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Report of the Senate Committee on Faculty Development, Diversity, and Equity 
(SCFDDE)

(continued on page 2)

General Committee Charge
The Committee on Faculty Development, Diversity, and Equity (i) 

identifies and promotes best practices for faculty development, mentoring, 
and work environment to facilitate faculty success at all career levels; (ii) 
evaluates and advocates processes for faculty recruitment, promotion, and 
retention that promote diversity, equity, and work/life balance for the fac-
ulty; (iii) monitors the status of faculty development, mentoring, diversity, 
and equity; and (iv) issues periodic reports on the activities and findings of 
the committee that make recommendations for implementation.

2021-2022 Specific Charges for the SCFDDE:
1. Address systemic racism and other forms of inequity by assessing and 

evaluating ways to change University structures, practices, and biases at 
the University, school, departmental, and individual levels.  Examples 
include eligibility for leadership roles, differential standards for faculty 
evaluation based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, dis-
ability, or genetic information, department-level voting privileges, biases 
implicit in quantitative methods for evaluating faculty, evaluation of 
effectiveness of campus mental health and wellness programs.

2. Investigate (a) the distribution of associated faculty and academic sup-
port staff by race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, disability, or 
genetic information and (b) the extent to which schools and departments 
provide clear career paths for faculty in all tracks.

3. Investigate the extent to which potential faculty leaders are identified and 
trained within departments and schools and, if appropriate, recommend 
ways to improve the processes of identification, training, and support.

4. Continue to review school-level Diversity Action Plan and identify “best 
practices” to improve each school’s plan and the University’s plan as 
embodied in its Inclusion Report.

Report on Charges
1. Address systemic racism and other forms of inequity by assessing and 

evaluating ways to change University structures, practices, and biases 
at the University, school, departmental, and individual levels.  Examples 
include eligibility for leadership roles, differential standards for faculty 
evaluation based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, 
disability, or genetic information, department-level voting privileges, 
biases implicit in quantitative methods for evaluating faculty, evalua-
tion of effectiveness of campus mental health and wellness programs.
In light of widely publicized comments made by a Penn faculty member 

that are diametrically opposed to the goal of addressing systemic racism 
and other forms of inequity—and, in fact, further entrench these inequi-
ties—we focused a great deal of our conversation related to this charge on 
the role of faculty governance in balancing academic freedom and tenure 
protection with the goals of developing an inclusive community where all 
are welcomed and can thrive. Dr. Anita Allen provided a legal framework 
for us to consider related to this topic and we also consulted with General 
Counsel as part of our deliberations. Areas of concern that we identified 
were the ways that existing procedures are designed primarily to protect 
faculty members charged with misconduct with little regard for the need 
for transparency especially regarding faculty, staff and students who may 
have been impacted by their misbehaviors. 

We also focused on the tenure and promotion process and the ways that 
systemic inequities that may be built into this process need to be addressed. 
In addition to concerns about possible systemic inequities in the tenure and 
promotion process itself were concerns about the demographics of those 
who may be counseled out before going up for tenure. This is an area that 
SCFDDE would like to continue to pursue in the future with data that can 
inform recommendations for how to minimize inequities in the system. 

In a meeting with Dr. Dani Bassett, co-chair of the LGBTQ+ Faculty 
Working Group, several areas of systemic bias against LGBTQ+ faculty 
were brought to our attention. For one, we have nonbinary faculty who are 
forced to misgender themselves by having to identify male or female for 
official recording purposes. Secondly, LGBTQ+ faculty are much more 
likely to grow their families through the foster care system, but they are 
not provided with the same parental and teaching leave as faculty who 
grow their families via birth or adoption. Thirdly, many transgender and 
nonbinary faculty continue to work and teach in buildings that do not offer 
all-gender bathrooms.  

Recommendations:
1. The Faculty Senate should create an Ad Hoc Committee that closely 

examines the current University- and school-level procedures related 
to balancing academic freedom and tenure protections with the need 
for faculty sanctions (including possible tenure removal) for faculty 
misbehaviors with a particular focus on bringing more transparency 
to this process and considering the needs of those who have been 
victimized by these misbehaviors. 

2. The University should provide SCFDDE with systematic ano-
nymized, aggregated data on tenure and promotion approvals and 
denials alongside the length of time that faculty have been at the 
associate professor level and also demographics of faculty who leave 
the University before going up for tenure or promotion to associate.

3. The University should investigate ways of challenging federal report-
ing requirements that do not accurately reflect the gender diversity 
of our faculty. In the meantime, the University should also pilot new, 
more inclusive ways of collecting gender data that conform with 
the existing federal requirements. One possibility that some of our 
peer institutions have already adopted is to allow all faculty to self-
identify their gender and then randomly assign those who identify 
as nonbinary into male or female for federal reporting purposes. 

4. The Faculty Senate should consult with Human Resources to review 
the current policies related to parental and teaching leave for faculty 
who choose to grow their families via foster care with the goal of 
revising the Faculty Handbook as appropriate to address faculty need.

5. The University should adopt a campus-wide goal of ensuring that 
there is at least one multi-stall all-gender bathroom in every build-
ing and work with facilities to identify the current state of meeting 
this goal as well as to develop a plan for making this goal a reality.

2. Investigate (a) the distribution of associated faculty and academic sup-
port staff by race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, disability, or 
genetic information and (b) the extent to which schools and departments 
provide clear career paths for faculty in all tracks.
One area that SCFDDE is particularly interested in exploring is how 

the diversity of associated faculty and academic support staff compare to 
standing faculty. We received data from the Provost’s office related to the 
distribution of associated faculty and academic support staff, but the data 
as currently presented makes it difficult to identify any possible inequities 
that may need to be addressed. One area of concern that emerged from our 
preliminary review of these data are that the University currently doesn’t 
collect information related to national origin for these positions.  

As part of our discussion, we realized that professional pathways vary 
across schools. For example, at PSOM, somebody can begin as an instructor 
for up to 3 years before moving into a Penn faculty position. In contrast, 
other schools have lecturer positions that can only be renewed for up to 3 
years with no possibility of changing to another track making it difficult 
to attract diverse applicant pools. In addition, at PSOM, where there is no 
lecturer position, those on the clinical staff track (Penn Medicine Clinician) 
can be promoted from clinical assistant professor to clinical associate pro-
fessor. In contrast, at other schools there are other positions such as senior 
lecturers that can be renewed, but do not offer the possibility of promotion 
or professional growth. We wonder how this lack of ability for professional 
growth may also impact the diversity of the applicant pool. 

Recommendations
1. The University should create a user-friendly way of tracking demo-

graphic data for associated faculty and academic support staff at the 
University and school level as well as departmental level at large 
schools. This should include national origin information. This should 
also include the ability to make University, school and departmental 
comparisons between standing faculty and associated faculty and 
academic support staff. 

2. The Faculty Senate should review the associated faculty and aca-
demic support staff options available in the Faculty Handbook with 
an eye toward making the positions appealing enough to attract a 
diverse applicant pool and considering the possibility of promotion 
and professional growth for each of the different positions. 
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3. Investigate the extent to which potential faculty leaders are identified and 
trained within departments and schools and, if appropriate, recommend 
ways to improve the processes of identification, training, and support.
The expectations of service of recently promoted standing faculty of 

color increases compared to those of recently promoted standing faculty 
white faculty across schools. At the same time, many mid-career faculty of 
color leave the University to accept leadership positions at other universi-
ties. This suggests that they may be burdened with service but not offered 
leadership positions at the University indicating the need to take a serious 
look at the diversity of department, school and University leadership as 
well as inequities in service by faculty demographics, tracks and ranks.

Recommendations
1. SCFDDE should seek data that can help determine trends in gender, 

race and ethnicity in division, department chair, deanship leadership 
at the University over the past five years.

2. SCFDDE should seek data to better understand how each promotion 
and tenure committee considers service in its promotion guide-
lines and deliberations and whether there are any ways to prevent 
overburdening particular faculty groups with service (e.g. women, 
URMs, junior faculty).  

3. SCFDDE should invite deans of faculty development (or their desig-
nee) to speak about programs they have developed to advance faculty 
of color to leadership roles, and from those discussions, compile a 
list of learnings and programs that could be replicated across the 
schools for the University community. 

4. Continue to review school-level Diversity Action Plans and identify 
“best practices” to improve each school’s plan and the University’s plan 
as embodied in its Inclusion Report. 

We continued last year’s conversation about Diversity Action Plans. 
The plans vary greatly across schools, with no consistency even on who 
is included with some only including standing faculty and some including 
all full-time faculty. The structure and content of the plans also vary, mak-
ing it difficult to do cross-comparisons across schools to determine best 
practices and areas in need of improvement. We identified the lack of clear 
guidelines from the University as to the purpose and goals of these plans 
as a primary challenge in them serving the goal of increasing diversity at 
schools and the University. 

Recommendations
The University should develop guidelines for schools to consult while 

updating their Diversity Action Plans. We recommend that these guidelines 
specify that the plans should apply to all full-time faculty and provide guid-
ance on the types of goals that should be developed, the types of resources 
dedicated to meeting these goals and procedures for how to assess the 
success of meeting them. 

SCFDDE Membership 2021-2022
Hydar Ali, Dental Medicine
Antonella Cianferoni, PSOM/Pediatrics
Nelson Flores, GSE, Chair
Carmen Guerra, PSOM/Medicine
Junhyong Kim, SAS/Biology
Meghan Lane-Fall, PSOM/Anesthesiology & Critical Care
Ken Lum, Weitzman Design

Ex officio:
William Braham, Weitzman Design, Faculty Senate Chair
Kathleen Hall Jamieson, Annenberg, Faculty Senate Past Chair
Sherrill Adams, Dental Medicine, PASEF non-voting member
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Report of the Senate Committee on Faculty and the Administration (SCOA)

General Committee Charge
The Committee on Faculty and the Administration oversees and advises 

the Executive Committee on matters relating to the faculty’s interface with 
the University’s administration, including policies and procedures (e.g., 
the Patent Policy) relating to the University’s structure, the conditions 
of faculty employment (such as personnel benefits), and information. In 
general, the Committee deals with the matters covered by the following 
sections of the University’s Handbook for Faculty and Academic Admin-
istrators: I.A.-D., G.-H.1., I.-K., II.E. III., V., VI. (henceforth referred to 
as the “Faculty Handbook”).

2021-2022 Specific Charges
1. Address systemic racism and other forms of inequity by assessing and 

evaluating ways to change University structures, practices, and biases 
at the University, school, departmental, and individual levels. Examples 
include eligibility for leadership roles, differential standards for faculty 
evaluation based on race, gender, or national origin, department-level 
voting privileges, biases implicit in quantitative methods for evaluat-
ing faculty, evaluation of effectiveness of campus mental health and 
wellness programs.

2. Continue to explore existing and alternative models for providing public 
safety and services to the campus community.

3. Continue to examine the effectiveness of outsourced employee benefits 
and human resources services (including but not limited to WageWorks 
and Health Advocate) with respect to how well their processes embody 
Penn’s values.

4. Continue to monitor the effectiveness of University support for online 
teaching during the coronavirus pandemic.
SCOA expended the bulk of its efforts on charges 2, 3, and 4. Charge 

1 was addressed in the context of the other charges. 
2. Continue to explore existing and alternative models for providing public 

safety and services to the campus community.
SCOA met with Dennis Culhane, professor and Dana and Andrew 

Stone Chair in Social Policy, who served as the Faculty Senate-appointed 
representative to the Consultative Committee working to identify the next 
Vice President for Public Safety. SCOA learned that the position of Police 
Chief will be separated from that of Vice President. (Maureen Rush previ-
ously held both positions until her retirement on December 31, 2021.) The 
Vice President position search is being done on a national level, and Dr. 
Culhane suggested that the best candidates will likely be persons who have 
background in policing. 

Dr. Culhane reported that the Public Safety Advisory Board, of which 
he is outgoing chairperson, now includes community representatives. He 
spoke about the Division of Public Safety organizational structure, and 
SCOA members discussed potential administrative reorganization to accu-
rately reflect the services offered.  For example, a subdivision charged with 
responding to mental health crises on campus might include social workers 
who are not police officers but would be accompanied by a police officer.

SCOA recommends that the committee continue to monitor develop-
ments throughout the coming year and collaborating with the Advisory 
Board where appropriate. SCOA encourages the Vice President to commu-
nicate their priorities and any proposed changes to be made to the division 
to the greater Penn community and to invite feedback from the Faculty 
Senate about those priorities or proposed issues.

3. Continue to examine the effectiveness of outsourced employee benefits 
and human resources services (including but not limited to WageWorks 
and Health Advocate) with respect to how well their processes embody 
Penn’s values.
On the charge to examine the effectiveness of outsourced employee 

benefits and human resources services, SCOA delegated the work to rep-

resentatives from the Penn Association for Senior and Emeritus Faculty 
(PASEF), since PASEF was already concerned about the services provided 
by some outside vendors based on comments received from some retirees.

PASEF identified the following issues and strategies.
It has become clear that faculty members, both those already retired 

and senior faculty, vary greatly in their familiarity with and knowledge of 
benefits, especially retiree benefits. This often causes confusion and leads 
to misunderstandings. To improve that situation PASEF will continue to 
work with the Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty to identify issues and 
collaborative strategies. PASEF now meets regularly with school-level 
faculty affairs coordinators, as they have the most contact with faculty 
and are key to communicating information about benefits. PASEF has 
also consulted with representatives from the Provost Staff Conference 
Subcommittee (PSCS) to better understand administrative communication 
about retirement within the schools. PASEF continues to collaborate with 
leadership from the Division of Human Resources on vendor relationships 
as the basis for improving the service these vendors provide.

Enhanced coverage for hearing aids, announced in July 2021, was 
greeted with enthusiasm by senior and retired faculty. Indeed, several fac-
ulty members began the process of applying soon after the benefit became 
available in January. However, PASEF learned that some found the process 
for obtaining the hearing aid benefit unclear and complicated. PASEF 
communicated these concerns with Human Resources and progress has 
already been made. PASEF featured an article on this topic in its February 
newsletter, a copy of which can be obtained by contacting the PASEF of-
fice. PASEF will continue to work with Human Resources and the Benefits 
Solution Center regarding implementation of the hearing aid benefit. 

4. Continue to monitor the effectiveness of University support for online 
teaching during the coronavirus pandemic.
On the charge to monitor the effectiveness of university support for 

online teaching during the coronavirus pandemic, the survey instrument 
proposed for distribution during summer 2022 was not supported by Pro-
vost’s Office leadership, who instead pointed SCOA members to publicly 
available information in its COVID-19 Response Surveys. SCOA under-
stands that a more thorough “faculty climate survey” is planned for fall 
2022 and will request an opportunity to collaborate with the Office of the 
Provost in reviewing results and findings.
Proposed Charges for SCOA in 2022-2023:
1. Examine the effects of the U.S. Department of Justice’s China Initiative 

on Penn researchers and the role of University policies and practices in 
supporting and protecting the faculty.

2. Collaborate with the Office of the Provost in reviewing results and 
findings of the fall 2022 Faculty Climate Survey.

3. Continue to explore existing and alternative models for providing public 
safety and services to the campus community.

SCOA Membership 2021-2022
Ryan Baker, GSE
Janice Bellace, Wharton
Vera Krymskaya, PSOM/Medicine, Chair
Steven Messé, PSOM/Neurology
Kevin M. F. Platt, SAS/Russian & East European Studies
Erica Reineke, Veterinary Medicine

Ex-officio members:
William Braham, Weitzman Design, Faculty Senate Chair
Vivian Gadsden, GSE, Faculty Senate Chair-Elect
Kathleen Hall Jamieson, Annenberg, Faculty Senate Past Chair
Peter Kuriloff, GSE, PASEF non-voting member

https://www.publicsafety.upenn.edu/about/safety-security-partners/groups-and-organizations/dps-advisory-board/
https://www.publicsafety.upenn.edu/about/organization-chart/
mailto:pasef@pobox.upenn.edu?subject=February%202022%20Newsletter%20-%20Hearing%20Aid%20Benefit%20FAQs
mailto:pasef@pobox.upenn.edu?subject=February%202022%20Newsletter%20-%20Hearing%20Aid%20Benefit%20FAQs
https://provost.upenn.edu/sites/default/files/users/user747/SCOA%20Report%202021.pdf
https://provost.upenn.edu/sites/default/files/users/user747/SCOA%20Report%202021.pdf
https://ira.upenn.edu/surveys-penn-community/covid-19-response-surveys
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.thedp.com/article/2022/02/168-penn-faculty-sign-open-letter-merrick-garland-china-initiative__;!!IBzWLUs!UZ6akXhR7begmvYVwuvzizFkQhBggkL3JujwgOfXTsxWr5t02DP2Rj7DVYA9fEn4zL7nuZuoX5BFoyh9wcLLPS_rcA$
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Report of the Senate Committee on Faculty and the Academic Mission
(SCOF)

General Committee Charge
The Senate Committee on Faculty and the Academic Mission (“SCOF”) 

oversees and advises SEC on matters relating to the University’s policies 
and procedures concerning the academic mission, including the structure 
of the academic staff, the tenure system, faculty appointments and promo-
tions, faculty research, and faculty governance. In general, the Committee 
deals with the matters covered by the following sections of the University’s 
Handbook for Faculty and Academic Administrators: I.E.-F., H.2., II.A.-D. 

2021-2022 Specific Charges
1. Address systemic racism and other forms of inequity by assessing and 

evaluating ways to change University structures, practices, and biases at 
the University, school, departmental, and individual levels.  Examples 
include eligibility for leadership roles, differential standards for faculty 
evaluation based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, dis-
ability, or genetic information, department-level voting privileges, biases 
implicit in quantitative methods for evaluating faculty, evaluation of 
effectiveness of campus mental health and wellness programs.

2. Following the recent recommendation of SCOF, propose a draft 
amendment to the Faculty Handbook that would require school and/or 
departmental faculties to formalize bylaws and/or standing rules that 
address voting privileges, hiring procedures, rights and privileges of 
faculty by rank, committee appointment processes, and related matters.

3. Review and comment on Instructor and Course Evaluation Reports with 
a focus on their uses in student course selection, improvement of the 
quality of delivered courses, and hiring, tenure, promotion, and merit-
based salary increase decisions. 

4. Jointly with SCSEP, review and comment on existing methods for elicit-
ing student feedback to enhance learning experiences. Examples include 
mid-course or ongoing feedback mechanisms available to the instructor 
to aid in course re-thinking and re-direction and in the identification of 
students who may need assistance. 

5. Review working definitions of “engaged scholarship” in departments 
and schools that have determined it should be counted in faculty activ-
ity reports, monitor the extent to which standards are articulated for 
them, and recommend ways in which broader impacts of engaged 
scholarship might be recognized and rewarded in the promotion and 
compensation process. 
Extenuating circumstances throughout the academic year resulted in 

charges that will require continued attention during the 2022-23 academic 
year. 

To address Charge #2, SCOF drafted, unanimously approved, and 
forwarded to the Senate Executive Committee (SEC) a “Resolution on 
Formalizing and Making Accessible School and Departmental Faculty 
Bylaws or Standing Rules”.  SEC endorsed the resolution during its April 
2022 meeting.  The meeting summaries of SEC and the resolution are 
available for review in previous issues of Almanac.

Separately, SCOF convened a joint meeting with the Senate Committee 
on Students and Educational Policy (SCSEP) in which they summarized 
and discussed recent attempts to evaluate the effectiveness of course evalu-
ations in undergraduate schools.  (Information on these recent attempts was 
received, by Faculty Senate request, from representatives of the Office of 
the Vice Provost for Education.)  

SCOF and SCSEP agreed to continue their collective review of existing 
methods for eliciting student feedback on courses and the ways they are 
used in (1) enhancing student learning experiences and (2) annual faculty 
evaluations.  One point of divergence might be in communicating with 
students about how the goals of learning and of evaluation are expressed to 
students in the classroom and separately on the faculty level about setting 
faculty evaluations in context.  It was noted that recent research suggests 
the use of course evaluations not as evidence of teaching effectiveness but 
rather as evidence of student experiences with that faculty member1.  SCOF 
and SCSEP will consider approaches to setting the context on the faculty 
side on how to interpret the results of Penn’s existing evaluation systems 
and figuring out ways to help faculty effectively communicate to students 
what the role of the evaluations are.   

Proposed Charges for SCOF in 2022-2023:
1. Address systemic racism and other forms of inequity by assessing and 

evaluating ways to change University structures, practices, and biases at 
the University, school, departmental, and individual levels.  Examples 
include eligibility for leadership roles, differential standards for faculty 
evaluation and compensation based on race, color, religion, sex, national 
origin, age, disability, department-level voting privileges, biases implicit 
in quantitative methods for evaluating faculty, evaluation of effective-
ness of campus mental health and wellness programs.

2. Review and comment on workloads, expectations, and differences 
among school and departmental faculties and identify equity issues 
that may arises.

3. Review and comment on Instructor and Course Evaluation Reports with 
a focus on their uses in student course selection, improvement of the 
quality of delivered courses, and hiring, tenure, promotion, and merit-
based salary increase decisions.  

4. Review and comment on existing methods for eliciting student feed-
back to enhance learning experiences. Examples include mid-course 
or ongoing feedback mechanisms available to the instructor to aid in 
course re-thinking and re-direction and in the identification of students 
who may need assistance.  

Respectfully submitted,
J. Margo Brooks Carthon, Nursing, Co-Chair
Rebecka Peebles, PSOM/Pediatrics, Co-Chair
Ariana Chao, Nursing
Alexander Reiter, Veterinary Medicine
Amy Stornaiuolo, GSE
Julia Ticona, Annenberg

Ex-officio members:
Roger Allen, SAS/Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations (PASEF non-

voting representative)
William Braham, Weitzman Design, Faculty Senate Chair
Vivian Gadsden, GSE, Faculty Senate Chair-Elect
Kathleen Hall Jamieson, Annenberg, Faculty Senate Past Chair

1  Kreitzer RJ and Sweet-Cushman J. (2021.) Journal of Academic Eth-
ics (2022) 20:73–84
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Report of the Faculty Senate Grievance Commission

The Faculty Senate Grievance Commission of the University of Penn-
sylvania is an independent committee consisting of three faculty members 
appointed by the Faculty Senate Executive Committee.  The faculty griev-
ance procedure that is presided over by this Commission is available to 
any member of the standing faculty, standing faculty-clinical educator, 
associated faculty, academic support staff, or compensated emeritus faculty 
of the University.  A grievance is a claim that action has been taken that 
involves a faculty member’s personnel status or the terms or conditions 
of employment and that is arbitrary or capricious, or discriminatory with 
regard to any legally protected class status, or is not in compliance with 
University procedures or regulations.  During Academic Year 2021-22, the 
Commission was composed of Mitchell Berman (Law, Past Chair), Santosh 
Venkatesh (Engineering, Chair), and Sarah Kagan (Nursing, Chair-Elect).

Three formal grievances were filed with the Commission over the course 
of the year by members of the associated faculty.  Two of the cases contested 
decisions not to re-appoint; the third case disputed the grounds on which a 
promotion dossier was withdrawn following a professionalism review.  In 
each of the cases, the faculty grievant had several initial discussions with 
the chair of the Commission about the grievance process, the circumstances 

of the case, issues that might be grounds for a grievance, and the procedures 
for submitting a formal grievance before filing a grievance. After a careful 
examination of the cases, interviews with principals as deemed necessary, 
and an examination of relevant documents, in each of the three cases the 
Commission reached a consensus that the case did not have enough merit 
to warrant forwarding to a hearing.

A fourth faculty member also met with the chair of the Commission 
to discuss whether perceived administrative bias could constitute grounds 
for a grievance. As with the other cases, the chair outlined the scope of 
the Commission, the issues that could rise to the level of a grievance, and 
the procedures to be followed. At the time of writing a grievance has not 
been filed.

A grievance filed in June 2021 and amended in July 2021 by three 
faculty members over a dispute with University administration has not 
yet been resolved.  The Commission, with the assistance of the leadership 
of the Faculty Senate, is continuing to work with the grievants and the 
respondents.  The issues raised by this grievance are complex with little 
precedent and are likely to persist into the next academic year.

—Santosh Venkatesh (Grievance Commission Chair, 2021-2022)

www.upenn.edu/almanac


ALMANAC SUPPLEMENT  July 12, 20226   www.upenn.edu/almanac

SCESF Report on the Economic Status of the Faculty
Fiscal Year 2020: July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020

FACULTY SENATE 2021-2022

Fiscal Year 2021
July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021

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 

salary issues.
The focus of this report is the current economic status of the faculty, 

based on salary and benefits data provided to the Committee by the Provost’s 
Office, prepared by the Offices of Institutional Research & Analysis and 
Human Resources. The data as provided to SCESF preserve anonymity of 
individuals. Benefits data were provided by Human Resources; additional 
data were extracted from publicly available websites.

Salaries discussed in this report pertain to the aggregated nine-month 
(academic year) base salary in Fiscal Year 2021 (July 1, 2020, through June 
30, 2021) data for 1,347 members of the tenure-line faculty (758 profes-
sors, 282 associate professors, and 307 assistant professors). The salaries 
of deans and faculty on phased retirement are excluded. As in past years, 
these data also exclude tenure-line faculty from the Perelman School of 
Medicine (PSOM), except for those in the basic sciences; as well as more 
than 1,000 clinician educators in the standing faculty from the Perelman 
School of Medicine, and the Schools of Dental Medicine, Veterinary 
Medicine, and Nursing. These exclusions are highly consequential. The 
University reports that we currently have 2,827 standing faculty.1 Thus, the 
base salary data that we receive is for less than half of the standing faculty 
and there are 1,480 standing faculty whose compensation we cannot as-
sess. Our repeated requests for the base salary data of the entire standing 
faculty, whose interests we are charged to represent, were denied. This 
significantly limits the coverage of our analysis to a subset of faculty for 
which we have base salary data.

An academic year base salary is that paid for the normal academic du-
ties of a standing faculty member (teaching, research, and service) for a 
nine-month academic year, irrespective of whether the salary is disbursed 
over a nine- or twelve-month period, or paid from general operating funds 
and/or from designated funds. In the four healthcare schools listed above, 
which have some or all standing faculty on a 12-month or “annualized” 
base, salaries have been adjusted to be comparable with salaries reported 
on a 9-month basis. 

It is important to emphasize that “summer money”—additional income 
paid from various sources for all or parts of up to three summer months—is 
not included in the academic year base salaries analyzed and reported here, 
nor are other emoluments such as compensation for clinical work, admin-
istrative stipends, pay for extra teaching, etc. This significantly limits the 
scope of our analysis, and we can offer no conclusions about the state of 
total compensation for faculty as we have no data on it, despite our repeated 
requests for this data.  

Section VI details SCESF’s conclusions and recommendations. 
All publicly viewable tables provided to the Committee by the Office of 

the Vice Provost for Faculty are published on the following pages.

II. Key Developments and Focus of the Committee
As in previous years, the Committee has reviewed the data provided by 

the Provost’s Office, with the findings summarized in Section III below. 
However, the Committee has also focused on the specific novel charges 
given to it by the Faculty Senate and several unusual developments as 
listed below.
1. Specific charges given to the Committee this year include identifying 

salary and compensation inequities based on race, color, religion, sex, na-
tional origin, age, disability, or genetic information, as well as providing 
a rationale for accessing data from the Office of Institutional Research 
and Analysis to permit an encompassing review of compensation issues, 
including for under-represented minorities and patterns by school. These 
charges are inter-related and we address them in Section IV.

1  https://home.www.upenn.edu/about/facts; retrieved February 28, 
2022.

2. Fiscal Year 2021 started right after the first wave of the Covid-19 pan-
demic, which dramatically affected the University budget and opera-
tions. In response, the University instituted a salary freeze for FY2021 
for faculty earning more than $70,000. By the second half of FY2021, 
vaccines became widely available in the U.S. and the economy began 
re-opening but experienced significant labor shortages and supply chain 
disruptions. This led to a significant and persistent increase in inflation. 
A combined effect of the salary freeze and the increase in inflation 
has led to a decline in the real earnings of the faculty.2 We discuss the 
implications of these developments in Section V.

3. During FY2021, the University announced university-wide course 
schedule changes that effectively increase the length of class meeting 
times by 10 minutes. This increase has substantial consequences. For 
example, for a class that used to meet twice a week for 80 minutes and 
now meets for 90 minutes, each class period becomes 12.5 percent lon-
ger. This is equivalent to keeping the length of a class period the same 
but increasing the length of the semester by 12.5 percent, or 1.75 weeks. 
For a class that used to meet three times per week for 50 minutes and 
now meets for 60 minutes, each class period became 20 percent longer. 
This is equivalent to increasing the length of the semester by 2.8 weeks. 
The Committee acknowledges the University Policy on Class Meeting 

Times3: “The available teaching blocks (60-, 90-, and 180-minutes, for 
example) remain unchanged and the duration of class meetings remains at 
the discretion of the instructor, up to the scheduled class end time.”

It is our understanding that this implies that faculty is free to choose 
how to use the newly added class time. However, it appears inevitable that 
faculty will end up spending this time on teaching. First, because faculty 
are passionate about teaching, and second, because the social norms and 
students’ expectations will adjust over time so that the entire allotted class 
period is used for teaching. The increase in time spent on classroom teach-
ing will have to be offset by a decline in time spent on student advising, 
interacting with students outside the classroom, and research. Given that 
the increase is not compensated, the Committee is concerned that it will be 
detrimental to attracting and retaining the best faculty. However, because 
this report covers only FY2021 and the policy is implemented in FY2022, 
the Committee decided against pursuing this matter further and plans to 
address it next year. 

III. Review of Data Provided to SCESF
Table 1 indicates that the median faculty member in any academic rank 

(professor, associate professor, and assistant professor) did not receive a 
base salary increase in FY2021, consistent with Budget Guidelines. Tables 
6, 7, and 8 further imply that the effects of the salary freeze were even 
more widespread as, in each school/area at Penn, at least 75% of faculty 
continuing in rank did not receive a base salary increase (the third quartile 
of salary increases is zero).

Against this backdrop, Table 1 indicates a significant increase in 
Consumer Price Index (CPI)—U.S. city average CPI growth of 5.4% and 
Philadelphia CPI growth 4.9%. With wages of most faculty fixed while 
prices are growing, the real purchasing power of faculty salaries declines. 
We discuss this in Section V.

While most faculty members did not see a base salary increase, a rela-
tively small number did. Table 2 indicates that 7.9% of standing faculty were 
awarded salary increases that exceeded the rate of consumer price growth 
in Philadelphia. There is significant variation across schools as the percent-
age of such salary increases varies from 0.0% (Dental Medicine and Social 
Policy and Practice) to 13.2% (Nursing). With the data available to us, we 
cannot determine to what extent the variation is accounted for by different 

2 Nominal salary is the number of dollars a faculty is paid. Real 
salary is the amount of goods and services individuals can buy with the 
dollars they are paid. Inflation measures the growth in prices of those 
goods and services. When the nominal salary is fixed but prices of goods 
or services increase, the real earnings decline. 
3 https://catalog.upenn.edu/pennbook/policy-class-meeting-times/; 
retrieved February 28, 2022.
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overall salary budgets versus administrative decisions. The increase of the 
salary among the small fraction of faculty receiving a raise must have been 
quite large to lead to the increase of the overall mean (average) salary of 
0.5% for assistant professors, 2.9% for associate professors, and 1.2% for 
professors, as indicated in Table 1. 

The data in Table 9 offer the potential to understand the reasons for the 
large increase in average base salaries of associate professors. The reason 
is that Table 1 reports data for faculty continuing at Penn from FY2020. In 
contrast, Table 9 reports data for faculty continuing at Penn from FY2020 
but also remaining in the same rank. We observe in Table 9 that both mean 
and median salaries of associate professors continuing in rank remain es-
sentially the same between FY2020 and FY2021. This suggests that the 
2.9% increase in salaries of associate professors in Table 1 may reflect the 
increase in salaries upon promotions from assistant to associate professors. 
We are not entirely confident in this interpretation because data in Table 9 
does not appear to align well with data in earlier tables, and we were not 
able to determine the reason for this discrepancy. For example, compar-
ing FY2020 with FY2021 in Table 9, there is growth in the median salary 
for professors continuing in rank from $211,391 to $215,061, or 1.74%.4 
It is unclear how to reconcile this with zero increase in the median salary 
of professors in Table 1 and zero increase in salary for 75% of professors 
reported in Table 6.

Table 9 also reveals useful information about the distribution of sala-
ries and their changes. Across all ranks and all years, the mean salaries 
are higher than the median. This indicates that the distribution of salaries 
across faculty is skewed to the right: salaries above the median are further 
above it than the salaries below the median are from it. A few very high 
salaries could also produce this result. The two columns of ratios in Table 
9 are also informative. The column “Not Weighted” reports the ratio of the 
mean or median for each rank in a given year to the corresponding mean 
or median of assistant professors in the same year (shown in the “Amount” 
column). For example, the unweighted ratio of the mean associate professor 
salary in FY2021 ($144,238) to that of assistant professors ($133,275) is 
1.08. This ratio is affected by how faculty at different ranks are distributed 
across schools that pay different salary levels. The column “Weighted” 
adjusts for this composition. When weighted by school, these ratios are in 
essence the average salary differential by rank within schools: Continuing 
associate professors are paid on average 23% more than continuing as-
sistant professors. The fact that the weighted salary premium of associate 
professors exceeds the unweighted one implies that associate professors 
tend to be concentrated in lower-paying schools (this is also apparent in 
data reported to the Committee but not appearing in this report). To the 
extent that there is any trend in school-adjusted (weighted) ratios, the ratio 
of average salaries of continuing professors to continuing assistant profes-
sors has grown over time while the average salaries of associate professors 
have declined slightly relative to the average wages of assistant professors.

Table 10 presents the same rank- and Academic Year-specific medians 
shown in Table 9, now bracketed by Q1 and Q3 salaries (representing sala-
ries at the 25th and 75th percentiles of salary distribution). The interquartile 
range (IQR) is the difference between these two quantities. The ratio of 
the IQR to the median is particularly informative because it adjusts for the 
fact that the dispersion as measured by the IQR alone could be expected to 
increase as average salaries grow. This measure continued the trends noted 
in Committee’s reports in several preceding years. Dispersion of professors’ 
salaries is increasing by about 1% annually, from 0.49 in FY2014 to 0.55 in 
FY2021; dispersion in the salaries of associate professors changes little; and 
dispersion in the salary of assistant professors continues to decline sharply 
from 0.82 in FY2014 to only 0.62 in FY2021. Nevertheless, the dispersion 
among assistant professors continues to exceed that among professors. 
While in previous years the decline in the dispersion of the middle 50% of 
assistant professor salaries was driven mainly by the rise of the assistant 
professor salary level at the 25th percentile (Q1), in FY2021 it was due to the 
decline of the salaries at the 75th percentile (Q3). Note that 75th percentile 
(Q3) salaries for assistant professors continue to exceed those for associ-
ate professors, due to the correlated school differences in (a) salaries and 
(b) proportions of faculty at the rank of associate professor noted above. 

The most relevant comparisons, of course, are with the pay for faculty 
elsewhere. The University provides us with two sets of comparisons. Table 
5 displays Penn’s mean faculty salary by academic rank together with mean 
salaries at other Ivy Plus universities (8 Ivy League schools plus Chicago, 
Duke, MIT, and Stanford) expressed as percentages of Penn’s mean salary. 

4  The same numbers appear in Table 10.

Among this comparison group, Penn’s mean salaries ranked 2nd for assistant 
professors, 6th for associate professors, and 7th for professors—a ranking 
profile that has not changed greatly over the last ten years.

These comparisons are affected by the cost of living differentials across 
locations where these universities are located. Philadelphia is cheaper to 
live in than, e.g., Boston, New York, or Palo Alto. Thus, the same base 
salary goes further in Philadelphia. Table 5-Adjusted contains data with 
base salaries across Ivy Plus Universities (excluding Dartmouth) adjusted 
using Runzheimer living cost indices. While the surface take-away from 
this table is that salaries at Penn are quite competitive once costs of living 
are taken into account, the precise inference is challenging. First, these 
indices are updated only infrequently (the current version reflects 2017 
estimates). These updates induce implausible swings in salaries adjusted 
by the costs of living. Moreover, it is unclear whether this adjustment is 
the appropriate one. For example, a major driver of the cost of living dif-
ferences across locations is the cost of housing. While universities may pay 
comparable base salaries, universities located in high-cost housing markets 
(e.g., Columbia, New York University, Stanford) offer housing or housing 
subsidies. We do not see this in our data, and adjusting the base salary for 
the cost of housing appears not the right thing to do. Thus, we do not think 
that the patterns revealed by the data in Table 5-Adjusted are fully credible. 

As mentioned above, salaries vary significantly across schools and 
disciplines even at the same academic rank. Thus, the comparison of aver-
age salaries across universities is affected by the differences in the faculty 
distribution across schools and disciplines. More revealing evidence would 
compare average faculty salaries across universities in the same academic 
field and rank. We cannot perform such a comparison among Ivy Plus uni-
versities, but we can do so based on data provided to us in Table 4 which 
come from approximately 60 universities that participate in the American 
Association of Universities Data Exchange (AAUDE), roughly half of 
which are state universities. These data paint a less favorable picture of 
Penn’s competitive standing. Consider, for example, assistant professors. 
Table 5 suggests that Penn is Ranked #2 based on the overall average salary 
of assistant professors. However, Table 4 reveals that Penn is ranked #2 
or better in only 3 out of 13 reported academic fields. Among AAUDE-
participating universities5, the average rank of assistant professor salaries at 
Penn across fields is around 8 and it has remained relatively stable over the 
years. The average ranks of associate professors and professors are 8 and 
7, respectively, and they also do not exhibit a meaningful trend over time. 

The preceding analysis of Penn’s salary rank by academic rank and field 
set aside the fact that not all fields are present in all AAUDE-participating 
universities. For example, while 60 universities report data for humanities 
or natural sciences, only 30 report data for nursing, and only 15 for vet-
erinary medicine. One way to incorporate this information is to consider 
Penn’s position in salary distribution among all institutions reporting data 
for a given academic field. Figure 1 reports the average percentile across 
academic ranks for a given field (roughly interpreted as the fraction of uni-
versities in AAUDE sample paying higher salary than Penn in that field).6 
Figure 1 illustrates that while base salaries at Penn lead the distribution 
in some academic fields, others fare less well. For instance, between 25 
and 40 percent of universities with graduate education, natural sciences, 
and veterinary medicine programs pay higher salaries in those fields than 
Penn does.

Finally, an important aspect of total compensation is employee benefits. 
Table 13 features a comparison of two of the primary benefits available to 
Penn faculty—employer retirement contributions and undergraduate tuition 
for dependents—with those prevailing at the other Ivy Plus institutions. 
Penn offers two types of retirement plans. In the Basic Plan, the University 
makes contributions to 403(b) tax-deferred retirement accounts, which 
increase with faculty member age to a maximum of 4% of base salary at 
age 40 and over. In the Matching Plan, Penn matches the faculty member’s 
contributions dollar-for-dollar in a 401(a) tax-deferred retirement account, 

5 https://www.aaude.org/
6 For example, if in some field Penn ranks 15th among 60 universi-
ties reporting data in that field to AAUDE, its percentile rank would be 
15/60*100=25, implying that 25% of universities pay higher salary in 
that field than Penn does. Thus, the smaller the rank, the more competi-
tive the salary at Penn is in that field. The interpretation of the numbers 
is not exact because of the relatively small size of the survey. Because of 
this, although Annenberg pays the highest salary to associate professors 
among 42 universities reporting data for associate professors in the field, 
its percentile rank is 1/43*100=2.3 rather than zero.

(continued on page 8)
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up to a maximum of 5% of salary beginning after the faculty member’s 
first full year of employment. Virtually all eligible faculty participate in 
the matching retirement account program. Penn’s maximum contribution 
of 9% (4% to 403[b] plus 5% to 401[a]) remains below the Ivy Plus group 
median of 10%. Of Ivy Plus institutions, only one offers a maximum con-
tribution lower than Penn’s. Penn also offers benefits for the undergraduate 
tuition of dependents. Penn covers 75% of the tuition and technology fees 
($41,664 in FY2020) for dependents enrolled at Penn (“home”) and up to 
40% of Penn’s tuition fee ($21,861 in FY2020) for dependents enrolled 
elsewhere. Among 12 Ivy Plus institutions, Penn’s tuition benefits rank 5th 
with respect to “home” tuition and 6th with respect to the tuition contribu-
tion for students not attending the university at which a faculty member is 
employed.7 Unfortunately, our data on benefits have important limitations. 
They do not include, from the perspective of comparisons with peer institu-
tions, data on major benefits including medical, vision, and dental insurance. 
They also do not include policies regarding retirement incentives. Within 
Penn, we do not have data on the distribution of use of various benefits 
across faculty, a matter that bears on the distribution of non-base salary and 
benefits as discussed in conjunction with gender and race/ethnicity equity 
and equality in the next section.

IV. Addressing New Charges to SCESF
This year, SCESF was given a charge to “Identify salary and compen-

sation inequities based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, 
disability, or genetic information.” We have limited ability to do so in the 
data made available to us by the University. We can assess some patterns 
of compensation by gender and to an even more limited extent by race/
ethnicity. We do not have access to any data that includes information on, 
e.g., religion, national origin, age, disability, or genetic information.

Table 12 indicates that the average base salary for women at Penn is 
lower than the mean salary for men at the same rank. At the professor 
level the difference is $18,386 (or 8.2%), at the associate professor level 
it is $11,067 (or 8.1%), and at the assistant professor level it is $13,550 
(or 10.7%).

Women have historically been disproportionately represented in de-
partments and schools that have lower salaries. To assess the importance 
of these compositional differences for the observed gender gap in base 
salaries, Table 12 features a second column for women, which recalculates 
the mean salaries of women by weighting their school-specific salaries by 
the proportion of all male faculty found in those schools. This weighted 
mean—what would the average salary be across all female faculty if female 
faculty maintained their own salaries, but were distributed across the Uni-
versity in the same proportion as males?—can then be compared with the 
existing (same) average male salary at Penn. The results are instructive. A 
very substantial portion of the actual, unweighted wage disparity stems from 
differences in gender ratios in faculty across the different schools. Specifi-
cally, after re-weighting, at the professor level the difference between male 
and female average base salaries falls to $3,341 (or 1.4%), at the associate 
professor level it shrinks to $661 (or 0.4%), and at the assistant professor 
level it declines to $3,060 (or 2.2%). We note that the adjustment is based 
only on the gender composition across schools without considering smaller 
divisions and departments within many schools, which may also contribute 
to accounting for the observed gender gap in base salaries. 

Although some gender gap remains after accounting for differences 
in gender composition across schools, we do not detect clear evidence 
of compensation inequity based on gender within schools and academic 
ranks. However, it is important to emphasize that overall, women are paid 
significantly less than men at Penn. The statistical adjustment only reveals 
that this is largely due to the fact that women are more likely to be employed 
in lower-paying schools. We do not have access to data that can reveal why 
this is so and to verify that women are not receiving disparate treatment 
in hiring. In addition, the tendency of men and women to concentrate in 
different schools raises concerns about faculty diversity within schools. 

The University also shared with SCESF a regression analysis that 
controls for a wider range of attributes. This analysis regresses the log of 
base salary on gender, coarse indicators for race/ethnicity, academic rank, 
time in rank, status as a department or endowed chair, and academic field. 
The academic field is roughly grouped at the school level, retaining some 

7 Benefits for two parent-partners employed at Penn are not summed, 
so when partners are both employed at Penn, only one tuition benefit can 
be used for each child. For this group of faculty, Penn’s situation is less 
advantageous, since there are peer universities where these benefits pertain 
to the parent and not to the child. 

of the heterogeneity present in the weighted analysis of Table 12. The 
regression analysis shows that, without adjustment for field, rank, or time 
in rank, women have a base salary that is 16.8% lower than that of male 
faculty. Adjustment for rank reduces this gap to 7.8% because there are 
proportionally fewer women in higher-paid ranks. Adding controls for the 
academic field further reduces the gender gap to 0.2%, which is congruent 
with what was observed after direct re-weighting in Table 12.8 

The regression analysis also gives us some visibility into the issues of 
potential base salary inequities based on race/ethnicity. The regression in-
cludes two indicator variables, one for Under-Represented Minority (URM) 
status (African American/Black, Hispanic, and Native American/Alaska 
Native) and the other for Asian/Pacific Islander. Thus, the control group 
contains faculty of all other races and ethnicities, predominantly white. 
The regression analysis shows that, without adjustment for field, rank, or 
time in rank, URM faculty have a base salary that is 3.4% lower than that 
of the control group. Adjustment for rank flips this gap to a premium of 
7.1%, indicating that URM individuals are disproportionately concentrated 
at lower academic ranks, but are paid well relative to other individuals of 
the same rank. Adding controls for the academic field further increases the 
URM premium in base salaries to 8.8%. In contrast, Asian faculty starts 
with a base salary that is 10.6% lower than in the control group. The gap 
decreases to 4.6% after controlling for academic rank and to 2.3% after con-
trolling for academic rank and school. While the latter two point estimates 
are economically large, they are noisy and one cannot statistically reject the 
hypothesis that they are equal to zero. All the regression-based estimates 
described up to this point have remained very similar over the last 10 years.

At the request of the Faculty Senate, the University has also provided 
us the estimates from a regression that, in addition to all other regressors 
mentioned above, included interaction terms for URM and Asian indica-
tors and gender. This extended model was estimated on the full sample and 
separately for the three academic ranks. The point estimates on the interac-
tion terms are not statistically significant, in part because of the samples 
becoming very small, and should be interpreted with caution.9 Yet, they 
provide our only window on the interrelationship between base salary equity 
based on gender and race/ethnicity. On the sample that includes all academic 
ranks, a male URM faculty earns a 7.5% salary premium, while a female 
URM faculty member earns a 9.3% premium relative to her peers. On the 
sample of professors, a URM male can, on average, expect to earn a 10.8% 
premium, while the expected premium of a URM female is 21.3%. Among 
associate professors, the corresponding numbers are 2.1% and 4%, while 
on the sample of assistant professors they are 2.9% and 4.9%, respectively.

In response to the charge to rationalize a request for more comprehensive 
data, we note that all our analysis was based exclusively on information on 
base salaries because this is the only economic outcome available in the data 
provided to us by the University. Base salaries are important because they 
are the basis for most employee benefits, and they are also the component 
of pay to which annual increases are applied. However, in addition to base 
salary, total compensation includes summer support pay, compensation 
for clinical work, administrative stipends, pay for extra teaching, and so 
forth. We can offer no conclusions about the state of total compensation 
for faculty as we have no relevant data. Moreover, for assessing equity 
in compensation, it appears relevant to compare not just the base salaries 
by, e.g., gender but also to compare total compensation. This is important 
not only because total compensation is ultimately the relevant economic 
outcome for the well-being of the faculty. It is also important to counter 
some perceptions that may well be unwarranted. For example, there is 
anecdotal evidence that women do not fare as well as men within schools 
in the provision of non-“normal salary” economic compensation. In addi-
tion, conjectures abound that the school differences in salaries that maintain 
differences in overall pay by gender at the University (Table 12) would 
only exacerbate these differences were total salary compensation subject 
to observation. Absent a fuller accounting of faculty compensation, it is 
difficult to suppress anecdotal evidence and/or conjecture. 

V. Consequences of Salary Freeze and Increase in Inflation
One-time events such as a salary freeze or a transitory spike in inflation 

8 Table 12 and the regression analysis rely on slightly different 
data. Table 12 limits the comparison to faculty who continued in rank, 
whereas the regression analysis includes promotions and appointments, 
and those in administrative positions (e.g., department chairs).
9 The results provided to us indicate statistical significance at 0.1, 1, 
and 5% levels. SCESF prefers them to be reported at the more conven-
tional 1, 5, and 10% levels.
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have significant long-term consequences absent specific corrective actions 
in subsequent years. To help faculty appreciate the potential magnitude 
of these impacts, we decided to provide several illustrative calculations. 
We base them on a hypothetical associate professor earning $150,000 in 
FY2020 and who will remain at Penn for the next 20 years. In line with 
recent experience, we assume that real (i.e., adjusted for inflation) salaries 
at Penn grow at 2% a year. We then ask what are the implications for total 
earnings over the next 20 years of not receiving a 2% salary increase in 
one year only, i.e., due to the salary freeze in FY2021. We then similarly 
assess the implications of a one-time spike in inflation in FY2021 to 5%. 
We are aware that prices continue to increase rapidly after FY2021, but we 
are presenting a conservative calculation that assumes that after FY2021 
Penn will compensate faculty for future rises in inflation to deliver the real 
salary growth of 2%.

1. Salary freeze, i.e., no increase in merit pay.
Consider two scenarios. In FY2021 because of the salary freeze, the

wage of this professor remained the same as in FY2020, i.e., $150,000. 
If there were no salary freeze, it would have increased by 2% to 
$150,000*1.02=$153,000. What does this imply for total income over the 
FY2021-2040 period?

With salary freeze it will be $150,000*(1-1.02^20)/(1-1.02)= 
$3,644,605.10 Without salary freeze it will be $153,000*(1-1.02^20)/(1-
1.02)= $3,717,498. The difference is $72,893 and it represents the cumu-
lative loss of income over 20 years only because of not increasing merit 
pay one time in FY2021. The reason for the large number is compounding 
(today’s merit increase forms part of wages to which next period’s merit 
increase is applied).

2. The effect of a one-time spike in inflation.
The inflation in FY2021 was approximately 5%. Salaries were

frozen, and not adjusted for inflation. So the nominal wage of our hy-
pothetic professor remained fixed at $150,000. Had the wage been ad-
justed for inflation (to keep the real wage unchanged), it would have been 
$150,000*1.05=$157,500. What are the effects of not adjusting salary for 
inflation in just one year, i.e., FY2021? 

With salary freeze and an uncompensated spike in inflation in FY2021, 
total earning over 20 years will be $150,000*(1-1.02^20)/(1-1.02)= 
$3,644,605. If spike in inflation in FY2021 was compensated, they will be 
$157,500*(1-1.02^20)/(1-1.02)= $3,826,835. The difference of $182,230 
represents the cumulative loss of income over 20 years only because of not 
adjusting salaries for inflation one time in FY2021. 

3. The combined effect of salary freeze and inflation.
As we have already seen, with a salary freeze and an uncompensated

spike in inflation in FY2021, the total earning of our hypothetical as-
sociate professor over 20 years will be $150,000*(1-1.02^20)/(1-1.02)= 
$3,644,605. Had wages been adjusted for merit (2%) and inflation (5%), 
the salary in FY2021 would have been $150,000*1.02*1.05 = $160,650, 
and total earnings over the next 20 years will be $160,650*(1-1.02^20)/
(1-1.02)= $3,903,372. The difference in total earnings is then $258,767 and 
it represents the total cost over 20 years of implementing a one-time salary 
freeze while inflation jumped. It is equal to 1.725 current annual incomes 
of $150,000 of our hypothetical associate professor.

4. Effect on Retirement Account Balances after 20 years
So far, we have considered only the impact on base salaries. However,

numerous benefits are tied to base salaries. Consider the impact on one 
such benefit—retirement savings. We assume that Penn’s contribution to 
the retirement account of our hypothetical associate professor is 9% of 
annual income. 

As above, we consider two scenarios. First, salaries in FY2021 were 
not adjusted for inflation or merit and remained fixed at $150,000. Second, 
had salaries in FY2021 been adjusted for merit (2%) and inflation (5%), the 
salary would have been $150,000*1.02*1.05 = $160,650.

Consider first FY2021. With a salary freeze, the retirement contribution 
was $150,000*0.09=$13,500. With merit increase and the adjustment for 
inflation, it would have been $160,650*0.09=$14,459, i.e., almost $1000 
higher. Over the next 20 years, this difference earns compound interest. The 
same happens next year and so on. We omit presenting explicit calculations 
which are straightforward but less neat and just report the difference in re-

10 This calculation invokes the standard formula for the sum of terms 
of a geometric series: , where represents income in FY2020, is the real 
salary growth rate in years other than FY2020, and is the number of 
years over which income is summed.

tirement account balances after 20 years under the two scenarios. Assuming 
that the retirement account earns 5% per year, our professor’s retirement 
savings would be $37,994 lower under the salary freeze. Assuming 10% 
return on the retirement account, they would be $63,939 lower.

Discussion
The Covid-19 pandemic dramatically affected the financial situation of 

the University in FY2021. Introducing a salary freeze in such circumstances 
seems to be a reasonable response. However, if the effects of the freeze are 
not reversed by supplying an appropriate increase in subsequent years, a 
one-time freeze adds up to a large and lasting reduction in faculty salary 
payments by the University over time. As the impact of the pandemic on
University finances was hopefully transitory, once it subsides, it would 
seem important to return base salaries to the same point on their growth 
trajectory absent the freeze.  

It is also very unfortunate that the salary freeze coincided with a large 
spike in inflation. The administration’s Salary Guidelines for 2020-2021 
explicitly proscribe salary adjustments to keep up with inflation: “As in 
previous years, there will be no cost of living increase for continuing 
faculty.”11 The same guidance remained in effect for 2021-2022.12 Penn 
operates in a competitive environment and it is reasonable to base sal-
ary increases primarily on merit, as evidenced by scholarship, research, 
teaching, and service to the University and the profession. However, in 
times of high and accelerating inflation, ignoring it in salary-setting leads 
to a significant erosion of the faculty’s standards of living. Moreover, the 
effect will not be distributed equally across the faculty, so an equity is-
sue arises. In some departments, faculty have strong employment options 
outside of academia. For example, in various quantitative fields there are 
research positions available in many financial institutions or at Amazon, 
Uber, Microsoft Research, etc. Those organizations neither had a salary 
freeze nor let their real (adjusted for inflation) compensation drop. To retain 
faculty in such disciplines, schools will have to raise their salaries. But this 
will increase the inequality across schools and disciplines within Penn. It 
might also lead to an increase in compensation inequality across genders, as 
women seem to be less represented in quantitative fields. Moreover, there 
is some evidence that women seek fewer outside offers to re-establish their 
competitive market value and are generally less likely to ask or receive a 
raise, which in this case is not actually a raise but a request for their real 
wages not to fall. This is not a desirable outcome.

The University policy of not adjusting salaries for inflation has not 
always been in place. During the previous periods of high inflation in the 
1970s and 1980s, the University would provide a general cost-of-living 
adjustment to all faculty and a separate pool for merit-based salary adjust-
ments. For example, the SCESF report for FY198613 reads: “The University 
budget provides for both basic and merit increases. There is also a University 
reserve fund to cover special circumstances. Your Committee has urged 
the Provost to follow the principle that the minimum increase be at least 
equal to changes in the cost of living.” This practice was discontinued when 
Penn issued Salary Guidelines for 1989-90,14 which read, “Unlike previous 
years, however, there will be no minimum base increment stipulated for the 
individual members of the standing faculty. The entire pool available for 
salary increases will be allocated on the basis of merit.” Salary Guidelines 
for 1991-9215 state that SCESF has acquiesced to this change in policy: 
“With the concurrence of the Senate Committee on the Economic Status 
of the Faculty, we are maintaining the policy established two years ago 
of not establishing a minimum base increment for continuing standing 
faculty.” We requested and received from University Archives scans of 
hundreds of pages of SCESF meeting notes and other documents, most 
of them handwritten. After reviewing this material, we could not find any 
references to SCESF discussions about this change in policy. Thus, we do 
not know the reasoning of the SCESF at that time. Regardless of the opinion 
of the SCESF from 30 years ago, we think that it would be appropriate to 
reengage in discussions and consider reintroduction of uniform base salary 

11 Available at https://almanac.upenn.edu/articles/of-record-salary-
guidelines-for-2020-2021
12 Available at https://almanac.upenn.edu/articles/of-record-salary-
guidelines-for-2021-2022 
13 Available at https://almanac.upenn.edu/archive/v33pdf/
n30/041487.pdf 
14 Available at https://almanac.upenn.edu/archive/v35pdf/
n32/042589.pdf 
15 Available at https://almanac.upenn.edu/archive/v37pdf/
n30/042391.pdf 

(continued on page 10)
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“With the concurrence of the Senate Committee on the Economic Status 
of the Faculty, we are maintaining the policy established two years ago 
of not establishing a minimum base increment for continuing standing 
faculty.” We requested and received from University Archives scans of 
hundreds of pages of SCESF meeting notes and other documents, most 
of them handwritten. After reviewing this material, we could not find any 
references to SCESF discussions about this change in policy. Thus, we do 
not know the reasoning of the SCESF at that time. Regardless of the opinion 
of the SCESF from 30 years ago, we think that it would be appropriate to 
reengage in discussions and consider reintroduction of uniform base salary 
adjustment for the cost of living in addition to separate merit increases, at 
least until the rate of increase in the costs of living subsides and as long as 
the University’s financial situation permits doing so and the University is 
able to raise tuition at the rate matching or exceeding the rate of inflation.
VI. Issues of Concern and Recommendations from SCESF

In accordance with Faculty Senate policy, we present the following
issues of concern and our recommendations to address these issues. 
A. Adjusting Salaries for Inflation

Issue of Concern: Salaries of the vast majority of the faculty were fixed
in nominal terms in FY2021 while price level increased dramatically, and 
this trend of sharply increasing prices continues. This lowers the real incomes 
of the faculty and may lead to undesirable distributional effects. Salary 
guidance from the University in recent years provided for merit increases 
but not for cost-of-living adjustments. Cost-of-living adjustments to salaries 
were provided by the University in the past when inflation rates substantially 
impacted real salaries of the faculty.

SCESF Recommendation: SCESF recommends that there should be a 
base salary increase to compensate faculty for the change in the cost of liv-
ing. This is not an increase in real salaries, just an adjustment of the nominal 
salaries required to maintain the same standard of living for the faculty. This 
salary adjustment should be applied uniformly to all standing faculty within 
schools. Separately from this adjustment, SCESF recommends maintaining 
the merit increase program designed to recognize and reward the valuable 
contributions of faculty as evidenced by scholarship, research, teaching, 
and service. Of course, salary increases should be implemented in a fiscally 
responsible manner. 

Response: The University is strongly committed to competitive compensa-
tion and to strategically planning in a fiscally responsible manner. It is also 
committed to awarding salary increases based on meritorious performance.

In response to the uncertainty of the early stages of the COVID pandemic, 
in April 2020 the University set the merit increase pool to 2.5 percent and 
limited merit increases for 2020-21 to faculty and staff with salaries at or 
below $70,000. The University raised the aggregated merit increase pool to 
3 percent for 2021-22 and then to 4.5 percent for 2022-23. Over this period, 
the University also increased the minimum assistant professor salary from 
$72,600 in 2020-21, to $74,050 in 2021-22, to $82,200 in 2022-23 (a 13 
percent increase from 2020-21 to 2022-23). These changes, along with the 
increase in the University’s basic retirement contribution (described below), 
mitigate the long-term implications of the 2020-21 salary freeze and a spike 
in inflation on cumulative wages and retirement savings.
B. Expanding Economic Data beyond Base Salary

Issue of Concern: As in previous years, we note that the University
provides SCESF only with the data on base salaries. While these salaries 
are likely a dominant form of faculty compensation, a significant but unac-
counted for share of compensation for many faculty comes from sources 
such as summer salaries, administrative stipends, performance bonuses, pay 
for additional teaching, and support from grants and contracts. Depending 
on the distribution of this additional income, the finding that women and 
men receive similar base salaries within schools and ranks may not imply 
the conclusion that their total compensation is similar. Of course, the ques-
tion about gender equality is but one example. Having some sense of what 
the distribution of total compensation looks like is the most useful and 
transparent means of assessing the state of faculty compensation. 

SCESF Recommendation: SCESF requests that data from the Provost’s 
Office be expanded next year to include total compensation for faculty. The 
array of sources of non-salary compensation is large and SCESF is ready to 
engage in the discussion with the Office of the Provost prior to next year’s 
release of the data regarding the sources to be included in the measure of 
total compensation. However, as a practical matter, concerns over which 
sources “should” be counted is not a good reason for delaying presentation 

of these data. It is better to see the whole and let the debate over meaning 
commence from there. 

Response: The Provost’s Office invites discussion with SCESF to de-
velop shared understanding of the questions the Senate is most interested 
in addressing and the data that will best address the questions. Determining 
the sources to include in a measure of total compensation is complex and 
careful consideration of the included sources is essential to the interpreta-
tion of any total compensation data. Also important is considering how 
and why sources of compensation beyond academic base salary may vary 
across and within Schools. 
C. Assessing the Economic Status of the Entire Faculty

Issue of Concern: SCESF is charged with gathering and organizing data
on academic salaries and benefits for the faculty and to represent the faculty 
in the determination of University policy on salary issues. We believe that 
the Committee should represent the interests of the entire standing faculty. 
Yet, this year, SCESF was provided academic base salary data for 1,347 
standing faculty. This is less than half of the standing faculty at Penn. A ma-
jority of excluded faculty are clinician educators in the four health schools, 
mostly in the Perelman School of Medicine. We understand that their total 
compensation contains a clinical income component tied to patient care-
related responsibilities and performance. However, as with other standing 
faculty, they have an academic base salary and evaluating their base salary 
should be no different than evaluating the salary data for the other faculty 
that we do now. We expect that there are rigorous processes in the depart-
ments and PSOM to ensure internal equity and national competitiveness 
of their base salaries. Yet, the same applies to all other schools that are 
included in the data provided to the SCESF. The inclusion of all standing 
faculty in discussions regarding compensation recognizes the University’s 
commitment to collegiality and fairness while tamping down unnecessary 
conjecture and rumor that arise in its absence. 

SCESF Recommendation: To provide a more complete analysis of fac-
ulty salary and benefits, SCESF requests that data from the Provost’s Office 
be expanded next year to include the academic base salary for all standing 
faculty, subject to the standard exclusion of deans and faculty members in 
phased retirement. SCESF again requests the PSOM standing faculty data 
to analyze along with data from every other school at Penn.

Response: Like the recommendation for total compensation, and as 
noted in past reports, this recommendation represents an expansion of the 
data that the University has previously provided for SCESF reports. The 
University encourages SCESF to work with the Office of the Provost to 
develop a shared understanding of the data to be provided for future reports. 

Academic base salary data for the majority of the Standing Faculty 
has been made available to the SCESF for many years. In fall 2021, there 
were 1,028 Standing Faculty on the CE track and 1,721 on the tenure track. 
A majority of CE faculty are based in the Perelman School of Medicine 
where the compensation packages typically include three components: (1) 
a published minimum base salary for a faculty member’s academic rank; 
(2) a base salary supplement, also called an “adjusted base salary,” that is
the result of highly individual arrangements to respond to specific needs; 
and (3) clinical income tied to patient care-related responsibilities and
performance. As SCESF notes, rigorous processes at the department and 
School levels promote internal equity and national competitiveness with 
respect to components (2) and (3).
D. Improving Retirement Benefits

Issue of Concern: As noted in several recent reports by SCESF, retire-
ment benefits are almost universally taken by faculty but are less than those 
available at other competitive universities.

SCESF Recommendation: We encourage the President and Provost to 
increase the matching benefits contribution (above age 40) to 10%, bringing 
Penn’s contribution closer to its Ivy Plus peers.

Response: As noted in section VII, the University announced in the 
Almanac on April 19, 2022 that, effective with the start of the next plan 
year (January 1, 2023), it is increasing its basic retirement contribution 
by 1 percent. thereby raising Penn’s total maximum contribution from 9 
percent to 10 percent. It is also eliminating the one-year waiting period for 
retirement contributions effective July 1, 2022. The University appreciates 
the engagement of SCESF on this topic and other matters affecting the 
University’s faculty and looks forward to further discussion and collabora-
tion into the future.

(continued from page 9)

(continued on page 11)
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VII. Forthcoming Enhancements to Faculty Retirement Benefits
Shortly before this report’s finalization, SCESF learned of forthcoming 

enhancements to the faculty and staff Retirement Savings Program (an-
nounced in Almanac on April 19, 2022). Among the changes is an increase 
in the University’s “Basic Plan” contribution from 4.0% to 5.0% of base 
salary for faculty and staff aged 40 and over, effective January 1, 2023. 
When considering the Matching Plan contribution of up to 5.0% of base 
pay, the maximum contribution by Penn increases from 9.0% to 10.0%. 
This increase brings Penn in line with the Ivy Plus group median and is 
consistent with recommendations made by SCESF in several of its recent-
year reports. SCESF applauds the adjustment and thanks the leadership of 
the Division of Human Resources for their continued collaboration with 
SCESF. SCESF further notes that dialogues through shared governance 
practices such as these bring measurable added value to the faculty and 
staff experience at Penn.
VIII. Members of the Committee
2021-2022 Committee Members
Shawn Bird, PSOM/Neurology
Jennifer Blouin, Wharton/Accounting

Dennis Culhane, Social Policy and Practice
Tulia Falleti, SAS/Political Science
Graciela Gonzalez Hernandez, PSOM/Biostatistics, Epidemiology & 

Informatics 
Iourii Manovskii, SAS/Economics, Chair
Mark Oyama, Veterinary Medicine
Rand Quinn, GSE
Melissa Sanchez, SAS/English
Ex Officio:
William Braham, Weitzman Design, Faculty Senate Chair
Vivian Gadsden, GSE, Faculty Senate Chair-Elect
Kathleen Hall Jamieson, Annenberg, Faculty Senate Past Chair

The Committee gratefully acknowledges the essential and invaluable 
assistance of J. Patrick Walsh of the Office of the Faculty Senate and the ad-
ditional information provided in response to SCESF requests by the offices 
of the Provost, Institutional Research and Analysis and Human Resources. 
The Committee also notes that this year’s report directly benefited from 
presentation and analysis described in reports from previous years and, 
where appropriate, some previous text is included here. 
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Figure 1.  Unweighted rank of mean salaries of Assistant, Associ-
ate, and Full Professors across academic fields as compared to univer-
sities participating in the American Association of Universities Data 
Exchange (AAUDE) survey.  Data derived from Table 4 of the publicly 
viewable tables provided to the Committee.

IX. Figures and Tables
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Table 13
Employer Contributions to Retirement Accounts and to Dependent Undergraduate Tuition at Penn and Ivy Plus 

Peer Group

University
Maximum Employer 

Contribution to 
Retirement Accounts*

Dependent UG Tuition Benefit 
to Attend home Institution#

Dependent UG Tuition 
Benefit to Attend Other 

Institution#

Penn 9%° 75% ($41,664)^ 100% (up to $21,861)

Brown Variable^ 16% ($13,650) 100% (up to $13,650)

Chicago 8% 75% ($44,442)  100% (up to $44,442)

Columbia 9-11.2%† 100% ($66,232) 50% (up to $33,116)

Cornell 10% 50% ($30,143) 30% (up to $18,086)

Dartmouth 9% 0 0

Duke 13.2%& 75% ($45,446) 100% (up to $45,446)

Harvard 10% 0 0

MIT 10% 100% ($55,510) up to $27,755

Princeton 9.3-15%† 36% ($20,150) 50% (up to $20,150)

Stanford 10% 50% ($27,737) 50% (up to $27,737)

Yale 10-11.38%† 28% ($16,500) 50% (up to $16,500)

Median Max Benefit 
(without Penn) 10% $27,737 $20,150 

*Data as of July 2021. 
Service minimums to 
qualify vary by institution. 
Combined contributions to 
403(b) and 401(a) accounts 
for oldest age bracket; only 
salary up to $305,000 is 
eligible. A portion requires 
employee contribution to 
qualify.

^Amount includes both Tuition and  
Technology Fee

#Data as of July 2019. 
Conditions to qualify vary by 
institution. Some benefits 
include tuition only, others 
include fees. At Duke, only 
tuition above $7,020 is 
eligible. 

†Rate differs above and 
below Social Security Wage 
base of $132,900

°Penn highest age bracket 
is age 40 and over

 

^Beginning November 
1, 2020, all University 
contributions will be 
discretionary, which 
means that each Plan 
Year, the University 
determines whether 
to make employer 
contributions and 
the amounts and/or 
percentages of such 
employer contributions

&Rate differs above and 
below wages of $72,000




