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|. CHARGE

The Faculty Handbook charges the Committee on Priorities and Resources {CPR] report each
year to the Faculty on the status of Amherst faculty salaries and compensation.® Since the late
1870s, the CPR’s annual report has focused on a comparison of salary and compensation at
Amherst with that at 12 comparator institutions known as the "Traditional Group,” using data on
average salary by rank provided by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP).

Il. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

Over the past few years, members of the Faculty, Administration, and Board of Trustees have
expressed various concerns about the reliability of the comparisons made in the annual salary
and compensation report. To what extent was the Traditional Group the “right” one; and, in
particular, how representative was the Traditional Group of the institutions with which Amherst
actually competes for faculty? How appropriate were the AAUP data that formed the foundation
of the annual reports? Were those data likely to contaln empirically important biases; and, if so,
how might we assess their existence or magnitude?’

These lingering concerns led the Administration and Board of Trustees to ask the CPR, in Fall
2003, to examine the ways Ambherst has traditionally performed comparisons of faculty salary and
compensation. Specifically, the CPR was asked to recommend both a definitive group of
comparator institutions and a benchmark within the group that the College should strive to reach
and maintain.

A. Overview of the CPR’s recent comparison group report

In response to the Administration’s and Board's request, the CPR recently completed the
“Amherst College Institutional Comparison Group Report,™ summarized below.

" The faculty and student members of the Committee on Priorities and Resources would like to EXPrEss our
appreciation to our administrative and staff colleagues for their help with this report and for their collegial
discussions of salary-related matters. We include both the ex officio CPR members, Tony Marx, Greg Call,
Peter Shea, Shannon Gurek, and Katie Bryne, as well as Marian Matheson, the staff of the Office of the
Dean of the Faculty, especially Karla Keyes, and the College archivists who helped the Committee
assembie the historical record essential to understanding the salary history of the College.

? The past few reports are available on the Dean of the Faculty’s VWeb site, along with the minutes from CPR
meetings.

® The April 1996 CPR Faculty Salary and Compensation Report contains a discussion of these issues.

* The report is available on the Dean of the Faculty's Web site.



1. Choice of the comparison group

The comparison group report draws on the available empirical evidence to establish the types of
institutions with which Amherst competes for faculty and students and argues that the comparison
group should comprise those institutions (Recommendation #1). The "New Group” of
comparators lncludes 30 of the country’s top public and private research universities and liberal
arts colleges.” In the mterest of continuity, the New Group retains all institutions from the
Coliege’s Traditional Group.® The comparison group report emphasizes that the selection of the
New Group was intended to broaden and deepen the sample of comparators and to establish an
empirical foundation for the particular selections, because the Traditional Group's origins had
been rather idiosyncratic. The New Group was not selected with the intent of changing Amherst's
apparent salary ranking; and the Committee neither intended nor anticipated that Amherst's
relative salary performance would appear radically different when viewed in the context of the
New Group than when viewed within the old Traditional Group. The data presented here reveal
that we were correct: Amherst's 200405 ranking within the New Group at each level of seniority
is roughly similar to its 2004—05 ranking within the Traditional Group.

2. Data issues

The comparison group report also outlined the strengths and weaknesses of the AAUP salary
and compensation data, as well as those of several alternative data sources. The report
concluded that, while the AAUP data are far from perfect for the task at hand, no alternative data
source exists as a feasible basis for the Committee's annual faculty salary and compensation
report (Recommendation #1).

The most serious sources of potential bias in the AAUP data, both of which result from the fact
that those data report only average salary by rank, are:

(1) The possibility of systematic demographic differences across institutions, in particular,
time-in-rank. Such systematic demographic differences, if indeed they exist, could make
the average by-rank salary figures reported by the AAUP misleading. For example, if
School A had assistant professors, on average, earlier in their careers than School B's
assistant professors, then the AAUP data would indicate that School B paid higher
assistant professor salaries, even if both schools, in fact, paid identical salaries based on
years-in-rank.

(2) The possible inclusion by some institutions of professional school faculty whose salary
patterns differ significantly from those of arts and sciences faculty, even at the same
institutions. For example, if School C has large business and law schools (which, on
average, pay higher salaries than typical arts and science salaries) and if the AAUP data
for School C include the business and law school faculties, while School D has no
business or law school, then the AAUP data would indicate that School C paid higher

® For colleagues who read the comparison group report in its draft form, what we refer to here as the New
Group of comparator instituions is the same one referred to in the draft report as the Recommended Group.

® Of the 12 Traditional Group schools, eight would have made the New Group based on national ratings
such as those in the 2005 U.5. Mews rankings. Four {Indiana University, the University of Massachusetts,
Smith College, and Mount Holyoke College) would not have made the New Group based on their rankings
but were retained for continuity.



salaries, even if both universities, in fact, paid identical salaries to their arts and sciences
faculties.

In the case of potential bias (1), “demographic differences,” Amherst has attempted to evaluate its
relative importance by gathering empirical evidence. As discussed more thoroughly in the CPR's
*Amherst College Institutional Comparison Group Report,” in 1997-98 the Amherst Administration
gathered from a small sample of comparator institutions more detailed time-in-rank and salary
information than that available through the AAUP. The more detailed information indicated that
demographic differences did not appear to exert a significant impact on Amherst's apparent
salary ranking within the Traditional Group. The CPR's comparison group report includes a
recommendation (Recommendation #3a) that future committees and administrations monitor
demographic data periodically for evidence of systematic and large demographic differences that
might produce a significant bias in the AAUP average salary data.

In the case of potential bias (2), the Committee has compiled data to assess the extent to which
the effect of non-arts and sciences faculty in AAUP salary averages for some institutions requires
adjustment of the AAUP data for comparison purposes. The result of that work is that, while the
magnitude of difference between Amherst salaries and those of some research universities is
affected to some degree by the presence of professional schools, comrecting for this effect does
not alter the fundamental facts suggested by recent CPR salary and compensation reports. More
detail on both the adjustments themselves and their implications for salary comparisons is
provided later in this report.” The CPR's comparison group report includes a recommendation
(Recommendation #3b) that future committees and administrations periodically monitor
professional school data for evidence of significant changes that might indicate a need to alter the
size of the salary adjustments suggested later in this report.

3. Salary performance benchmarks

Historical and archival research undertaken by the Committee during its preparation of the
comparison group report revealed a set of clearly articulated benchmarks from the Board of
Trustees for salary and compensation at the College (more on these benchmarks follows later in
this report). Thus, the Committee declined to supplant or supplement those existing benchmarks
but, instead, recommended that their existence be refreshed in the institutional memory and that
they play a more explicit ongoing role in the College's evaluation of the degree to which it meets
its expressed institutional commitments to faculty salary and compensation (Recommendation
#2).

The remainder of this report updates the information covered by past years' "Annual Faculty
Salary and Compensation” reports. We also include three important extensions of the past
analyses. Each extension results from the Committee's discussions over the past two years on
salary and compensation issues and represents a follow-up to Recommendations #1, #2, and #3
in the comparison group report. The three extensions are: (1) the introduction of the New Group
of comparator institutions, (2) an overview of salary policy at the College over the past 25 years,
including specific performance benchmarks expressed by the Board of Trustees, and (3) inclusion
of estimated institution- and rank-specific adjustments to the AAUP salary data to account for the
effects of professional school faculty at some institutions in our comparison group.

" See section VI B.



IIl. HISTORY OF COLLEGE SALARY POLICY AND PRACTICE

A. Institutional commitment to competitive faculty salaries

Over the past half century, the Amherst College Board of Trustees has issued a series of
statements that express in different ways their continuing strong institutional commitment to
achieving and maintaining competitive faculty salaries.

In January 1958, the Trustees approved the following policy statement on the subject:

"It is the general objective of the Trustees to raise faculty salaries to a level such that they
will be as high as those in any other college in the country and such that Amherst can
compete with the universities for faculty members.”

The Board released a second statement on faculty salaries in April 1970:

“The Trustees’ general objective is to maintain faculty compensation at a level no lower
than that of other institutions of highest quality, so that Amherst will remain capable of
attracting, retaining, and suitably compensating eminently qualified faculty members."

By the end of the 1970s, however, the reality of faculty salaries, both in real terms and relative to
those of comparator institutions, had become increasingly at variance with the Board's stated
commitments. Total faculty compensation had peaked in real terms in the late 1960s and then
declined significantly through the 1970s, ultimately falling by 25 to 30 percent. [See Chart A.]
This occurred in a national economic environment of poor stock market performance and
increasing inflation. Between the mid-1960s and late 1870s, the real value of the College’s
endowment declined by about half (by two-thirds on a per-student basis), while the
comprehensive fee rose barely enough to cover inflation and considerably more slowly than the
fees at other institutions, in particular the lvies. Overall College expenditure stayed flat in real
terms; and, as the student body grew, expenditure per student declined.

By 1977-79, faculty unrest over falling real salaries became a central issue of College concern
and, increasingly, a sore point in deteriorating relations among the Faculty, Administration, and
Board. It was during these discussions that the Traditional Group of comparator institutions
emerged as the standard by which Amherst salaries and compensation were judged.®

In April 1979, the Board of Trustees acknowledged the need for redress in its “Statement by the
Board of Trustees Conceming the Resolution Adopted by the Board on Faculty Compensation.”
We quote at length from this document for two reasons. First, the “Statement” provides the most
detailed commitment and rationale by the Board for its salary policy. Second, the "Statement”

A reading of the documentary evidence suggests that earlier College practice had been to evaluate
Amherst's rank on the list of all institutions for which the AAUP reported salaries. During the late 1960z and
1970s, the number of institutions on the AAUP list grew rapidly, so Amherst’s place on the ever-expanding
list provided a poor measure by which to evaluate the changing relative status of the College's salaries.



followed two years of often rancorous discussion among the Faculty, Administration, and Board in
the midst of an extraordinarily difficult external economic environment. As a result, all three
groups were probably as aware of, and as informed about, salary issues as at any time in the
College's recent history; the archival record makes clear that salary related statements made at
the time were not made lightly.

"Resolved: The Trustees of Amherst College, in recognition of the importance of Faculty
Compensation and of the current competitive position of such compensation resolve that
the compensation of the Faculty should have, especially in the next three years, a high
priority in the allocation of the resources of the College to meet the objectives outlined in
their Statement on Faculty Compensation. Towards this end, the Trustees have
approved a budget for fiscal year 1979-80 which will permit implementation of the first

step of these objectives.

The Trustees recognize the central importance to Amherst College of a scholarly Faculty
devoted to undergraduate liberal education. A learned Faculty dedicated to teaching and
to scholarship makes Amherst College a special place. The Trustees recognize the
necessity for the College to recruit and to retain superior Faculty and to compensate
them competitively.

Therefore, we charge the Administration of the College to increase faculty salaries and
compensation, especially among the full professors, so that compensation at Amherst
College regains the relative competitive position it held in 1968.[7] . . .

We have instructed the Administration of the College to eliminate the discrepancy
between policy and practice. Salaries and compensation at Amherst College must
advance, in the next few years, at the same percentage as at other superior colleges and
universities plus an increment to close the gap.”

The Board outlined a three-year program (1979-80 through 1981-82) to meet its stated objective:
regain Amherst's 1968 compensation ranking within the Traditional Group.

In the same April 1979 "Statement,” the Board provided concrete "Compensation Objectives” for
Ambherst within the Traditional Group, based on 1977-78 AAUP compensation figures, the most
recent available at the time. Those objectives put Amherst in third place in the Traditional Group
for full professors, in third place for associate professors, and in second place for assistant
professors. Amherst's actual compensation rankings at the time were eighth for full professors,
tied for fourth/fifth for associate professors, and tied for second/third for assistant professors. The
Trustees' "Compensation Objective” figures as articulated in April 1979 are reported in Table 1,
along with Amherst's actual compensation rankings at that time.

¥ While explicitly committing the institution to regain its 1968 ranking, the Trustees also stated, “we do not
accept, as a measure of performance, any single external standard, whether it ba the Consumer Price Index
{CPI), or the percentage increase in real wages in any one year in the economy as a whole, or a particular
schedule of institutional rankings by compensation.”



TABLE 1:
April 1979 Amherst College Board of Trustees “Compensation Objectives”
(1977-78 Data, $1000s)

INSTITUTION ProFESSOR | INSTITUTION ASSOCIATE | INSTITUTION ASSISTANT
Harvard $40.9 U. Michigan $256 | U. Michigan $20.8
Yale 371 U. Virginia 25.1 | AC OBJECTIVE 20.3
AC OBJECTIVE 35.5 AC OBJECTIVE | 25.0 AC ACTUAL 19.2
U. Michigan 35.0 Wellesley 24.6 Indiana U. 19.2
U. Virginia 35.0 AC ACTUAL 23.9 Harvard 19.1
Dartmouth 346 Wesleyan 23.9 Smith 18.6
Wesleyan 343 | Harvard 23.8 | U. Virginia 194
Wellesley 32.1 Smith 236 | Wellesley 18.4
AC ACTUAL 31.9 Indiana U. 234 Williams 17.7
Indiana U. 3.6 Yale 23.3 Dartmouth 176
Williams 31.5 | Williams 23.0 | Wesleyan 17.5
Smith 31.0 Smith 226 UMass 173
Mount Holyoke 28.8 Mount Holyoke 225 | Yale 17.2
UMass 28.8 UMass 21.7 Mount Holyoke 171

AC OBJECTIVE is the Board of Trustees’ April 1979 stated compensation objective for each
seniority level using 1977-78 data.

AC ACTUAL is Amherst's actual 1977-78 compensation for each seniority level.

It is important to recognize that the Board acknowledged in 1979 that attaining their stated

objectives would not be easy. The Personnel Committee of the Board of Trustees explicitly
highlighted the hard choices facing the College when they wrote in January 1979 with their
recommendations to the full Board:

“Finally, the Personnel Commitiee recommends to the Administration and the Trustees

that Faculty compensation should have a high priority in the next few years in the
allocation of the resources of the College. Whether the source of funding of the

additional compensation over a period of time comes from increased tuition, reallocation
of resources, or additional capital, the above policy statement requires an explicit
recognition that Faculty compensation during the next few years will have a high priority
in the allocation of the resources of the College.

The Committee recognizes that its recommendations will require hard choices on the part
of the Administration and the College community. These choices, touching as they do,
on a wide range of educational programs, space needs, and College services, are
beyond the purview of the Personnel Committee.

The Committee believes that this commitment to Faculty compensation requires a strong
consensus within the College community as it will directly affect the resources available
to the College for other purposes and will depend substantially on the increased support
of the College’s Alumni and Friends to provide the essential resources.”



Despite the 197982 program of enhanced salary increases put in motion by the Board's
Resolution, the magnitude of the earlier declines meant that faculty compensation at Amherst did
not regain its mid-1960s real value until well into the 1990s, after over a decade of incremental
real salary increases. Throughout the 1980s facully compensation never reached the objective
articulated by the Board in 1979, with the exception of compensation for associate professors in
1985-86 which did rank third in the Traditional Group.

The 1993 Report of the Priorities Planning Commitfes, in its "Financial Framework Statement” (p.
24), reaffirmed the College's commitment to faculty salaries. It stated that the conditions for
maintaining “institutional equilibrium” included College policies that

“maintain or increase the quality of its Faculty. Policies that balance budgets or preserve
financial and physical assets, but undermine the quality of the College's Faculty, are
obviously self-defeating.”

By the mid-1990s, after several years of essentially flat real salaries, CPR annual reports again
expressed growing concern about the lack of competitiveness of faculty salaries, especially at the
full and associate professor levels. Participants in those discussions wondered whether unusual
Ambherst demographics, in particular perhaps an unusually young full professoriate due to
Amherst's promotion policies, might explain the apparent lag in Amherst salaries relative to those
of its competitors. Further investigation by the Administration into this issue provided no evidence
that such was the case.'® With empirical evidence in hand that Amherst salaries were, in fact,
lagging, then-President Tom Gerety wrote to the Faculty in early 1998;

"At its January [1998] meeting the Board accepted the recommendation of the
Administration and the Board's Budget Committee that we embark on a three-year
program of increased salaries at the upper associate and full professor level, where the
competitive lags seem most salient. The Board voted an addition to the budget, over and
above funds allocated for anticipated increases in salary pools, to begin to close these

m

gaps.

This most recent three-year salary enhancement program was implemented during 1998-99
through 2000-01. Since then, the annual CPR reports have noted the important positive
development of a multi-year period of significantly positive real salary increases for all ranks but
also have continued to raise concerns about Amherst salaries relative to those of our competitors,
particularly at the more senior ranks. Amherst salaries, for example, have typically been below
both the median and the mean (average) of the Traditional Group. This highlights the competitive
environment for faculty in which the College operates. Amherst's frequent ranking below the
mean and median of the Traditional Group is especially troubling because, as noted earlier in this
report, four of the 12 institutions included in the Traditional Group are not ones that would have
made the New Group based on institutional ratings and those four “less competitive” institutions
typically appear below Amherst in the salary rankings. Even substantial raises relative to inflation
over several years have yielded only modest improvements, if any, in the College's salary
standing relative to other institutions. Through the 1990s and even after the second three-year

" For more information on this question and the Administration’s investigation of it, see the CPR's recent
“Amherst College Institutional Comparison Group Report” (2005).



salary enhancement program in 1998-2001, Amherst never achieved the objective articulated by
the Board in 1979, with the single exceplion of associate professors in 1994-95 who tied for
second/fthird in the Traditional Group.

IV. OUR APPROACH TO THE DATA

This year's report introduces the newly expanded comparison group recommended by the CPR in
its “Amherst College Institutional Comparison Group Report.” As noted above, that New Group
includes all members of the old Traditional Group along with a set of new comparator institutions.
To enhance comparability with previous years’ salary and compensation reports, we present

here data for both the New Group and the Traditional Group separately. We hope that next
year's CPR will do the same, but we anticipate that future committees will gradually shift their
reports’ emphasis to the New Group and phase out separate reporting for the Traditional Group.

In the following discussion, we focus primarily on three sets of trend data:

Chart A tracks changes in average real compensation for Amherst faculty, by rank, since
1960. Note the effects of the two three-year periods of special salary enhancement
programs (1979-82 and 1938-2001).

Charts B1 — B3 plot Amherst mean salaries, by rank, with those of the Traditional Group
comparators, along with the Traditional Group mean and median since 1968. Note that
these charts reach further back in time than has been the case in past CPR reports. The
longer historical perspective provides a context in which to view the Trustees’
commitment, made in 1979, to reach and maintain Amherst's 1968 ranking within the
Traditional Group.

Charts C1 — C3 plot Amherst mean salaries, by rank, with those of the New Group, along
with that group's mean and median since 1985. Within the New Group, we show
Traditional Group members in red, newly added research universities in green, and newly
added liberal arts colleges in blue."

Charts D and E supplement Charts B1 — B3 and C1 — C3 by focusing more specifically
on the relationship over time between Amherst's salaries and the median salaries within
the Traditional and New Groups.

In general, we pay more attention to data on faculty salaries than on total compensation for two
reasons. First, total compensation consists mostly of salary and of benefits that are calculated as
a percentage of salary (e.g., retirement and Social Security contributions); thus, changes in
compensation are driven largely by changes in salary. Second, as discussed at some length in
the comparison group report, AAUP benefits data suffer from more problems than do the salary
data from the perspective of providing an appropriate base for the types of comparisons we are
interested in making. We also focus on data for specific seniority ranks rather than for “all ranks
combined" because all-ranks-combined data are affected not only by salary levels but also by the
rank composition of the Faculty. Amherst College has a high percentage of full professors
compared with many other institutions (see Appendix Table A-8), so all-ranks-combined data,

"' Beginning in 1997, the CPR’s annual faculty salary and compensation reports included a group of ten
liberal arts colleges in addition to the Traditional Group. For more information on that list and its relationship
to the New Group, see the CPR's "Amherst College Institutional Comparison Group Report” (2005).



while they do reflect Amherst's total expenditure on faculty salaries, do not reflect accurately
comparative salary levels.

We emphasize multi-year trends rather than yearly ups and downs. Changes in average salary
for any faculty group (whether at Amherst or at comparison schools) are affected by alterations in
the composition of the group {e.g., those that result from hiring, promotion, and retirement), which
can fluctuate significantly from year to year. In particular, the small number of associate
professors at Amherst and at some of our competitors makes data for that rank especially
volatile; so we emphasize trends reflected in the full and assistant professor ranks.

Finally, this report is intended to compare Amherst's overall salary and compensation policies
with those of a representative cross-section of our competitor institutions. We discourage our
colleagues from using data in this report to evaluate their individual percent increases in salary in
a particular year. The method used by the AAUP to calculate the reported percent salary
increases by rank includes the (generally significantly larger) percent increases granted at the
time of tenure or promation in the calculation of the average increase for the more junior rank.
For example, the AAUP-reported percent increase in Amherst's 2004-05 average assistant
professor salary (5.5%) does not, in fact, match the percent increase in the average salary paid to
individuals who held the rank of assistant professor at Amherst during 2004-05, because the
AAUP figure includes the salary increases earned by individuals granted tenure in 2003-04 and
who, therefore, hold associate professor rank in 2004-05. Similarly, the percent increases earned
at the time of promotion to full professor are included in the AAUP associate professor figure. As
a result, when larger salary increases accompany tenure and promotion, as is typically the case,
the AAUP figures overstate the actual average salary increase earned by individuals who
continue in rank.

V. ACTUAL SALARY PERFORMANCE

Ambherst's rankings within both the Traditional Group and the New Group changed little since
2003-04. We summarize briefly the history of each seniority level's salary performance.

A. Full professors

Chart B1 illustrates Amherst's full meessur salary performance relative to that of the Traditional
Group institutions since 1968-69.'* Average salaries for full professors at Amherst fluctuated
near the median of the Traditional Group through the 1980s and early 1990s, but then fell to 94
percent of the median. [For more detail since 1989-90, see Chart D.] Since 1996-97, average
full professor salary has climbed back closer to the Traditional Group median, just reaching it in
2004-05.

Chart C1 presents the corresponding information for full professors relative to the New Group. "
Since 1989-90, Amherst's full professor salary has fluctuated between 99 and 92 percent of the
median full professor salary in the New Group. [See also Chart E.] Beginning from a position just
below the New Group median in 1989-80 (99 percent), Amherst's salary fell during the early and
mid-1980s to a low of less than 93 percent of the New Group median in 1897-88. This decline
was halted and reversed—temporarily—by the 1988-2001 salary initiative, which ended with
Ambherst's average full professor salary equal to almost 97 percent of the New Group median. In

' See also Table A-1 for a tabular presentation of the data since 2002-03.

" See also Appendix Table A-2.
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the four years since the end of that salary initiative, Amherst's average full professor salary has
fallen back to less than 95 percent of the New Group median.

B. Associate professors

Chart B2 illustrates Amherst's associate professor salary performance relative to the individual
Traditional Group institutions, 1968-2005." Salaries remained near the Traditional Group
median through the 1980s and early 1990s before exhibiting noticeable volatility and falling in
some years substantially below the median during the mid-to-late 1990s. [For more detail post-
1989-90, see Chart D.] Currently, the Amherst associate professor salary equals less than 87
percent of the median Traditional Group associate professor salary. As always, it is difficult to
ascertain the extent to which fluctuations at the associate level represent actual salary
phenomena as opposed to compositional changes in a category that is so small and fluid.

Chart C2 summarizes the record of Amherst's associate professor salaries relative to those of the
New Group.” Since 1989-90, Amherst's associate professor salary has fluctuated between 99
and 92 percent of the median New Group salary. [For more detail, see Chart E.] Amherst ended
the period for which we have data (1989-2005) almost exactly where it began: In 1985-80,
Amherst's average associate professor salary equaled almost 97 percent of the New Group
median; in 2004-05 the corresponding figure was 96.5 percent.

C. Assistant professors

Chart B3 illustrates Amherst's assistant professor salary performance relative to the individual
Traditional Group institutions, 1968—2005."® Amherst's salaries for assistant professors have
tended to remain more competitive with those of other institutions than have Amherst's salaries at
more senior ranks. This is not surprising because inter-institution competition for faculty
members is most salient at the point of hire which, at Amherst, occurs primarily at the new
assistant professor level. Since 1980, Amherst average assistant professor salaries have tracked
closely the median of the Traditional Group. [For more detail for 1989-2005, see Chart D] In
2004-05, Amherst's average salary at the junior level equals almost 102 percent of the
Traditional Group median.

Chart C3 reports the corresponding information for assistant professors relative to the members
of the New Group."” Since 1989-90, Amherst's average assistant professor salary has fluctuated
between 101 and 95 percent of the median New Group salary with no clear trend. [For more
detail, see Chart E.] Amherst ended the 19859-2005 period in essentially the same position
where it began: In 1985-90, Amherst's average assistant professor salary equaled more than 98
percent of the New Group median; in 2004-05 the corresponding figure was almost 99 percent.
The information from the New Group confirms that from the Traditional Group; the need to hire
well keeps Amherst's entry-level salaries from falling far below those of our competitors in most
disciplines.

' See also Appendix Table A-1.
'% See also Appendix Table A-2.
'S See also Appendix Table A-1.

'" See also Appendix Table A-2.
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VI. PERFORMANCE RELATIVE TO EXISTING INSTITUTIONAL BENCHMARKS

Amherst's overall salary position relative to the stated institutional benchmarks has changed little
since those benchmarks were first established 25 years ago, as summarized in Table 2.

TABLE 2:
Ambherst Salary Performance Relative to the Traditional Group,
Benchmark, Actual 1977-78, and Actual 2004-05

BENCHMARK Rank | AcTuaL Rank 1977-T8 i AcTuaL Rank 200405
{oF 13) {oF 13) {oF 13)
Full 3 10 7 il
Associate 3 7 | 9
Assistant 2 4 | 6

During the intervening quarter century, the benchmarks stated in 1979 have rarely been reached
and never maintained for more than a single year. Salary-related discussions at the College over
the past few years have generated several possible reasons or explanations for the discrepancy
between the College's stated salary policy and its salary practice.

ViI. POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS FOR THE SHORTFALL BETWEEN PERFORMANCE AND
BENCHMARK

A. The salary-versus-compensation question

Cne reason sometimes put forward for Amherst's relatively low ranking in salary comparisons is
the possibility that Amherst might allocate a relatively larger share of its total compensation
expenditure in the form of non-salary benefits. The AAUP compensation data suffer from a
number of weaknesses that render them a less than perfect guide to address this issue.'
However, those data provide no indication that Amherst's non-salary compensation is particularly
generous relative to that of our comparators. Historically, Amherst's rankings in the Traditional
Group based on total compensation have tracked quite closely the rankings based on salary
alone, a not surprising result given that, as noted earlier, many of the largest non-salary benefits
{in parhcu{ar retirement and Social Security contributions) are calculated primarily as a percent of
salary.’

For 2004-05, Amherst's compensation rankings in either comparator group, the
Traditional Group or the New Group, are very close to the College’s salary rankings, as reported

'® For more information, see the CPR's “Amherst College Institutional Comparison Group Report.”

*® Appendix Tables A-3 and A-4 summarize Amherst’s total compensation rankings within the Traditional
and New Groups for each seniority rank since 2002-03.
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in Table 3. Notice that the salary versus compensation comparison highlights Amherst's stronger
performance for assistant professors than for more senior ranks. Amherst's assistant professor
ranking is higher for compensation than for salary, while for associate and full professors
Amherst's ranking is fower for compensation than for salary.

TABLE 3:
Amherst’s Rankings Within the Traditional and New Groups,
Salary and Total Compensation (2004-05)

TRADITIONAL GROUP [OF 13 New GR 1 |
Salary | Compensation | Salary ! Compensation

Full professor '! T 8 20 | 21 i
Associate professor 9 10 24 25 !
Assistant professor 6 5 18 15 |

As the CPR discussed at length in the *Amherst College Institutional Comparison Group
Report," the AAUP benefits data exclude some important items provided by Amherst to its
Faculty. Certainly one of the most important is sabbatic leaves. A recent survey undertaken by
the Dean of the Faculty and the Director of Institutional Research gathered mformatlnn on leave
policy for junior faculty at 20 of the institutions in the New Group of comparators.*® That survey
found Amherst in mid-pack and in some danger of falling behind unless policy changes instituted
for 2004-05 were made permanent. As a result of the survey findings and CPR discussions,
Ambherst recently enhanced its junior leave benefit to guarantee one fully funded (100 percent of
salary) semester of leave for all junior faculty. With that change in place, only two of the 20
institutions surveyed still offer more generous junior leave provisions than does Amherst, 14 offer
the same or very similar provisions, and four are less generous. The College is in the process of
considering further enhancements of both its junior leave benefit and its leave provisions for
tenured faculty.

On the basis of the limited data available, as summarized in Table 3, we have no
evidence to suggest that Amherst is particularly generous (or non-generous) in its non-salary
compensation; and the weaknesses of the AAUP compensation data cause us to prefer to focus
our overall analysis on salary data. Nonetheless, because the 1979 Board objectives were
articulated in terms of total compensation and because of the lingering perception that Amherst
salaries might lag behind because the College chooses to provide unusually generous non-salary
compensation, we report in Table 4 the current state of Amherst total compensation relative to the
benchmark compensation objectives stated by the Board in 1979.

® The survey, conducted while the CPR comparison group report was still being written, included all 24
institutions that were envisioned, at that time, as being included in the new recommended group of
comparators. Twenty of the 24 responded to the survey request. The leave-policy survey is in the process
of being updated to include the six late additions to the New Group of comparators.
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TABLE 4:
April 1979 Amherst College Board of Trustees “Compensation Objectives”
Compared with Actual Compensation Performance
(2004-2005 Data, $1000s)

INSTITUTION PROFESSOR | INSTITUTION ASSOCIATE | INSTITUTION ASSISTANT
Harvard $201.4 | Harvard $1166 | Harvard $101.9
Yale 174.4 Wellesley 113.8 AC OBJECTIVE

AC OBJECTIVE AC OBJECTIVE Wellesley 86.7
Dartmouth 158.9 | Dartmouth 111.0 | Dartmouth 86.5
Wellesley 158.5 | UMass 103.9 | Yale B6.0
U. Michigan 145.6 Yale 102.4 AC ACTUAL 85.3
U. Virginia 145.3 | U. Michigan 102.2 | U. Michigan 85.3
Williams 142 .1 Williams 102.1 Williams 824
AC ACTUAL 140.6 L. Virginia 89.2 U. Virginia 81.8
Wesleyan 136.6 | Mount Holycke 87.7 UMass 78.8
Smith 1343 | AC ACTUAL 97.4 Indiana U. 78.3
Mount Holyoke 132.6 | Smith 893.5 | Smith 77.6
Indiana U. 128.7 | Wesleyan 83.2 | Wesleyan 77.4
UMass 129.1 Indiana U. 91.7 Mount Holyoke 76.2

AC OBJECTIVE is the Board of Trustee’'s April 1979 stated rank compensation objective for each
seniority level. Mo dollar value is reported because the objectives were articulated in 1979 in terms
of a ranking within the Traditional Group and the corresponding values of 1977-78 compensation.

Table 4 indicates a story similar to that revealed by the salary figures: Amherst's total
compensation lags that of our competitors when viewed from the perspective of the College's
stated goals.

B. The professional-school question

The salary survey used by the AAUP to gather the data for salary and compensation
comparisons instructs responding institutions to include all full-time faculty not either in
medical/clinical fields or in administrative positions other than the chairing of academic
departments. Thus, each institution’s reported AAUP average salary may be affected by the
presence or absence of faculty groups either more highly or less highly paid than typical arts and
sciences faculty. For example, some universities have significant shares of their faculties located
in professional schools (e.g., law, business, education, divinity, public policy, nursing), where bath
duties and salaries may differ from those of arts and sciences faculty even at the same institution.
In the case of law and business schools, salary premia can be substantial and, therefore, the
AAUP data could support misleading inter-institution salary comparisons.

In recent years, salary discussions at the College have incorporated the possibility that Amherst's
apparently poor salary performance relative to our comparator institutions might reflect the fact
that some of those institutions include a significant professional school presence. However,
because the AAUP does not collect or publish institution-specific arts and sciences only salary
data of the type that would ideally be required to address this issue, the question of the
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magnitude of the potential salary bias introduced into AAUP salary data by professional schools
has gone unanswered.

This year's Committee has attempted to address this lingering question by gathering the best
data available to us to adjust the AAUP salary figures in such a way to facilitate an “apples to
apples” or “arts and sciences to arts and sciences” salary comparison. The extent of the effect of
the presence of a business and/or law school on a given institution's AAUP average salary
figures depends on three main factors: (1) The size of the professional schools relative to the arts
and sciences portion of the institution. The larger are the professional schools, other things being
equal, the greater the potential upward bias in the AAUP reported salaries. (2) The distribution of
professional schoal faculty across academic ranks. If, for example, a given university has
recently hired a large number of assistant professors in law or business, then the professional-
school bias in that institution’s AAUP assistant professor salaries will be larger than the bias in its
reported salaries for more senior ranks. (3) The magnitude of the salary premia for law and
business school faculty relative to arts and sciences faculty. Professional school salary premia
are somewhat higher at more junior academic ranks, so the salary adjustments tend to be larger

at those ranks.

The Committee gathered data from many sources ranging from institutional Web sites to
published and proprietary academic salary surveys to estimate for each institution in the New
Group the percentage by which the inclusion of professional school faculty was likely to bias
upward that institution's reported AAUP salaries at each seniority rank. This process has been
time consuming and difficult, and it is important not to overstate the precision of the results.

The liberal arts colleges, of course, require no adjustments. Some research universities also
require no adjustment because their AAUP salary reports contain only arts and sciences faculty.
Most other universities’ adjustments fall within & 0 to 10 percent range; in other words, their
AAUP average salary figures may be increased by as much as 10 percent due to inclusion of, in
particular, business and law school faculties. Only in a few cases do the estimated adjustments
exceed 10 percent; and the maximum adjustments are 20 percent. In interpreting the appropriate
use of the adjusted figures, it is important to keep in mind that many Amherst faculty members
teach and conduct research in areas typically represented in business, law, health sciences, and
other professional schools. This renders the appropriate degree of actual adjustment unclear—
because to attract and retain eminently qualified faculty in those areas, Amherst must, to some
degree, directly or indirectly, compete with business, law, and other professional schools.

Despite the data's imperfections and uncertainties, we do believe, however, that we have been
able to make two important findings. First, inclusion of professional schools does not appear to
“explain” Amherst's salary performance. Even when we correct to the best of our ability for the
potential upward bias of comparator institutions’ reported AAUP salaries because of their
professional schools, Amherst salaries still lag seriously behind the College’s stated benchmarks.
Second, though correcting for the professional school bias does not eliminate the gap between
Amherst's salary policy and practice, the adjusted salary data do make meeting the College’s
salary benchmarks much more financially feasible.

Appendix Tables A-5 and A-6 report the unadjusted 2004-05 AAUP salary figures as well as
salary data adjusted to remove the effects of professional schools for both the Traditional and
New Groups. Table 5 below summarizes the two key results: Correcting for professional schools
does not close the gap between Amherst's stated salary policy and its salary practice, but the
correction does shift Amherst toward its stated goals and significantly reduces the size of the
renewed financial commitment that would be required were the Board of Trustees to renew its
commitment to the 1979 benchmark and outline a plan for reaching and maintaining that
objective.
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TABLE 5:
Summary of Effects of Adjusting Comparator Institutions’ Reported AAUP
Salaries to Remove the Upward Bias Created by Professional Schools

(2004-05)
NEW GROUP TRADITIONAL GROUP
Amherst Amherst Amherst Amherst 1979
Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Benchmark
Rank (of 31) Rank (of 31) Rank {of 13) Rank (of 13) Rank (of 13) |
| Full 20 18 i 5 3
Associate 23 18 8 6 3
Assistant 18 12 5] & 2

C. The cost-of-living question

The presence of institutions such as Harvard and Wellesley perennially above Amherst in the
AAUP salary rankings raises the question of the extent to which local differences in the cost of
living may explain Amherst's seemingly poor performance. The Committee considered adjusting
all the salary data to account for local differences in cost of living. Ultimately, we chose not to do
so for three reasons. First, reliable cost-of-living adjustment factors are available for many but
not all of the institutions in our comparison groups. Second, much of the difference in cost of
living reflects local differences in housing prices. This particular source of cost-of-living
differences raises two difficulties with any atterpt to adjust all the salary data. Many institutions
in high housing cost areas have complex and generous housing benefits to help their faculty cope
with the nature of the local housing market (e.g., Princeton, Stanford, Wellesley, and Columbia to
mention just a few). As a result, naive cost-of-living adjustments to salary figures without taking
into account the financial impacts of these complex housing benefits risks rendering the ultimate
comparisons less rather than more sound. Questions also arise about the possibility of
commuting and its effect on faculty members’ true cost of living. Moreover, with the increased
prevalence of two-career and even two-academic-career families, the supposition that a faculty
member can maintain just one residence—and that one local—seems questionable at best,
particularly in the case of schools located in rural locales such as Amherst, where many faculty
members must commute to and/or maintain residences in Boston, New Haven, New York,
Washington, or even farther away, in order to maintain their family lives.

All these considerations persuaded us that cost-of-living adjustments were unlikely to significantly
improve the ultimate quality of the salary comparisons we were able to make. Monetheless, given
the frequency with which the cost-of-living issue comes up in salary discussions, we did conduct
a quick investigation just for full professors. Within the Traditional Group, adjusting 2004-05
salaries for differences in local cost of living leaves Amherst's salary ranking at #5 unchanged
although the specific institutions ahead of Amherst do change.* With no cost-of-living
adjustment, once we correct for professional school salaries, Amherst follows Harvard, Yale,
Wellesley and Michigan in the Traditional Group. With the cost-of-living adjustment as well as the
correction for professional schools, Amherst follows Yale, Virginia, Indiana, and Smith instead.

2! More precisely, with the cost-of-living adjustment, Amherst's rank could be either fifth or sixth, depending
on the cost of living in Williamstown, which was not available in the source used for the COL adjustment
factors (Realtor.com's Salary Calculator, which estimates the income required in each locale to provide the
same standard of living possible in Amherst with a salary of $100,000). See Appendix Table A-7.
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IX. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The good news is that Amherst continues its multi-year pattern of real salary increases for faculty
at all ranks. Faculty members who have come to the College since the early 1980s have
experienced real salary increases in most, if not all, years of their careers, an impressive
accomplishment in which the College, its administrators, and its trustees deserve to take pride.
Moreover, Amherst's wise financial stewards have managed to avoid the abrupt and unexpected
yearly changes in salary trends to which faculty at many colleges and universities have been
subjected.

The not so good news is that (1) as of 2004-05, the rate of real salary increases at Amherst is
declining, reflecting both lower nominal rates of salary increase and rising rates of inflation, and
(2) Amherst salaries continue to lag behind those of its competitors, particularly at the full
professor level, and especially when evaluated relative to the institutional objectives articulated by
the Board of Trustees.

The Committee recognizes and appreciates Amherst's strong salary and compensation
performance relative to the overall population of educational institutions in the United States.
However, the Committee’'s work on the "with whom do we actually compete and with whom do we
need to compete” gquestion, summarized in the “Amherst College Institutional Comparison Group
Report,” indicates that the institutions with which Amherst must compete in order to attract the
quality of faculty and students on which the College depends is a very select group and one
against which Amherst's salary and compensation performance lags.

The Board of Trustees recognized in 1979 four issues: the unusual confluence of teaching,
scholarly research, and institution-specific service demands that Amherst places on its Faculty;
the level at which the Amherst Faculty deserved to be compensated; the fact that compensation
had not lived up to stated policy; and the need to alter the priorities of the College in order to
“eliminate the discrepancy between policy and practice.” The April 1978 Board commitments
were bold and courageous, especially considering the very difficult external economic
environment in which they were made. Unfortunately, in 25 years, despite steady real salary
increases in most years, Amherst faculty compensation rarely achieved those bold and
courageous objectives established by the Board in April 1979.

The chronic gap between salary policy and practice imposes at least three broad types of costs
on the College, all of which are palpable but difficult to measure. First and most obvious is the
effect on the composition and quality of the Amherst College Faculty itself. How many persons of
talent has the institution failed to hire or lost because of salary related concerns? To what extent
have salary issues interfered with the College's attempts to diversify its Faculty given that, for
example, the tenured faculty members who have left the C-:::-Ileg? have come disproportionally
from underrepresented groups, that is, women and minorities?“ To what extent may salary
issues prevent the College from hiring the outstanding new faculty needed to move the College to
the forefront in exciting new areas of inquiry? Second, faculty perceptions of a chronic gap
between salary commitments and actions affect faculty members’ morale, their commitment to
the College, and the allocation of their time. Finally, and perhaps most important, Amherst
College, with its small size and strong tradition of Faculty governance, ultimately depends on the
ability of its various constituencies—Faculty, Administration, Trustees, Staff, Students, Alumni
and Friends—to work together to safeguard the institution, promote its fundamental mission, and
move forward its educational vision. When longstanding resentments over perceived gaps
between institutional commitments and actual practice erode the essential confidence and trust
between the various constituencies, everyone associated with the College, both now and in the
future, suffers.

“ As noted in the comparison group report, seven of the 13 tenured faculty who have left the College since
1987 came from groups underrepresented on the Faculty.
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The Committee urges the Administration and the Board of Trustees to reaffirm the bold
commitments made to the College’s Faculty in 1979 and to work together with the Faculty to meet
those goals. Doing so will not be easy; but the written record makes clear that the 1879 Board of
Trustees knew that. They clearly acknowledged the difficulty of the task but said that it simply
needed to be done if Amherst was to remain Amherst. The Committee hopes that the new
information outlined in this report will convince the Administration and the Board of Trustees that
the 1979 salary commitments are deserving of reaffirmation and, just as important, that those
commitments are aftainable within an overall financial framework that both assures the continued
financial health of the College and allows it to move forward governed by an eminently qualified
Facuity.
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Appendix Table A-1:

COMPARISON OF SALARIES, BY RANK - AMHERST COLLEGE AND THE TRADITIONAL GROUP (S1000s)

ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL

FY2HR2-03 FY 2003-04 FY22004-05
RANKS SALARY o RANKS SALARY a RANK! SALARY %
INSTITUTION DOLLARS INC INSTITUTION DOLLARS INC INSTITUTION DOLLARS N
PFROFESSORS PROFESS0ORS PROFESSORS
Harvanl 150LE o T Harvard 1575 4.2% Harvard 163.2 3.0%
Yale 1372 3.7% ‘Yale 1388 4.3% ‘ale 1456 4%
1), Michigan 114.E .55 [artmouth 11E.0 3.0°% Dartmouth 124.5 . 0%
Dartmouth 1140 3.5% LI, Michigan 178 2.0% L. Michigan 120.2 14%
Welleshey 106.3 5.4% Wellesley 1131.6 AT Wellesley 119.5 1%
L. Virginia 16707 0.5% LI, Virginia 1129 500 L. Virginia 118.1 5.0%
Williams 106.0 6.4% Wesleyan 108 5599 AMHERST 1130 4.9%
AMHERST 104.4 AT Williams 1060 41% Wesleyan 113.0 3%
Smith 103.0 6,2% AMHERST L1084 4.2% Wiltiams 11L5 4.6%
Wesleyan 1014 1% Smith 102.4 2 8% Smith 105.4 5.1%
Mount Holyoke 100.2 3.4% Mount Holyoke 1022 34% Mount Holyoke 104.5 3T
Indiana U, 06,8 4.0% Indiana ). 99.1 32% TMaga! aumlsers) 103.1 15.0%%
Uhdazs’ Amherst Q0.7 0.2% Lhfass/ Amherst a0.7 3% [nediama L. 1018 2.5%
ASSOCIATE PROFESS0ORS ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS
Harvard 253 5.0% Harvard G414 5.1% Harvard 03 31.3%
Dartmouth B1.3 58% Dartmouth f1.4 ER L Dartmouth &6.0 6.0%
Yale 79.5 10.8% L7, Michigan RiL% 3.8 Wellesley B5.7 T.0%
UL Mighigan 759 5.4 ‘Wellesley Bl B.53% UMass/Amberst | 18.3%
Wellesley 6.8 2.2% Tale TH.3 T.6% Tale g2.1 T.8%
Willinms 76.1 -k Williams 715 5% LI, Michigan El.G 4.1%
Mount Holyoke 718 T3 Muount Holyoke 152 A% Williams T 5.0%
Smith 1.3 5% LI, Virginia 751 1.3 L, Virginia Th.1 4%
L. Virginia ] 0.5% ‘Wesleyan FEN) 64% AMHERST To.3 bA%
Ubdnss’ Amherst 0.7 0.4% AMHERST i 136 5.8% Mount Holyoke 6.0 5.5%
AMHERST 697 1% Uhinss/ Aamherst 708 0.5% Weslevan T4.8 L1%
Wealeyan G4 G5 Srmith T0.6 1.6% Srmith T30 5%
Indiana L7, i, 2 4.8% Tihiama L), 68,3 3T Inediama U, 0.7 4.1%
ASSISTANT FPROFESS0RS ASSISTANT PROFESSORS ASSISTANT PROFESS0ORS
Harvard 703 4% Harvard B2.1 4.0m% Harvard B9 1.3%
Diartmouth Gil5 6.2%% [Jartmouth 7.9 4. 7%, Yale il 4 .G%
1. Michigan 633 4.0% L. Michigan 66,7 3.5% Dartimauth GO0 TE%
Tale 61,8 5.8% Take ] b.4% Wellesley 679 A%
Williams al.3 0.4% ‘Wellesley el B.2% L1 Michigan a7.1 1.3%
Wellesley al.1 7.5% AMHERST 61.% 4.5% AMHERST 651 5,555
AMHERST G0.4 5T% Williams G106 a.0% LI, Virginia 641 4%
Indiana 1. 8.8 5.8% Wesleyan 613 6.T% Williams 6. 1 B, 1%
Smith 7.9 6.9% LI, Virginia 6L 8 B.1% Uhass/Amherst 615 0.0%
L. Virginia 7.4 0.8% [nediana L. 59.6 4.4% Weslevan 6.5 1.8%
Wesleyan 6.6 6,1 % Smith 513 1.6% [ndiana L. 61.3 1 E%
Meount Holvoke 56.0 6.0%% Likfass/ Amberst 56,7 2.4% Smith 6l.2 1.5%

Uhvinss’Amherst 33.9 0.6% Mount Holyoke 6.6 4.T% Mot Holyoke 57.9 B



Appendix Table A-2:

COMPARISON OF SALARIES, BY RANK - AMHERST COLLEGE AND THE NEW GROLUP (31000s)

RANKS
INSTITUTION

PROFESSORS
Harvard
Princeton U,
Stanford UL
Yale

LI, Pennsylvania
Columbia L.
Narthwestem L.
MIT

Duke LI
‘Washington L.
UCal -LA

LICal - Berkeley
L. Michigan
Dartmouth
Brown L1
Pomona
Wellesley

LI Virginia
Swarthmore
Williams
LINC-Chapel Hill
AMHERST
Smith

Wesleyan
Mount Holyoke
Bowdoin
Indiana 1.
Carleton
Haverford
LIMass/Amherst
Dravidson

ACTUAL
FY2002-03
SALARY
DOLLARS

150.8
138.6
137.3
137.2
133.5
13005
127.7
127.6
1249
117.9
117.9
117.3
114.8
114.0
111.0
109.7
108.3
107.7
1074
106.0
105.2
104.4
103.0
100 .4
1002
10000
Q6.8
048
91.8
90.7
36.7

o
INC

4. 7%
4.5%
4.6%
3T
3.5%
3.7
4.8y
4.0
429,
no data
na data
no data
4.5%
5.5%
099
B.0%
5.4%
0.5%
24%
6.4%,
2.1%
41%
0.2%
5.1%
54%
Ti%
4.0%
3.9
R
0.2%
S5.0%

RANKS
INSTITUTION

PROFESSORS
Harvard
Princeton U
Stanford L,
Yale

L. Pennsylvania
Columbia L1
Morthwestern L
MIT

Duke LL

UcCal - Berkeley
Washington LL
UcCal LA
Dartmouth

L. Michigan
Brown 1.
Pomona
Wellesley

LL Virginia
Swarthmore
Wesleyan
Williams
AMHERST
UNC-Chapel Hill
Bowdnoin

Smith

Mount Holyvoke
Indiana L.
Carleton
Haverlord
Linass! Amherst
Davidson

ACTUAL
FY 2003-04
SALARY
DOLLARS

157.5
145.6
142.6
138.8
138.5
134.2
131.9
135.1
128.6:
123.0
122.0
122.4
118.0
117.8
116.9
114.9
1136
1129
109.8
109.8
100
108.4
1.3
103.1
102.4
102.2
99.1

95 5

4.2

9.7

90.3

Ve
INC

4.2%
4. 7%
2.6%
4.3%
1.6%
3.9%%
4.0%
1.3%
3.4%
no data
no data
no data
l0e
2.6%
4 4%
5%
5.7%
5.0%
4.4%
5.0%
4. 1%
4.2%
1.4%
3.3%
2. 8%
34%
312%
1.6%
3.4%
0.3%
6.8%

RANKS
INSTITUTION

PROFESSORS
Harvard
Princeton LI
Stanford L.
Yale

L. Pennsylvania
Columbia L.
Morthwestern LI
MIT

Duke LI
Washington L.
Dartmouth
UCal LA
Brown L.

LCal - Berkeley
Ll Michigan
Wellesley

L. Virginia
Pamona
Swarthmore
AMHERST
Wesleyan
UNC-Chapel Hill
Williams
Bowdoin

Smith

Mount Holyoke
LiMass/Amherst
Indiana L.
Carleton
Haverford
Davidson

ACTUAL
Fy2004-05
SALARY
DMOLLARS

163.2
151.1
148.5
14506
1434
1404
136.3
135.0
131.2
1284
124.5
123.3
123.1
121.8
120.2
119.5
1181
1173
113.7
113.0
113.0
112.7
111.3
1085
1054
[04.5
103.1
101.8
97.5
959
049

o
INC

3.6%
3.6%
3.5%
4.45%
2.3%
4.4%
3.7%
2.4%
2.4%
no data
0%
na data
490
na data
349
0.1%
5.9%
4.5%,
34%
4.9%
3.0%
0.1%
4.6%
5.0%
3.01%
i
15.0%
2 W
4.4%
2.9%,
0.8%



Appendix Table A-2 (continued)

COMPARISON OF SALARIES, BY RANK - AMHERST COLLEGE AND THE NEW GROUP ($1000s)

ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL
FY2002-03 FY2003-04 FY2004-05

BANK/S SALARY Y RANKS SALARY o BRANK/ SALARY O
INSTITUTION DOLLARS INC INSTITUTION DOLLARS INC INSTITUTION DOLLARS INC
ASSOCIATE FPREOFESSORS ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS

Stanford L1 97.8 7.4% Stanford U. 98.7 £.0% Stanford L. 103.0 T.6%
1. Permsylvania o0.1 4.39% U. Pennsylvania 93.2 31.2% 1. Pennsylvania 95.9 33%
Princeton U. 38.9 7.5% Princeton 1. 92.4 8.7% Princeton 1. 95.5 7.5%
Harvard 2E.2 3.0% Harvard 919 5.1% Columbia LI 94.5 7.5%
MIT 37.0 7.0% MIT 91.5 5.5% Harvard 92.3 3.3%
Duke 1I, 841 6.1% Columbia 11, 8.8 6.1% MIT 91.0 3.8%
Morthwestern 1. 83.9 6.5% Morthwestern U 26.9 4.8% Worthwestern UL 20.7 5.8%
Colurmbia U, 83.2 6.2% Duke 1. 35.4 4.8% Druke 1. 89,5 4.5%
Dartmouth B1.3 5.8% Dartmouth 314 31.3% Dartmauth 26.0 6.1%
Yale T9.5 11.8% Washington 1. 81.0 no data Wellesley 85.7 T.0%%
LI, Michigan 78.9 3.7% ). Michigan 20.9 31.8% Washington L. 85.1 no data
Washingten 1. 78.7 no data Wellesley B0.6 8.5% LiMass/Amherst 22.1 18.3%
Wellesley 76.8 8.2% Yale 785 T.6% Yale 821 7T.8%
Williams 76.1. 8.7% Pomona 78.3 5.9% L. Michigan 3la 4.1%
Pomona 759 10.9% Williams 775 3.2% Pomona 81.1 5.4%
Swarthmore T4.6 5.6% UCal - Berkeley 771 no data Swarthmore 79.2 5.8%
UCal -LA { 74.6 no data UCal -LA 77.0 no data Williams 79.0 5.9%
UCal - Berkeley T74.6 no data Swarthmore 76.9 5.0% Brown U. 75.4 5.9
UNC-Chapel Hill T3.4 3.0% Mount Holyoke 752 4.6% UcCal -LA 7E.1 no data
Mount Holyaoke 728 7.3% L. Virginia 75.1 7.3% L. Virginia 78.1 6.4%
Brown U. 714 3,09 UNC-Chapel Hill 74.1 1.6% UCal - Berkeley T no data
Bowdoin T1.3 3.5% Wesleyan 137 6.4% UNC-Chapel Hill T2 6.7%
Smith 713 3.8% Brown U, 7.7 4.5% Bowdoin 76.5 6.5%
. Virginia T1.3 0.5% AMHERST 3.6 5.8% AMHERST 76.3 6.3%
UMass/Amherst 70.7 0.4% Bowdoin 73.0 3.9% Mount Holyoke Te.0 5.8%
AMHERST 69.7 7.3% Hawverford 71.1 5.9%% Wesleyan 74.8 31%
Haverford 69.4 445 Uhass/Amherst T0.8 0.9% Davidson 731 8.8%
Wesleyan 684 6.5% Smith T0.6 1.6% Smith 7340 5.1%
Carleton 668 B.5% Indiana 1J. (8.5 3.7 Haverford 713 3.0P%
Indiana U, 66.2 4.8% Carleton 67.5 3.3% Indiana U, T0.7 4.1%

Davidson 63.3 7.9% Davidson 67.5 8.8% Carleton Go.5 7.4%



Appendix Table A-2 (continued)

COMPARISON OF SALARIES, BY RANK - AMHERST COLLEGE AND THE NEW GROUP ($1000s)

ACTUAL

FY2002-03
RANK/ SALARY
INSTITUTION DOLLARS
ASSISTANT PROFESSORS
U. Pennsylvania 20.8
Harvard 7.3
MIT T0.2
Stanford UL T6.3
Northwestern U 734
Duke 1 72.4
Washington L. 649.3
Princeton LI 6E.1
Columbia LI 678
UCal - Berkeley 67.3
Dartmouth 66.3
1. Michigan 65.3
Brown 1, 64.0
UCal -LA 633
Yale 63.8
Williams 61.3
LIMC-Chapel Hill 513
Wellesley 6l.1
AMHERST 0.4
Carleton 50.2
Indiana U. 58.8
Swarthmore 58.2
Smith 57.9
L. Virginia 574
Pomona 5609
Wesleyan 36.6
Mount Holyoke 36.0
Uhass/Amherst 559
Bowdoin 351
Haverford 547
Dravidson 429

Yo
INC

5. 7%
5.4%
6.8%
2.1%
5.3%
3.4%
no data
5.3%
4.7%
no data
6.2%
4.0%
4.7%%
no data
5.8%
9.4%
2.4%
7.5%
0.2%
5.8%
7.2%
6.9%
0.8%
9.2%
6.1%
6.05%
0.6%
6.0%
6.20%
7.7%

ACTUAL

FY2003-04
RANKS SALARY
INSTITUTION  DOLLARS
ASSISTANT PROFESSORS
MIT B2.6
1J. Pennsylvania B2.1
Harvard §2.1
Stanford 11 7189
Morthwestern L. T6.8
Dule U. 74.6
Washington L. 72.1
Columbia U. T1.6
Pringeten UL T70.9
UCal - Berkeley 0.0
Dartmouth G67.9
L. Michigan 66.7
Yale G66.5
Brown U. 635
Wellesley 4.6
UCal -LA 63.7
AMHERST 61.3
LUNC-Chapel Hill 61.8
Williams 6l.6
Wesleyan Gl1.3
L. Virginia a8
Swarthmore 0.4
Carleton 52.6
Indiana LI 59.6
Pomona 58.0
Smith 57.3
Bowdomn 57.0
Ubass/Amherst 56.7
Mount Holyoke 56.6
Haverford 560
Davidson Sk

“h
INC

4.5%
5.7%
4.0%
2.1%
5.3%
3.40%
no data
4.T%
5.3%
no data
4. 7%
3.5%
65.4%
4.7%
B.2%%
no data
2.4%
5.6%
6.7%
8.1%
4.9%
2.3%
4.4%
7.8%
1.6%
4.8%
2.4%
4.7%
4.0%
12.054

ACTUAL

FY2004-05
RANKS SALARY
INSTITUTION DOLLARS
ASSISTANT PROFESSORS
1. Pennsylvania 852
Harvard 2.0
Stanford UL 82.0
MIT 79.5
Northwestermn L. 79.3
Duke L. 75.5
Columbia LI, 74.8
Princeton U, 734
Washington LI 72.4
L}Cal - Berkeley 713
Brown LI 6497
Yale 9.4
Dartmauth 69.0
Wellesley 67.9
L. Michigan 67.1
UNC-Chapel Hill 65.8
LICal -LA 655
AMHERST 65.1
L. Virginia 641
Williams 64.1
UMass/Amherst 62.3
Wesleyan 62.5
Swarthmore 623
Bowdoin G1.9
Carleton 61.5
Indizna 1. 61.3
Smith 61.2
Davidson 589
Pomena 588
Mount Holyoke 57.9
Haverfard 56.7

INC

3.6%
3.3%
5. 7%
3.1%
4.9%
4.5%
5.5%
4.5%
no data
no data
6.9%
G.6%
7.8%
B. 7%
3.8%
6.8%
no data
55%
6.4%
6.1%
20.0%
3.8%
4.8%
7.1%
5.1%
2 8%
7.5%
0.8%
5.6%
6.4%
407



Appendix Table A-3:

COMPARISON OF COMPENSATION, BY RANK - AMHERST COLLEGE AND THE TRADITIONAL GROUP ($1000s)

ACTUAL
RANKS FY2002-03
INSTITUTION COMPENSATION
FROFESSORS
Harvard 179.4
Yale 164.9
Dartmouth 1458
Wellesley 142.9
L. Michigan 138.1
Williams 134 8
Smith 121.5
AMHERST 130.6
U. Virginia 130.1
Mount Holyoke 126.0
Wesleyan 124.3
Indiana 11 123.1
UMass/Amhberst 114.6
ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS
Harvard 105.3
Dartmeuth 1049
Wellesley 104.1
Williams 990
Yale 98.5
Ll Michigan 9.7
Moumt Holyoke 02.3
Smith 9].2
AMHERST 90.8
LiMass/Amherst W7
L. Virginia 8B.3
Wesleyan 85.7
Indiana LJ. B5.6

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS
Harvard
Dartmouth

L. Michigan
AMHERST
Williams

Yale

Wellesley
Indiana 1.
Mount Holyoke
Smith

UMass/ Amherst
Wesleyan

LI ¥irginia

930
B34
8217
B0.2
794
78.6
7715
74.6
T72.8
71.9
T1.4
T4
T1.2

ACTUAL
RANKS FY2003-04
INSTITUTION COMPENSATION
PROFESSORS
Harvard 193.0
Yale 1663
Dartmouth 1508
Wellesley 150.8
LI, Michigan 142.4
L. Virginia 138.9
Williams 1388
AMHERST 135.8
Smith 131.8
Wesleyan 130.4
Mount Holyoke 129.2
Indiana LI 126.5
LinMass/Amherst 1140
ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS
Harvard 114.6
Wellesley 106.5
Dartmouth 105.1
L. Michigan 10H).5
Williams 10402
Yale OR.3
Mount Holyoke .0
AMHERST 95.3
L. Virginia g3.0
LIk ass' Amherst 9.5
Smith .2
Wesleyan 3.2
Indiana LI 30.0

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS
Harvard
Dartmouth

L1. Michigan
AMHERST
Yale

Wellesley
Williams

L. Virginia
Indiana LI
Wesleyan
Mount Holyoke
LibMass/Amherst
Smith

101.0
84.9
84.3
82.0
8l.5
806
TS
77.4
76.4
75.1
74,1
723
GUT

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS
Harvard

Wellesley

Dartmouth

LiMass/Amherst

Yale

L. Michigan

Williams

L. Virginia

Mount Holyoke

AMHERST

Smith
Wesleyan
Indiana L.

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS
Harvard
Wellesley
Dartouth

Yale
AMHERST

L. Michigan
Williams

L. Virginia
UMass/Amherst
Indiana L.
Smith
Wesleyan
Mount Holyoke

ACTUAL
RANKS Fy2004-05
INSTITUTION COMPENSATION
PROFESSORS
Harvard 2014
Yale 1744
Dartmaouth 158.9
Wellesley 158.5
L1. Michigan 145.0
L. Virginia 1453
Williams 1421
AMHERST 140.6
Wiesleyan 136.6
Smith 134.3
Mount Holyoke 132.6
Indiana L. 129.7
UiMass/Amherst 129.1

1166
1138
111.0
103.9
102.4
1022
102.1
0 2
077
97.4
3.5
03.2
913

101.9
B86.7
BO.5
B
853
B5.3
B2.5
819
788
T8.3
T1.6
17.4
T6.2



Appendix Table A-4:

COMPARISON OF COMPENSATION, BY RANK - AMHERST COLLEGE AND THE NEW GROUP ($1000s)

RANKS
INSTITUTION

FROFESSORS
Harvard

L. Pennsylvania
Stanford L.
Princeton UL
Yale

MIT

UCal -L.A

LCal - Berkeley
Duke U
Morthwestern L.
Columbia L.
Dartmouth
Washington LI
Wellesley

L1. Michigan
Brown L.
Pomona
Williams
Swarthmore
Smith
AMHERST

LI Virginia
Bowdoin
Mount Helvoke
Haverlord
Wesleyan
UNC-Chapel Hill
Indiana UJ.
Carleton

UM ass/ Amherst
Davidson

ACTUAL
FY2002-03
COMPENSATION

179.4
174.0
172.1
168.9
164.9
158.1
157.6
157.0
156.1
153.7
150.5
1458
144.1
142.9
138.1
1358
135.1
134.8
132.6
1315
130.6
130.1
127.3
126.0
125.3
1243
123.7
123.1
125
114.6
111.3

RANKS
INSTITUTION

PROFESSORS
Harvard

LI, Pennsylvania
Stanford 1.
Princeton LI,
MIT

Yale

Columbia L.
Duke U
Morthwestern L.
UCal - Berkeley
UCal -LA
Dartmauth
Wellesley
Washington L.
Brown 1.

U. Michigan
Pomona

U. Virginia
Williams
Swarthmore

AMHERST

Bowdain

Smith

Wesleyan
Haverford
Mount Holyoke
Indiana L.
UKC-Chapel Hill
Carleton
Davidson

UM ass/ Amherst

ACTUAL
FY2003-04
COMPENSATION

193.0
183.8
182.9
177.6
167.6
166.3
1623
160.3
1598
158.2
157.5
150.8
150.8
149.9
1428
142.4
140.1
1389
138.8
136.3
1334
131.8
130.4
129.6
129.2
126.5
1264
1249
116.0
114.0

RANKS
INSTITUTION

PROFESSORS
Harvard

LI, Pennsylvania
Stanford L.
Princeton LI,
Yale

MIT
Morthwestern L.
Duke L.
Columbia LI
UCal -LA
Dartmouth
Brown L.
Washington L.
Wellesley

LICal - Berkeley
L. Michigan

L. Virginia
Pomona
Williams
Swarthmore
AMHERST
Bowdoin
Wesleyan
Smith
LINC-Chapel Hill
Mount Holyoke
Haverford
Indiana L.
UMass/ Amherst
Carleton
Davidson

ACTUAL
Fy 2004-05
COMPENSATION

201.4
191.4
189.7
184.3
174.4
168.5
165.1
164.3
1629
159.6
158.9
158.8
158.5
158.5
157.7
145.0
1453
145.00
142.1
141.0
1406
140.4
136.6
134.3
134.2
132.6
132.1
129.7
129.1
1279
1228



Appendix Table A=4 (continued)

COMPARISON OF COMPENSATION, BY RANK - AMHERST COLLEGE AND THE NEW GROUP (S1000s)

ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL
RANKS FY 2002-03 RANKS FYZ003-04 RAMNKS FY 2004-05
INSTITUTION COMPENSATION INSTITUTION COMPENSATION INSTITUTION COMPENSATION
ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS ASSOCIATE PROFESSOIRS ASSOUIATE PROFESSORS
LI. Pennsylvania 1221 Stanford L, 132.6 Stanford U. 132.5
Stanford L 122.0 LI. Pennsylvania 1259 L. Pennsylvania 130.5
MIT 110.7 MIT 116.7 Princeton U 118.2
Princeton LI, 109.4 Harvard 114.6 Columbia L1 117.0
Duke U, 106.2 Princeton Ll 114.2 Harvard 1166
Harvard 105.3 Columbia L. E13: MIT 1136
Dartmouth 1049 Duke L. 107.5 Duke L. 113.8
Columbia LL 103.7 Wellesley 1065 Wellesley 113.8
MNorthwestem L, 102.5 Maorthwestern L. 1065 Northwestern L 1116
UCal - Berkeley 102.0 Dartmouth 105.1 Dartmouth 1110
LiCal -l 101.8 LI, Michigan 1008 UM uass! Amherst 1039
Wellesley 1043,1 LCal -L.A 1005 Washington 1. 1037
Williams 3.0 LUCal - Berkeley L0 Swarthmore 102.9
Yale -- 98.5 Williams 1002 Yale 1024
L. Michigan 97 Washington U, Q9.2 UCal -LA 102.3
Haverford 96,8 Swarthmore , 989 Ll Michigan 102.2
Swarthmore 95.8 Haverford 98.6 Williams 102.1
Washington LI 937 Yale 98.5 LCal - Berkeley 1020
Pomona 4.1 Pomona 973 Pomaona 008
Mount Holyoke 9.3 Mount Holyoke 960 Brown LI 1005
Bowdain 913 Bowdaoin 953 Haverlord 99.7
Smith 91.2 AMHERST 953 Bowdoin Q9.3
AMHERST 90.8 LI Virginia 95.0 Ll Virginia 99,2
UM ass/Antherst 90.7 Brown U, 91.5 Mount Hoelyoke Q7.7
Brown L1 837 Carleton 1.2 AMHERST 974
Carleton RE.0 LIMass/Amherst Q0.5 Davidson 052
UNC-Chapel Hill B84 UMNC-Chapel Hill 904 LINC-Chapel Hill 4.2
L Virginia 823 Smith 90.2 Smith 93.5
Wesleyan 85.7 Weslevan 90.2 Wesleyan 932
Indiana LI B5.6 Indiana Ll Raui Carleton 014

Davidson B24 Davidson BR.5 Indiana U, 91.7



Appendix Table A-4 (continued)

COMPARISON OF COMPENSATION, BY RANK - AMHERST COLLEGE AND THE NEW GROUP (S1000s)

ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL
RANKS FY2002-03 RANKS FY Z003-04 RAMRKS FYZ004-05
INSTITUTION COMPENSATION INSTITUTION COMPENSATION INSTITUTION COMPENSATION
ASSISTANT PROFESSORS ASSISTANT PROFESSORS ASSISTANT PROFESS(ORS
LI, Pennsylvania 110.9 . Pennsylvania 1117 L. Pennsylvania 116.8
Stanford L 10k .t MIT 1059 Stanford L) 10k8.3
MIT 10k .00 Stanford L. 1kt 0 MIT 12,1
Harvard G3.0 Harvard 1010 Harvard 1019
UCal - Berkeley 92.5 Columbia LI 92.8 Columbia LL 97.3
LICal -L.A 7.9 Marthwestern L. 92.0 Morthwestern L. i
MNorthwestern L. ET.6 LICal - Berkeley a1.3 Lal - Berkeley 936
Calymbia L. 872 Duke L. 90.2 Duke 1 91.8
Duke L1 7.2 Princeton L. Re.1 Princeton L. 91.6
Princeton L. 243 Washington L. B5.7 Brown L. B39
Dartmouth B34 Dartmouth E4.0 Washington LI £74
U. Michigan Bl.Y L. Michigan §4.3 Wellesley 86,7
Washington L 81.5 UCal -LA £33 Dartmouth 86.5
AMHERST 80,2 AMHERST 529 Yale B
Brown L. TG Yale 81.5 UCal -LA 857
Williams 744 Brown L. B1.5 AMUERST 85.3
Carleton 72.0 Carleton G L. Michigan 5.3
Yale T8.6 Wellesley Bl6 Carleton 82.7
Wellesley T3 Wilhams TH3 Williams 81.5
Haverford 6.0 Haverford Ta4 UL ¥irginia 1.9
UMC-Chapel Hill 747 Swarthmore 781 Swarthmore 1.3
Indigna L. T4.0 LL ¥irginia 774 Haverford 81.2
Swarthmore 4.6 [ndiana L. Th.4 UNC-Chapel Hill BLE
Mount Holyoke T28 LIMNC-Chape] Hill T76.2 Bowdoin 204
Smith 719 Wesleyan 75.1 Davidson 79.4
Libass/Amherst T1.4 Davidson 747 Ubdass! Amherst T3.8
Wesleyan 714 Mount Holyoke 74.1 Indrana L. 8.3
L. Virginia 7.2 Bowdoin 74.1 Smith 716
Bowdain T3 Pomona T18 Weslevan 77.4
Pomona 0 LiMass/Amherst 723 Mount Holyoke 76.2
Davidson a4 Smith 69,7 Pomaona T4.5



Appendix Table A-5:

AAUP and Professional School (PS) Adjosted Salary in the Traditional Group,

By Rank, 2004-05 (51,000s)
AAUP Salary
FULLS
Harvand 162.3
Yale 143.6
Diartmauth 1245
U1, of Michigan 120.2
Wellesley 119.5
L7, of Virginia 118.1
WVIHTERST 1.5.11
Wiesleyan 113.0
Williams 111.5
Smith 105.4
Mount Holvoke 104.5
U'mass 103.1
Indiana 17 101.8
Median 113.0
Mean 118.7
AAUP Salary
ABSHCE
Harvard 923
Dartmouth B6.0
Wellesley 837
Yale 2.1
Lhnass 821
U, of Michigan Elé
Williams 79.0
WANTHEF RS Thb
Mount Holvoke T6.0
L1 of Virginia 731
Wesleyvan 748
Smith 73.0
Indiana U, 0.7
Median 79.0
Mean 79.6
AAUP Salary
ASSTS
Harvand 829
Yale 659.4
Dartmouth 62.0
Telleslev 679
U, of Michigan 67.1
MHERS] 51
L. of Virginia 64.1
Williams 64,1
Limass 62.5
Weslevan 62.5
Indiana 17, 61.3
Smith 61.2
Mount Holvoke 579
Median 64.1
Mean 658

Harvard

Yale

Wellesley

1. of Michigan
WWIHERST

Wesleyan

L af Firginia

Dhartmcath

Williams

Smith

Mount Holyoke

Umas=

Indiana L7.

Median

Mean

Wellesley

Williams

Yale

L. of Michigan

Dartmouth
AMHERNT

Mount Holyoke

Wesleyan

Umass

Harvard

Smith

L. of Virginia

Indiana 1.

Median
Mean

Wellesley

Harvard

Yale

Dartmouth

AMBFRST

Williams

{7, of Michigan
‘ezlevan

Ulmass

Smith

U, of Virginia

Indiana 17,

Mount Holyvoke

Median
Mean

P& Adjustment %*

1
10
0
5

mwosBeSYMa

W=

P5 Adjustment %

oL 2D

= =
LF R =R = = B ]

th =

P8 Adjustment %*

=RV R — L U

L]

* Estimate of the percent by which AALUF reported zalary is increased by professional schools,
The estimated adjustments are grouped into ranges as follows:
= 2.5% = % 2.5% - 7.5% = 5% 7.5%- 12.5% = 10%q; 12.5% - 17.5% = 15%% = 17.5% = 20",

** AALP salary reduced by the PS adjustment percentage.

ltalics = institutions dropped below AC by the PS aodiustment

PS5 Adjusted Salary**

146.1
131.0
119.5
114.2
113.0
1125
12!
111.3
105.4
104.5
103.1
96,7

1125
114.0

PS Adjusted Salary**

83.7
9.0
TRO
T1.5
774
6.0
T4
Ti9
738
3.0
71.3
673

76.0
5.7

PS Adjusted Salary**

67.9
66,3
6,1
G656
64,1
63.9
625
62.5
61.2
G602
58.2
579

63.9
63.2



Appendix Table A-5:
AAUP and Professional School (P5) Adjusted Salary in the Traditional Group,

By Rank, 2004-05 (51,000s)
AAUP Salary PS Adjustment % * PS5 Adjusted Salary**
FULLS
Harvard 162.3 Hervard 19 146.1
 ale 145.6 Yale 10 131.0
Dartmonth 124.5 Wellesley 0 1195
1. of Michigan 120.2 U of Michigan 5 1142
Wellesley 119.5 WVWIHERS] 113
U af Virginia 118.1 Weslevan 1] 113.0
WMHERST L. of Virginia ] I i)
Wesleyan 113.0 Dartmouth 10 13
Williams 1115 Williams 0 111.5
Smith 105.4 Smith 0 105.4
Mount Holvoke 104.5 Mount Holyoke 0 104.5
1lmass 103.1 Umass i} 103.1
Indiana U, 1018 Indiana U, 5 96.7
Median 113.0 Median 0 112.5
Mean 118.7 Mean 3 114.0
AAUF Salary PS5 Adjustment %* PS5 Adjusted Salary®=®
ASSOCS
Harvard 033 Wellesley o 85.7
Drartmouih % 860 Williams 0 79.0
Wellesley 85.7 Yale 5 T8.0
Yale 82.1 U, of Michigan 3 773
Uimass £2.1 Dartmeuth 10 774
L7, of Michigan Bl.6 AVAIHFERST
Williams 79.0 Mount Holyoke 0 T6.0
AMHERST 76.3 Wesleyan . 3
hount Hobvoke 6.0 Limass 10 T3
L. of Virginia 75.1 Harvard 20 3.8
Wesleyan T4.8 Smith 0 730
Smith 73.0 L. of Virginia 5 713
Indiana 1. 70.7 Indiana 17, 5 67.3
Median T9.0 Median 1] T
Mean T9.6 Mean 5 757
AAUP Salary P5 Adjostment %%* PS5 Adjusted Salary**
ASBSTS
Harvard 829 Wellesley L] G759
Yale 69.4 Harvard a0 66.3
Dartmouwth 69.0 Yale 5 66.1
Wellesley 67.9 Dartmouth 5 6356
L. of Michigan 67.1 WIHERS] 51
AMHERST 5.1 Willizaams a 641
L. of Virginia 641 UL af Michigan 5 639
Williams 64.1 Wesleyan i] 62.5
Ulmenss 62.5 Limass 0 62.5
Weslevan 62.3 Smith 0 61.2
Indiana L. 613 L. of Virginia 5 60.9
Smith 61.2 Indiana U, 5 582
Mount Holyoke 373 Mount Holyoke 0 579
Median 64.1 Median (1] 63.9
Mean 658 Mean 3 63.2

* Estimate of the percent by which AAUP reported salary is increased by professional schools,

The estimated adjustments are grouped into ranges as follows:

= 2.5% = 0% 2.5% - T7.5% = 5%; 7.5%- 12.5% = 100 12.5%- 17 5% = 15%; = 17.5% = 20%.
8 AAUP salary reduced by the PS adjusiment percentage.
Iralics = institutions dropped below AC by the PS5 adiustment



Appendix Table A-6:

AAUP andd Professional School (P5) Adjusted Salary in the New Group, by Rank, 2004-05 (51004ds)

AAUP Salary

FULLS
Harvard 162.3
Prineeton 151.1
Stanford 148.5
Yale 145.6
LI, of Pennsvivania 143.4
Columbia 140.4
Northwestern 136.3
MIT 135.0
Duke 131.2
Washingion L1 128.4
Diartmenth 1245
UCLA 1233
Brown 123.1
UC-Berkeley 121.8
7. of Michigan 120.2
Wellesley 119.5
L af Virginia 1181
Pomona 7.3
Swarihmore 1137
WWIHERST 1131
Weslevan i 113.0
UMC-Chapel Hill 1127
Williames 111.5
Bowdoin 108.5
Smith 105.4
Mount Holvoke 104.5
Umass 103.1
Indiana L. 101.8
Carleton 975
Haverford 959
Davidson 94.9
Median 119.5
Mean 121.5

Princeton
Harvard
Stanford
Yale
L. of Pennsylvania
Columbia
Duke
Brown
Morthwestern
MIT
Welleslev
Pomona
UCLA
UC-Berkeley
Washington L.
L. of Michigan
Swarthmore
ATHERST
Wesley
L. of Virginia
Dhartmanuth
Williams
Bowdoin
Smith
Mount Holvoke
Limass
UMC-Chapel Hill
Carleton
Indiana 1].
Haverford
Davidson

Median

Mean

PS5 Adjustment %=

,_.
eEewmweocooosas R e

un

* Estimate of the percent by which AAUP reporied salary i= increased by professional schools,
The estimated adjustments are grouped into ranges as follows:
= 2.5% =0%; 2.5% - T.5% = 5%; 7.5% - 12.5% = 10%; 12.5% - 17.5% = 13%; = 17.5% = 200

=+ AALTP salary reduced by the P5 adjustment percentage.

Ttafics = institutions dropped below AC by the PE adfustment

PS Adjusted Salary**

Comtinued

151.1
146.1
141.1
131.0
128.1
126.4
124.6
123.1
1227
121.3
119.3
117.3
117.1
1157
115.6
114.2
113.7
113.0
1125
rial
111.3
108.5
105.4
104.5
13,1
101.4
7.3
26.7
59
949

1142
114a.1



Appendix Table A-6 continned

AAUP Salary
ASSOCS
Stanford 103.0
L. af Pennsylvania 939
Princeton 95.5
Columbia 94.5
Harvard 92.3
MIT 9L.0
Maorthwestern 90.7
Dmike 895
Dartmouth B6.0
Wellesley 857
Washington 1. 851
Yale 221
Limass 821
L. of Michigan 8l.6
Pomona 811
Swarthmore .2
Williams 72.0
Brown TE4
LiCLA 781
UC-Berkelev T1.7
UNC-Chapel il 7712
Bowdoin 75.5
WAMHERS] Tl
Mount Holyoke To.0
11. of Virginia 75.1
Weslevan x T4.8
Davidson 731
Smith 73.0
Haverford TL.T
Indiana T, .7
Carleton 69.5
Median 792
Mlean B0

Princeton
Stanford
Wellesley
MIT
MNorthwesterm
U, of Pennsylvania
Pomona
Columbia
Swarthmore
Wilhams
Brown
Yale
UC-Berkeley
L. of Michigan
Dartmouth
Washington L.
Bowdoin
AMIHERK]
Dhike
Mount Holvoke
Wesleyan
LA
Limass
Harvard
Davidson
Smith
Haverford
L. of Virginia
Carleton
UINC-Chapel Hill
Incliana 1T,

Median

Mean

P& Adjustment %

I’-'EH_ e i
S oo =N -]

s
wRownmo oo

th

* Estimate of the percent by which AALP reported salary is increased by professional schools.
The estimated adjustments are grouped inlo ranges as follows:
= 2.5% =00 2.5% - 7.5% = 5% 7.5% - 12.5% = 10%; 12.5% - 17.5% = 1 5% > 17.5% = 20%.

+* AALTP zalary reduced by the PS adjustment percentage.

Iralics = institutions dropped below AC by the PS adiustnent

569.5

T6.6
771



Appendix Table A-6 continwed

AAUP Salary
ARSTS
U, of Pennsyvlvania £5.2
Harvard 829
Stanford 820
MIT TR
Northwestern o3
ke Zah
Colfumbia 4.8
Princeton 734
Washington L. T2.4
UC-Berkeley 71.3
Brown 697
Yale 69,4
Dartnoowth 690
Wellesley 67.9
UL af Michigan 67.1
LUNC-Chapel Hill 638
LA 65,5
WWHERST G5,
L1 of Virginia G641
Williams 64.1
Umass 625
Wesleyan 62.5
Swarthmore 62.3
Bowdoin 619
Carleton - 51.5
Indiana 11, 61.3
Smith 61.2
Davidson 589
Pomona 588
Mount Holvoke 57.9
Haverford 56.7
Median 658
Mean 68.0

PS5 Adjustment %o *

MIT

Princeton
Stanford

Brown

L. of Pemsylvania
Wellesley
UC-Berkeley
Harvard

Yale
Drartmouth
Washington 17,
Dhike

Williams

U of Michigan
Novthwestern
Wiealeyan
Limass
Swarthmore
UCr4
Bowdom
Carleton

Smith

L. of Virginia
Cofmbia
UNC-Chapel Hill
Davidson
Pomona
Indiana L.
Mount Holvoke
Haverford

Median

Mean

* Estimate of the percent by which AATP reported salary is increased by professional achools.
The estimated adjustments are grouped into ranges as follows;
< 2.5% = 0%; 2.5% - 7.53% = 5% 7.5% - 12.5% = 10%; 12.5% - 17.5% = 15%; = 17.5% = 20%.

== AAUP salary reduced by the PS adjustment percentage.

Ttaffes = institutions dropped below AC by the PE adiustment

-~k [ -
ceuvwecdnocccvooes S v
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Continued

PS Adjusted Salary**

716
69.7
69.7
a7
68,2
679
aT.7
66,3
66,1
6i.6
65,2
642
64.1
639
LR
61.5
625
52.3

a2
61.9
61.5
61.2

E
a4
580
588
jg.2
579
6.7

63.4
63.6



Appendix Table A-T:
Cost-of-Living (COL) Adjusted Full Professor Salaries for the Traditional Group,

2040405 (31,0013

PS5 Adjusted Salary* COL ad justnent** PS Adjusted Salary OO0 Adjustment
FULLS
Yale 131.0 094 1394
11, of Virginia 112.5 .82 137.2
Indiana LT, 067 .78 124.0
Smith 105.4 0.93 1133
x'.!|!i-l"\-\.| IFER M 115
Weslevan 113.0 1.00¢ 113.0
Lk trl‘h-'h'c:hiyn 114.2 1.09 1048
Limass 103.1 1.00 103.1
Harvard 146.1 1.45 LR
Mount Holyoke 104.5 1.10 95.0
Welleslev 119.5 1.54 776
Dartmouth 112.1 1.52 T8
Williams 111.5 1 na

*  Zalaries adjusted to remove effects of profissional schools {from App. Table 5).

*= Source: Realtor.com Salary Calculator.
Divide schoal's salary by this adjustment to obtain the Amherst equivalent salary,  For example,
given the COE: difference between New Haven and Amherst, Amherst would need 1o pay an avernge
full professor salary of $139. 400 to provide the same standard of living as a Yale salary of $131.000.



Appendis Table A-8:

DISTRIBUTION OF FACULTY BY RANK, AMHERST AND THE NEW GROUFP, 2004-05

INSTITUTION # %% OF TOTAL INSTITUTION # % OF TOTAL INSTITUTION @ Y OF TOTAL
PROFESSORS ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS ASSISTANT PROFESSORS

Princeton L. 441 ah, A% Haverford 40 37.4% Bowdaim 54 36.2%
AMHERST 101 65.6% Prancma a3 33.3% Williams Ta A%
Harvard T a4 1% Drartmaath 131 3L Haverford k) PLURIEH
UCal - Berkeley a7 G1,9% Swarthmore 51 29.8% L. Michigan 595 29.4%
MIT 582 a2.0% Lidassd Amihersd 178 29.6% Washington LI, 172 29.1%
LiCal-LA 10540 61.4% Bowdoin 4 29.5% Carleton 51 I15.8%
Stanford L. 358 a0 7% LI Wirginia Lt 28. 7% Davidson 40 27.8%
Yale 527 G0.6% Incliana U, 193 28.31% Yale 238 2749
Callumbia LI, hE L A7.4% Dk L, 220 27.1% AMHERST 42 213%
Browm L. 24 50.5% Davidaon n 27.01% Wesleyvan Gly 27085
Maount Halyoke 1 55.5% Smith T 206,5% Smvitly e 25.5%
Wealeyam 132 34.01% UMC-Chapel Hill 157 25.6% Privceton L 178 15.6%
Carleton a5 53.7% Birowa L. 145 25.3% L1, Penmsylvania 269 215.5%
L. Penmsylvania 2 a3 Wellesley a0 24.9% Indiana LI, isl 215.3%
Morthwestem L. 491 325% LI Michigan 405 245, Columibia LI 1353 1468
Wellesley {42 51.7% Mount Halyake 44 24.7% Etanford L. 219 13 8%
LM Chaped Bl 330 50.9% Morthwestern L. 124 24.0% Duke L. 192 2. T9%
Williama 120 S0.4% ‘Washingron L. 133 225, Morthwestem L 219 1354
L. "'r"irgm:irl SihG 49.7% LI F'ul:ulsylr.ml'a 124 21.2% LINC-Chapel Fill 344 23.4%
Duke L 99 49.3% LiCal - Berkeley .60 19.5%, Wellesley 47 13.4%
Undass’ Amherst 43549 A5 Wesleyan din 18.5%; Dartmanth o3 2H0%
Swarthmane k K] 45.5% MIT 176 18.8% Harvard a7 2200
Washington L1 287 A5.5% Columbia L. 185 18.0%, Famoia 15 22.0¥%
Smith 135 47.0% LiCal LA . ik 15.0% Swarihmore ar 21.4%
Indiana UL 646 46.5% Cartetan 3 17.5% U, Virginia 220 21.0%
L. Michigan 031 A6, 1% Williams A 16.8%, Undass’Ambherst 202 21.5%
Dartmonth 187 45 3% Stanford L. 142 15.5% UCal-LaA 352 20,6%
Davidson 63 45.1% Harvard 168 13.%% Mount Holyoke 7 20.3%
Pomoma 7 44, 7% Yale 104 12.0% MIT 180 19.2%
Bowdoin 51 34.2% Princetom L 54 8.1% Birown L. 104 18,25

Haverford 15 32.7% AMHERST i 1% UCal - Berkeley 242 17.6%



