question of whether such salaries are likely to attract and to 
keep faculty of the caliber necessary for Penn s̓ longer-run aspirations to be 
in the top end of this comparison group.
 • The SCESF continues to be concerned about the unavailability of data 
to make a judgment about the competitive level of average faculty salaries 
in each of the Penn s̓ four schools (Communications, Education, Law, So-
cial Work) that are not included in the MIT salary survey or in surveys for 
dental medicine, nursing, and veterinary medicine. As noted below in last 
year s̓ report (see Section VII. Recommendation 4), the Provost will con-
tinue to attempt to secure comparative salary data for the now four schools 
in question.  Although, 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.  
 In the absence of data on individual faculty merit to compare with data 
on individual faculty salaries, the SCESF is not able to identify 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 in-
equity.  Though we are not able to report specific instances of salary ineq-
uity among individual faculty members, ranks, departments, or schools, the 
SCESF has identified the following conditions that may give rise to equity 
concerns:
 • There is growing dispersion in faculty salaries across schools/areas, 
with a tendency for relatively high percentage salary increases in schools/
areas with previously relatively high salaries.
 • About one in ten faculty members has had cumulative salary percent-
age increases over a number of years that are below the cumulative percent-
age increases in the CPI.
 • There is an increasing number of school-rank combinations in FY 2004 
in comparison with the previous two years in which the 25th percentile of 
faculty did not receive percentage increases in salary that are as great as the 
percentage increase in the CPI.
 • In spite of modest inflation since FY 1998 and substantial resources for 
faculty salary increases, only 70% of full professors in Social Work, 78% in 
the GSFA, and between 85 and 89% in Engineering and Applied Sciences, 
Law, Natural Sciences (A&S), Nursing, Social Sciences (A&S), and Medi-
cine-Basic Science received cumulative salary percentage increases during 
1998-2004 that exceeded the percentage growth in the Philadelphia CPI 
(Table 3).  
 These factors may reflect in important part changing competitive mar-
kets across schools/areas and differing shares of faculty across schools/ar-
eas that are not performing adequately.  Indeed the SCESF has presented 
some evidence that suggests that Penn salary structures are not out of line 
with those at comparable universities.  But these aspects of the distribution 
of Penn faculty salaries also may reflect growing inequities.  The SCESF 
emphasizes that it is important to monitor and attempt to understand these 
developments and whether they are warranted or, in part, reflect undesired 
inequities.

direction. This is a generally good and generally improving performance.  
But there certainly is much room for improvement in the competitiveness 
of Penn mean salary levels. Currently among the 14 rank-area categories in 
Table 4, in no case is Penn in the top decile and only in two cases (associ-
ate professors in Social Science/Humanities and Management) is Penn in 
the top quartile. How much improvement should be expected is a matter of 
assessing how relative faculty salaries affect attainment of the University s̓ 
long-run objectives. 
 •  The results of annual surveys of faculty salaries in dental medicine 
and veterinary medicine suggest that the mean salary levels in Penn's 
School of Veterinary Medicine and School of Dental Medicine are in the 
upper echelons of their respective fields, but the available information is 
quite dated.
 The results of the annual AAUP salary survey for a group of 19 peer 
research universities place the mean salary of Penn full professors in rank 
order six as of academic year 2002-3. The highest mean salary in this group 
(at Harvard University) is 13% higher than the Penn mean (Table 5).  Mean 
salaries for full professors at Penn gradually became more competitive dur-
ing the past 16-year period. For example, seven universities provided mean 
salaries more that 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 2002-3. In addition, the percentage advantage 
of salaries at Harvard, Stanford, and Yale over Penn decreased substan-
tially during this period of time, while only Chicago and Northwestern 
gained in percentage advantage (although Chicago s̓ advantage declined 
after 2000-1). In addition, with the single exception of Harvard, Penn has 
gained on every university in the last five years for which data are available 
(i.e., between 1998-9 and 2002-3) and the last three years for which data 
are available (between 2000-1 and 2002-3). For the most recent possible 
comparison—between 2001-2 and 2002-3, however, there has been some 
slippage behind the universities in the group with the highest mean full 
professor salaries:  three of the universities above Penn (Princeton, Yale 
and Stanford) increased their full salaries relative to Penn and the other 
two above Penn (Harvard, Chicago) maintained their percentage advan-
tage above Penn. Also three universities below Penn (NYU, Northwestern, 
Duke) gained relative to Penn. The SCESF emphasizes that it is important 
to be sure that this recent short-run slippage of Penn relative to the universi-
ties with relatively high full professor salaries in Table 5 be reversed so that 
Penn continues to become increasingly competitive.
 2. Internal Variability.  
 There is great variability in the distribution of faculty salary resources 
among the three professorial ranks (Table 9), among the fourteen schools/ar-
eas included in this report (Table 10), and among percentage salary increases 
by rank within schools (Tables 6, 7, and 8) though not among percentage 
salary increases by rank and gender (Table 11). Differences in median faculty 
salaries between lower paying schools/areas and higher paying schools/areas 
have been, and continue to be, slowly increasing both in dollar amount and in 
percentage differences. There do not seem to be persistent patterns across FY 
2002-FY 2004 for any rank regarding median percentage salary increases for 
any schools/areas being more than half a percent below the university guide-
lines. But there do seem to be persistent patterns over this time period regard-
ing some school/areas having median percentage salary increases above the 
guidelines—e.g., Graduate Education and Social Work for full professors; 
Graduate School of Fine Arts, Medicine-Basic Sciences, Natural Sciences 
(A&S), Social Work and Wharton for associate professors; Graduate Educa-
tion, Graduate School of Fine Arts, Medicine-Basic Sciences, Natural Sci-
ences (A&S) and Wharton for assistant professors. The within-rank varia-
tion relative to median salaries is relatively high for assistant professors, but 
decreasingly so in FY 2004 relative to FY 2002, which suggests increasing 
relative competition for more senior faculty relative to more junior faculty. 
A comparison of school mean differences at Penn with differences at peer 
universities suggests that considerable variability in average faculty salaries 
among schools/areas is required to maintain competitive standings within 
different academic fields.   The SCESF thinks it is important to continue to 
monitor such changes to be sure that they are warranted by factors such as 
competitive pressures. The SCESF also has concern that between FY 2002 
and FY 2004 there has been an increase in school/area rank distributions 
of percentage salary increases for which the 25th percentile was below the 
percentage change in the CPI—with several such cases for FY 2004 in An-
nenberg, Dental Medicine and Nursing. 
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VII. SCESF Communication with Provost Office
A. SCESF Requests to Provost Office in Preparation of the 2003-04 
SCESF Report and Responses
 Jere R. Behrman (Chair, SCESF) and Eric Bradlow (past-Chair, 
SCESF) met with Walter Wales (Associate Provost) on February 12, 2004 
to discuss some of the concerns and questions that arose in an earlier 
SCESF meeting. Agreement was reached for the administration to inves-
tigate the following three topics.
 1) Understand better why the medians in Table 1 systematically exceed 
the guidelines: Subsequent investigation by Bernard Lentz of the Provost 
Office Staff revealed that there has been some miscommunication in the 
past regarding whether Table 1 (and other tables including information on 
Penn alone) referred to faculty continuing at Penn or faculty continuing in 
the same rank at Penn. The data in Table 1 and in most other tables in the 
report in fact have referred to faculty continuing at Penn in part because 
those are the data that are comparable with external sources (e.g., Tables 4 
and 5), but have been interpreted at times to refer to faculty continuing in 
the same rank at Penn. Part of the reason that the median is high relative 
to the guidelines is that in some schools there are additional salary incre-
ments at the time of promotion. In the present report, whether the tables 
refer to faculty continuing at Penn (all but the exceptions noted in the next 
parenthetical comment) or to faculty continuing in rank at Penn (Tables 9 
and 10) is clarified. Also see Recommendation B-10a below.
 2) Understanding what have been the patterns in salary changes by 
gender: The administration provided a new table (Table 11) with salary 
increases by gender. Also see Recommendation B-4a below.
 3) Learning more about whether other universities provide more in-
formation about the overall distribution of salary changes in the salary 
letters to individual faculty: The administration undertook some informal 
explorations that suggest that other universities provide no more informa-
tion in this regard than does Penn and that staff at these universities were 
doubtful about the possibility of providing more such information.  Also 
see Recommendation B-11a below.
B. SCESF Recommendations and Questions for the Administration for 
2003-04
 In accordance with Faculty Senate policy, following are recommenda-
tions and questions for the administration that have arisen in the SCESF 
discussions, including some updates on the status of recommendations 
made in last year s̓ SCESF report.
 1.  Salary Competitiveness Issue. 
 The need to attain and maintain faculty salary levels that are highly 
competitive with salaries provided by peer universities, while simulta-
neously sustaining other components of university operations essential to 
providing high quality instruction, research, and service.
SCESF Recommendations 
 a.  While the recent changes in Penn salaries generally apparently have 
been positive relative to peer institutions, there are a few areas in which 
apparently mean faculty salaries in academic fields included in the MIT 
Salary Survey have fallen behind the comparison groups (e.g., compare 
first and last columns in Table 4). If these four faculty groups are as meri-
torious, on the whole, as comparable faculty groups at Penn with changes 
towards more competitive mean salary levels, it is recommended that prior-
ity be placed on increasing mean salaries to Penn s̓ competitive level of the 
groups that have fallen behind.  These areas are:
 (1) Full professors in:
  (a) Engineering
  (b) Architecture
 (2) Associate professors in
  (a) Social science/humanities
 (3) Assistant professors in:
  (a) Management
 The SCESF has identified specific areas where Penn may have fallen 
behind its peers.  The Provost agrees to explore this further by examining 
what explains this outcome in each area.
 b.  Even though priority should be placed on regaining Penn s̓ competi-
tive level in the academic fields identified above, it is recommended that 
equal priority be given to recognizing in advance and rewarding with salary 
increases distinguished performance of faculty members who choose not 
to seek, or use, attractive offers of external appointment to negotiate sal-
ary increases. We note that while generally Penn s̓ salaries have tended to 
become more attractive relative to the comparison group in the MIT survey, 
there are very few fields/ranks in which Penn is in the top tercile (only for 
professors and associate professors in management in column four in Table 

4). The question arises whether the university can keep and attract faculty 
members of the caliber to improve the university to the top group to which 
it aspires unless faculty salaries are in the top group. 
 The Provost agrees that in setting salary increases, deans and depart-
ment chairs must balance the need to attract distinguished faculty and to 
retain those with outside offers against the need to treat equally distin-
guished faculty fairly. The Provost will closely scrutinize data related to 
market conditions as the basis for ascertaining what level of increase is 
necessary to attract and retain faculty.  In comparing our salary levels to 
those of our peer institutions, it must be noted that Penn has made steady 
progress over the last decade and overall ranks fourth in the listing. This 
reflects a conscious strategy of devoting resources to faculty compensa-
tion to increase Penn s̓ competitiveness in attracting and retaining faculty.  
Moving into the top tercile, however, will be quite difficult in the immedi-
ate future given Penn s̓ resource base as compared to some of our peers. 
Recognizing this, the President and the Provost are committed to growing 
the size of Penn s̓ resource base to further enhance Penn s̓ ability to at-
tract and retain the very best faculty.
 2.  Salary Equity Issues. 
 The need to identify and eliminate inequity among individual faculty 
salaries by rank within departments (and schools organized as single de-
partments).
SCESF Comment
 As reviewed in this SCESF s̓ Annual Report for 2003-04, a consider-
able percentage of faculty members (11%) received salary increases for FY 
2004 that were below the growth in the CPI (Phil.) for the 12 months ending 
June 2003. Though this percentage has been declining in recent years (e.g., 
from 18% in FY 2002), it still raises questions of whether some faculty 
members who have performed at least at a satisfactory level have received 
salary increases less than growth in the CPI. If so, this represents an effec-
tive reduction in 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.  In view of the quantitative facts identified above, it is recommended 
that further consideration be given by the Provost and the Deans to decreas-
ing the instances in which faculty members who have performed at least at 
a satisfactory level are awarded salary increases below the annual growth in 
the CPI (Phil.). In making this recommendation, we realize that the feasibil-
ity of awarding increases to faculty members with satisfactory performance 
at least as great as growth in the CPI depends on the difference between 
funds available for salary increases and the CPI growth percentage–with 
the larger the positive difference, the greater the feasibility of providing 
salary increases of at least the CPI growth percentage.
 At a time when the funds available for salary increases is not much 
larger than the CPI growth percentage, it is very difficult to provide sal-
ary increases of at least the CPI growth percentage to all faculty members 
regardless of their performance. The Provost is aware that in such a situ-
ation there may be instances where faculty members who are performing 
at a satisfactory level may receive salary increases less than the growth 
in the CPI. The Provost does review all salary increases submitted by the 
deans, and will continue to question the basis for giving low increases to 
individual faculty members.   
 3.  A request that arose in the SCESF report for last year is to include in 
Tables 6, 7, and 8 quartiles for schools by rank where the sample size is 10 
or less (as quartiles would be based on two people) by providing a two or 
three year average. Last year the Provost seemed to support this request, but 
so far there has not been implementation.

SCESF Recommendations
 a.  The procedure for providing information for small cells in Tables 6, 
7 and 8 by averaging over two or three years be implemented in 2004-05.

 The Provost s̓ Office has already begun discussions on the ways in 
which the Office of Institutional Research can work more efficiently with 
the SCESF so that data requests can be met in a timely fashion.  

4.  The SCESF appreciates the provision by the administration of a new 
table on gender differences in percentage salary increases by rank (Table 
11). To further illuminate possible gender differences, perhaps reflecting 
the cumulative effects of past gender differences in salary increases, the 
SCESF would like to have provided in future years also a table parallel to 
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to stay competitive. We note that this spread has declined compared to the 
data from the past two years. But in any case we emphasize that ongoing 
monitoring of the competitiveness of “top end” salaries is important and 
should be continued.
 9.  Issue Concerning Data on the Competitiveness of Faculty Salaries 
Not Included in the MIT Survey. 
 Last year s̓ SCESF report emphasized the need to seek, or compile, evi-
dence about the competitiveness of faculty salaries at schools not included 
in the MIT survey. The Provost agreed.  Such information, however, has not 
been provided for this year s̓ SCESF report.
SCESF Recommendations
a.  Further efforts be undertaken to provide this information to the SCESF 
in 2004-05.
 At the present time there is an initiative to modify the way in which the 
MIT Survey is conducted, and to have it done under other auspices. It ap-
pears that a larger group of universities may be included in the survey.  The 
Provost wishes to ascertain the outcome of this process before deciding 
whether it is necessary for Penn to seek alternative methods of gathering 
additional data.  
 10.  Further Information about Salary Increases for Continuing Penn 
Faculty and Penn Faculty Continuing in Rank. 
 As noted in VII. A. 1., there has been some confusion about whether the 
data provides to the SCESF has referred to continuing Penn faculty or to 
Penn faculty continuing in rank. We believe that this year s̓ report has cor-
rectly identified which concept is used for different tables and comparisons 
(i.e., Penn faculty continuing in rank for Tables 3, 9 and 10; continuing 
Penn faculty elsewhere). If some schools have substantial salary increments 
for promotion, this difference may affect how the tables are interpreted. 
Both concepts have value for understanding various aspects of Penn s̓ fac-
ulty salary structure and how it is evolving.  
SCESF Recommendations
 a. For the SCESF 2004-05 report, one set of Tables be provided to the 
SCESF based on continuing faculty and another set (excluding Tables 4 and 
5) be provided based on faculty continuing in rank. The SCESF then can 
examine the two sets of tables, decide whether the difference is important, 
and decide in consultation with the Provost how best to present the data in 
the report itself.
 b.  Further efforts be undertaken to provide this information to the 
SCESF in 2004-05.
 The Provost agrees that the data should be presented in a way where 
there is no confusion on this point. The Office of Institutional Research will 
supply the data in such a way as to make this clear.
 11.  Providing More Information Directly to Faculty Members about 
How to Put Their Own Salary Increases into Perspective. 
 An important objective of the SCESF is to improve information to fac-
ulty members about salary levels and changes. Indeed, this report is devoted 
to attempting to provide such information. However, when faculty members 
receive notification of their salaries for the next academic year, they gener-
ally do not have at their fingertips information to help them put their salary 
increases into some broader perspective, and the next SCESF report will 
not be available to help with that perspective for almost a year. Therefore 
the question arises whether more information could be provided at the time 
of notification of the salary for the next academic year that would help the 
individual faculty members have better perspective at that time. Because of 
lags in information processing, it would not be possible to provide informa-
tion about how their salary changes fit into the broader distribution of salary 
changes at the University or even school level. But at a minimum it would 
seem desirable to provide not only the new salary level, but the percentage 
change in salary that that level implies.
SCESF Recommendations
 a.  The Provost Office consider implementing a procedure in which all 
faculty salary letters include the percentage change as well as the level of 
the new salary.
 The Provost will discuss with the Deans the way in which salary in-
crease information is communicated to faculty members. Where the Dean s̓ 
office sends a letter or suggests a format to department chairs, the Provost 
will recommend that the letter include the percentage change as well as the 
level of the new salary.
 12.  Improving the Timeliness of Information Provided to the SCESF.
  Historically, information for the SCESF report has been provided by 

Table 11 with faculty salary levels by rank and by gender. It may be desir-
able to limit this table to individuals who have been five years or less in 
rank if there are substantial gender differences years in rank, as might be the 
case particularly for professors in some areas.
SCESF Recommendations
 a. Information be provided to the SCESF on salary levels by gender 
and rank starting in 2004-05 (perhaps limited to those five years or less in 
rank).

The Provost agrees that this would be a useful table and will direct that 
data be supplied to the SCESF to enable it to engage in this analysis.

5.  The SCESF lauds the partial participation of the School of Medicine 
in providing information for the basic sciences, for the second year. How-
ever the SCESF remains concerned about the broader participation of the 
health and medical-related areas in the report.  

SCESF Recommendations
 a.  The Provost Office takes responsibility (rather than the SCESF) for 
obtaining faculty salary information for comparisons with other compara-
ble universities from the Schools of Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine 
and Nursing.
 b.  Information be provided to the SCESF for the School of Medicine, 
basic sciences for Tables 9 and 10 in addition to the tables that report per-
centage changes in salaries.
c .  Information be provided to the SCESF for the School of Medicine, 
basic sciences for external comparisons so that the SCESF can provide 
these faculty members the same information that the SCESF provides to 
most other schools and departments.
 The Provost will engage in discussions with the deans of the Schools 
of Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, and Nursing to identify ways in 
which better faculty salary information for comparable schools can be ob-
tained. While recognizing that the method of compensating faculty in the 
School of Medicine is complex, even for those faculty in the basic sciences, 
and that labor market conditions for faculty in the School of Medicine differ 
from those in other schools of the University, the Provost will explore with 
the dean of the School of Medicine whether it is possible to supply meaning-
ful salary data on compensation in the basic sciences.
 6.  One further request that came out of the last year s̓ SCESF meeting, 
was the possibility of having the provost meet with the SCESF prior to 
setting salary 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 meeting could take place early in the Spring semester. Our belief 
is that this would add to the comfort level that the SCESF had about the 
decisions that were made regarding salary setting policy. While the Provost 
indicated willingness to meet with the SCESF for such purposes, this pro-
cedure was not implemented in 2003-04.
SCESF Recommendations
 a.  The Provost Office meet with the SCESF early in the spring semester 
prior to setting salary guidelines starting in 2004-05.
 The Provost accepts the recommendation of the SCESF with a view to 
scheduling a meeting at a time when it can be most fruitful.
 7.  As it has been five years since the 1998-99 report in which faculty 
benefits were examined in comparison to our peer institutions, we request 
that the Provost s̓ office provide this information to the SCESF for next year 
in accordance with what was done in 1998-99. Furthermore, going forward, 
we believe that this should be looked at roughly every five years if not 
more frequently. While the Provost agreed that this was a timely request in 
response to questions raised in last year s̓ SCESF report, as far as we know 
this process has not been initiated.
SCESF Recommendations
 a. The report on faculty benefits be undertaken in 2004-05.
 Because employee benefits continue to be a very dynamic area, the Pro-
vost agrees that a review every five years is a sensible planning horizon.  
The Provost s̓ Office will initiate a benefits review during 2004-05.
 8.  The SCESF expressed in last year s̓ report concern about low relative 
spread in salaries at the full professor level which may indicate a problem 
in attracting faculty at the upper end of the scale. This is evidenced in Table 
10, in which the spread in full professor salaries as a ratio to median salary 
is lower than that for assistant and associate professor. Last year the SCESF 
requested that the Provost continue monitoring this situation and advise 
the committee as to what efforts are being made to allow Penn s̓ “top end” 
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Table 1
Average academic base salary percentage increases of continuing 

Penn standing faculty members by rank in comparison with the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) and Penn Budget Guidelines

Fiscal Year

Group/Condition Average 2002 2003 2004
Compound
Cumulative

1994-03
Full Professors Median 4.0% 4.0% 3.0%

Mean 6.0% 5.0% 4.3% 60.0%
Associate Professor Median 4.0% 4.0% 3.4%

Mean 7.9% 6.5% 5.9% 70.2%

Assistant Professor Median 4.9% 4.0% 3.6%

Mean 6.6% 5.3% 4.4% 70.0%
All Three Ranks Mean 6.7% 6.1% 4.4% N/A
U.S. City Average 
CPI Mean 1.1% 2.1% N/A 27.2%

Budget Guidelines Mean 3.5% 3.5% 2.8% 41.1%

NOTE: Academic base salary percentage increases pertain to all Penn standing 
faculty members who continued in employment at the University during the peri-
ods of time reported. Excluded were all members of the Faculty of Medicine, all 
Clinician Educators from four other schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medi-
cine, Nursing, and Social Work) that have such positions, and faculty members 
who entered Penn employment during the periods of time reported.

the administration some time in the middle of the spring semester, and oc-
casionally fairly late in the spring semester. This has squeezed considerably 
the time that the SCESF has had to analyze this information, and runs the 
risk of creating an environment of irritation, if not distrust. It would appear, 
moreover, that much of the information that is provided is available in raw 
form much earlier.
SCESF Recommendations
 a.  The possibility be explored of providing some or all of the tables for 
the SCESF  2004-5 report earlier in the academic year by consultation with 
the Office of Institutional Research early in the academic year.
 The Provost has already embarked on discussions with the SCESF re-
garding the setting of a timeframe for data requests and for the supply of 
data, such that this annual process can be handled in a more efficient and 
expeditious manner.

VIII.   Members of the 2003-2004
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Amita Sehgal (Neuroscience) 
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Senate Chair Lance Donaldson-Evans (Romance languages) 
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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

Percentage of all Standing
Faculty Members with

Salary Increases Exceeding
Growth in the CPI (Phil.)

Schools and Disciplinary Areas FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004
Annenberg 25% 87% 93%

Dental Medicine 83% 91% 91%
Engineering & Applied Science 69% 79% 90%
Grad Education 76% 94% 92%
Grad Fine Arts 77% 79% 80%
Humanities (A&S) 84% 91% 88%
Law 72% 88% 97%
Natural Science (A&S) 79% 86% 88%
Nursing 62% 83% 71%

Social Science (A&S) 76% 86% 90%

Social Work 79% 85% 100%
Veterinary Medicine 88% 94% 93%
Wharton 88% 87% 92%
Medicine-Basic 72% 82% 83%
Minimum Across Schools/Areas 25% 79% 71%
Medium Across Schools/Areas 77% 87% 91%
All Schools/Areas Combined 82% 87% 89%

10 2 1
14 10 6

Phil. CPI Growth (prior year) 3.2% 2.1% 1.8%
NOTE: Academic base salary increases pertain to all Penn standing faculty 
members who continued in employment during the periods of time reported.  
Excluded were all members of the Faculty of Medicine, all Clinician Educators 
from four schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social 
Work) that have such positions, and faculty members entered Penn employment 

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

Percentage of all Full
Professors with Cumulative
Salary Increases Exceeding

Growth in the CPI (Phil.)

Schools and Disciplinary Areas FYs 96-02 FYs 97-03 FYs 98-04
Annenberg 100% 91% 92%
Dental Medicine 100% 100% 100%
Engineering & Applied Science 86% 92% 89%
Grad Education 93% 100% 100%
Grad Fine Arts 82% 81% 78%
Humanities (A&S) 96% 100% 97%
Law 83% 95% 87%
Natural Science (A&S) 80% 89% 86%
Nursing 100% 89% 85%
Social Science (A&S) 83% 92% 88%
Social Work 100% 80% 70%
Veterinary Medicine 95% 97% 93%
Wharton 93% 96% 94%
Medicine-Basic 72% 92% 88%
All Schools/Areas Combined 90% 94% 91%
Cumulative Phil. CPI Growth 15.2% 14.8% 14.2%

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).
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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 re-
search universities for Academic Years 1986-87, 1998-99, 1999-00, 

2000-01, 2001-02, 2002-03

Full Professor Salaries: Percentage Differences by Year

Universitya 1986-87 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03

Harvard +16.9% +11.3% +12.3% +12.4% +13.0% +13.0%

Princeton N/A N/A N/A +4.5% +2.9% +3.8%
Yale +6.7% +4.2% +3.6% +3.2% +2.5% +2.8%
Stanford +12.8% +7.4% +5.5% +5.3% +2.3% +2.8%
Chicago -0.3% +3.3% +3.2% +3.7% +0.9% +0.9%
Pennsylvania $59.6K $108.4K $114.8K 120.3K 128.0K 133.5K
NYU 0.4% -1.3% -1.0%
Columbia +3.2% +0.8% -1.2% -0.1% -2.0% -2.2%
Northwestern -4.9% -1.7% -3.1% -3.4% -4.5% -4.3%
MIT +4.7% -1.3% -2.7% -2.7% -3.8% -4.4%
Duke -3.7% NA -5.9% -5.6% -7.2% -6.4%
UCLA +4.5% -6.5% -7.6% -6.3% -9.6% -11.7%
U.C. (Berkeley) +7.4% -4.5% -5.3% -5.6% -9.5% -12.1%
Michigan -6.2% -10.8% -12.1% -12.6% -14.9% -14.0%
Carnegie-Mellon +0.8% -10.6% -13.6% -12.7% -15.0% -17.3%
Virginia -1.0% -11.0% -11.8% -11.7% -15.9% -19.3%
N.C. (Chapel Hill) -10.7% -18.2% -18.3% -16.1% -19.2% -21.2%
Texas (Austin) -16.6% -22.2% -22.1% -21.8% -22.8% -22.9%

MN (Twin Cities) -15.8% -21.2 -22.0% -22.2% -23.8% -24.1%

NOTE: Penn academic base mean salaries are based on standing faculty 
members at the rank of professor. Excluded are all members of the Faculty 
of Medicine and all standing faculty members who are appointed as Clinician 
Educators from four other schools that have such positions (Dental Medicine, 
Veterinary Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work). Data source: AAUP Salary 
Surveys.
aUniversities are ordered from highest to lowest mean salaries for full professors 
as of 2002-03.  For each year reported, the difference between the Penn mean 
salary and the mean salary for a comparison university was computed as a per-
centage of the Penn salary.

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 2000,  
2001, 2002, and 2003

Rank Order by Year
Academic

Fields 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
Full Professor
Natural Sciences 12/24 10/20 11/22 8/22
Soc Sci/Human 10/24 8/20 7/22 6/22
Engineering 11/21 11/19 10/20 13/20
Architecture 3/15 5/14 5/16 7/16
Management 6/18 4/15 5/17 5/17

Associate Professors
Natural Sciences 7/24 4/20 9/22 7/22
Soc Sci/Human 4/24 4/20 7/22 5/22
Engineering 12/21 6/19 13/20 9/20
Architecture - - - -
Management 6/18 4/15 5/17 4/17

Assistant Professors
Natural Sciences 12/24 7/20 8/22 8/22
Soc Sci/Human 11/24 8/20 8/22 10/22
Engineering 18/21 12/19 7/20 8/20
Architecture 13/14 10/13 7/16 5/16
Management 5/18 5/15 9/17 8/17

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 6 
 

Full Professors: Median academic base salary percentage increases 
of continuing faculty who were Penn full professors for FY 2002, 

2003, and 2004, along with the first and third quartile salary increases 

First Quartile (Q1), Median (Md.)a, and Third Quartile (Q3) Percentage Salary Increases by Year
2001-02 2002-03 2003-04

School/Area Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3

All Schools 4.0

Annenberg 2.5 3.1 3.1 3.0 4.0 4.0 1.8 2.0 2.0

Dental Medicine 4.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Eng & Applied Sci 3.0 3.9 5.5 3.0 4.0 6.5 2.5 2.8 3.4

Grad Education 4.0 4.1 6.5 4.0 4.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.8

Grad Fine Arts 2.5 3.8 4.0 2.0 5.0 10.0 3.0 4.0 6.0

Humanities (A&S) 3.5 4.3 6.7 3.0 4.0 5.0 2.6 2.8 3.7

Law 4.5 5.3 6.3 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.4 4.8
Medicine-Basic 3.0 3.5 5.5 3.0 4.0 6.0 2.5 3.0 5.0
Natural Sciʼs (A&S) 3.4 3.8 5.8 3.0 4.0 5.0 2.7 3.1 4.0

Nursing - 4.5 - 4.0 6.0 12.0 2.5 3.0 5.0

Social Sciʼs (A&S) 3.5 3.7 5.3 3.0 4.0 5.0 2.6 3.0 3.8
Social Work - 5.0 - 4.0 5.0 6.0 3.1 4.0 18.2
Veterinary Med 3.5 3.5 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.4 2.4 2.4
Wharton 5.4 7.2 10.1 3.0 4.0 5.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Budget Guideline 3.5 3.5 2.8
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 stand-
ing faculty members who were full professors at the fall census of each year and 
were faculty at Penn the previous year. Excluded were all members of the Fac-
ulty 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 entered Penn employment dur-
ing the years reported.
aA median (Md.) percentage salary increase is the mid-point of the increase with-
in 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 (Q1) and third quartile (Q3) percentage increases. At the lower 
end of the salary increase percentages, 25% of all increases were below the Q1, 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 more than ten.
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Table 7 
 

Associate Professors: Median academic base salary percentage in-
creases of continuing Penn  facuty who were associate professors 
for FY 2002, 2003, and 2004, along with the first and third quartile 

salary increases

First Quartile (Q1), Median (Md.)a, and Third Quartile (Q3) Percentage Salary Increases by Year
2001-02 2002-03 2003-04

School/Area Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3

All Schools 4.0

Annenberg - - - - 5.0 - 2.0 2.0 2.0

Dental Medicine 3.0 3.5 5.0 4.0 5.0 6.5 2.0 2.3 10.7

Eng & Applied Sci 3.5 4.1 8.0 3.0 4.0 6.0 2.7 4.0 10.0

Grad Education - 4.0 - 5.0 7.0 11.0 4.0 4.5 11.1
Grad Fine Arts - 4.5 -  5.0 5.5 8.0 4.0 4.5 5.5
Humanities (A&S) 3.6 5.3 10.7 3.0 4.0 6.0 2.8 3.0 4.1
Law NA NA NA
Medicine-Basic 4.0 11.8 4.0 14.0 21.0 3.0 9.5 17.0
Natural Sciʼs (A&S) 4.1 5.1 22.1 3.5 5.0 8.0 3.0 3.9 6.2
Nursing 2.8 5.0 11.6 3.0 4.0 4.5 1.5 2.2 4.0
Social Sciʼs (A&S) 3.5 3.7 7.9 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.8 3.1 13.2
Social Work - 4.5 - 3.0 4.5 5.0 3.0 5.2 8.0
Veterinary Med 3.5 4.0 9.3 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.4 2.4 3.8
Wharton 4.3 5.7 10.6 4.0 5.0 7.0 3.4 4.0 6.0
Budget Guideline 3.5 3.5 2.8

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 stand-
ing faculty members who were associate professors at the fall census of each 
year and were faculty at Penn the previous year. 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 entered Penn employment 
during the years reported.
aA median (Md.) percentage salary increase is the mid-point of the increase with-
in 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 (Q1) and third quartile (Q3) percentage increases. At the lower 
end of the salary increase percentages, 25% of all increases were below the Q1, 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 te or more.
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Table 9 
 

Mean academic base salary levels of Penn standing faculty members 
who continued in rank by rank

Salary Prof. Salary Level

Rank
Academic

Year Average Amount Not 
Weighted Weighteda

Full Professor 2001-02 Mean 127,446 1.61 1.78

Median 112,546 1.50 1.75
2002-03 Mean 136,238 1.65 1.79

    Median 127,450 1.70 1.77
2003-04 Mean 140,782 1.70 1.82

Median 130,048 1.70 1.77
Associate Professor 2001-02 Mean 90,050 1.14 1.23

Median 82,187 1.10 1.23
2002-03 Mean 92,963 1.12 1.25

Median 85,000 1.13 1.24
2003-04 Mean 96,254 1.16 1.27

Median 88,200 1.16 1.25

Assistant Professor 2001-02 Mean 79,003 1.00 1.00

Median 75,000 1.00 1.00
2002-03 Mean 82,819 1.00 1.00

Median 75,000 1.00 1.00
2003-04 Mean 82,792 1.00 1.00

Median 76,294 1.00 1.00

NOTE: Mean academic base salary levels are based on all Penn standing faculty 
members who continued in employment in FY 2002, FY 2003, and FY 2004 from 
their respective prior years. Excluded were all members of the Faculty of Medi-
cine, all Clinician Educators from four other schools (Dental Medicine, Veterinary 
Medicine, Nursing, and Social Work) that have such positions, and faculty mem-
bers 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 An-
nenberg, 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 higher rank in each school).
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Table 8 
 

Assistant Professors: Median academic base salary percentage in-
creases of continuing Penn faculty who were assistant professors 
for FY 2002, 2003, and 2004 along with the first and third quartile 

salary increases

First Quartile (Q1), Median (Md.)a, and Third Quartile (Q3) Percentage Salary Increases by Year
2001-02 2002-03 2003-04

School/Area Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3 Q1 Md. Q3

All Schools 4.9

Annenberg - - - - - - - - -

Dental Medicine 3.5 5.3 11.9 - 5.0 - - 2.0 -

Eng & Applied Sci 3.5 5.6 8.1 3.5 5.0 5.0 3.0 3.2 3.6

Grad Education - 5.5 - 5.0 5.0 6.0 4.5 5.0 5.0

Grad Fine Arts - 10.0 - 10.0 10.5 15.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Humanities (A&S) 4.0 6.5 8.7 4.0 5.5 6.0 2.8 2.9 3.9

Law - 6.7 - 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.6 4.8 4.8
Medicine-Basic 3.5 4.0 15.3 3.0 4.0 6.0 2.8 3.5 3.5

Natural Sciʼs (A&S) 5.3 6.0 8.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 4.2 4.7

Nursing - 3.5 - 3.0 3.5 4.0 1.0 2.0 3.0

Social Sciʼs (A&S) 3.6 4.1 8.3 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.8 2.9 3.7

Social Work - 3.0 - - - -
Veterinary Med 3.5 4.0 7.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.4 2.4 5.0
Wharton 4.2 4.6 5.1 4.0 5.0 7.0 4.1 4.9 7.3
Budget Guideline 3.5 3.5 2.8
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 stand-
ing faculty members who were assistant professors at the fall census of each 
year and were faculty at Penn the previous year. 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 entered Penn employment 
during the years reported.
aA median (Md.) percentage salary increase is the mid-point of the increase with-
in 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 (Q1) and third quartile (Q3) percentage increases. At the lower 
end of the salary increase percentages, 25% of all increases were below the Q1, 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 11 
 

Percentage Salary Increase Distribution by Gender and Rank

First Quartile (Q1), Median (Md.)a, and 
Third Quartile (Q3)

Percentage Salary Increases by Year
2003-04

Rank Gender Q1 Median Q3
Full Professor Men 2.50 3.00 4.30

Women 2.60 3.25 4.73
Associate Professor Men 2.75 3.50 7.55

Women 2.80 3.20 7.10
Assistant Professor Men 2.80 3.60 4.90

Women 2.80 3.70 4.80

Table 10 
 

Variability of academic base salary levels among schools/areas 
for faculty who continued in ranka: First, second, and third quartile 

median salary levels by rank and year.

Quartilesb of
Median School Salaries

Rank
Academic

Year Q1 Q2 Q3 IQRb

Ratio:
IQR to

Medianc

Number
of

Areas

Full Professor 2001-02 $101.5K $115.3K $135.2K 33.7 0.29 14

2002-03 $106.0K $127.4K $159.5K 53.5 0.42 14

2003-04 $109.0K $130.0K $164.5K 55.5 0.43 14
Associate 
Professor 2001-02 $70.3K $82.1K $97.2K 26.9 0.33 13

2002-03 $72.0K $85.0K $108.0K 36.0 0.42 13

2003-04 $74.0K $88.2K $112.0K 38.0 0.43 13
Assistant 
Professor 2001-02 $56.1K $65.0K $80.4K 24.3 0.37 13

2002-03 $60.4K $75.0K $99.6K 39.2 0.52 13
2003-04 $61.0K $76.2K $96.7K 35.7 0.47 13

NOTE: Median academic base salary levels for Pennʼs schools/areas are based 
on standing faculty members employed in each fiscal year. 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 effective for each 
year reported.
aThe fourteen 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 (Q1), while the other 75% 
were above. In the middle, 50% of the median salary levels of all schools/areas 
were below the second quartile (Q2, also called the median), while the other 50% 
were above. At the upper end, 75% of median salary levels of all schools were 
below the third quartile (Q3), while the other 25% were above. Using Q3 and Q1, a measure of variability of school median salaries termed the interquartile range 
(IQR) is then computed by subtracting the lower quartile salary (Q1) from the 
upper quartile salary (Q3).
cThis 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 meaningful comparisons across years, and across professorial ranks, in 
the variability of salaries. The IQR is divided by the median salary (Q2), thereby 
indexing the variability to the general level of salaries and making comparisons 
of variability more meaningful.
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