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Annual Faculty Salary and Compensation Report, 2009-20101 
 

Committee on Priorities and Resources 
Spring 2011 

 
I.  Charge 

 
The Faculty Handbook charges the Committee on Priorities and Resources (CPR) to 
report each year to the Faculty on the status of Amherst faculty salaries and 
compensation.2  Since the late 1970s, the annual report has compared salaries and 
compensations at Amherst with those at twelve other colleges and universities known as 
the Traditional Group. For the past six years, the CPR has also compared salaries and 
compensations with a broader group of colleges and universities that includes the original 
12 plus an additional 18 institutions; this is the New Group.3  The comparative data on 
average salaries by rank are provided by the American Association of University 
Professors (AAUP).  As was the case last year as well, this 2010 report on faculty salaries 
and compensation has been prepared to take advantage of the latest AAUP data. 
 

II.  Background and Summary of Issues 
 
In recent years the CPR has discussed questions that complicate any consideration of 
Amherst faculty salaries.  These questions include:  
 
1) Which other colleges and universities provide the best and most appropriate 
comparisons for Amherst? 
2)  Are salaries the best measure of Amherst’s competitiveness in paying its faculty, or do 
the data on total compensation (including the value of benefits) provide a better picture, 
even though individual schools often have very different benefits packages? Along the 
same lines, how much do the higher salaries paid to faculty at larger universities skew the 
comparative data? 
3) Should the Administration and Board, with the advice of the CPR, set a benchmark for 
faculty salaries within one of the comparison groups? 
4)  Are there inequities between different ranks and academic divisions at Amherst, and 
how should these inequities be addressed?  
 

                                                 
1 This report is submitted by the voting members of the Committee on Priorities and Resources (CPR).  We would 
like to thank our Administration and staff colleagues for their help in both compiling data and helping us to 
understand the meaning of the data for this report.  We thank both the ex officio CPR members, including Greg Call, 
Peter Shea, Shannon Gurek and Patricia Long, as well as Elizabeth Hart, and the staff of the Office of the Dean of the 
Faculty. 
2 Recent reports and minutes from CPR meetings are available on the Dean of the Faculty’s website. 
3 The creation of the New Group for comparison purposes was accomplished by the CPR in 2005; the process is 
described in the CPR’s Amherst College Institutional Comparison Group Report of 2005.  The CPR, in creating this 
New Group, was responding to a request from the Administration and the Board of Trustees to choose a definitive 
comparison group. 
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We continue to address these issues and to explore ways to make the comparisons more 
accurate and meaningful.  
 
The comparisons that follow, even if imperfect, remain important because despite those 
unique and attractive qualities of the College that cannot be revealed in any quantitative 
rankings, the College needs to be competitive both in salaries and in total compensation 
to attract new faculty and to retain those faculty already in place. 
 
This year’s report includes comparisons with both Traditional and New Groups. The CPR 
decided to continue to include both groups for a couple of reasons.  One is that the 
Traditional Group has been a comparative group since the late 1970s and thus provides 
comparative historical data. The New Group includes the original 12 institutions of the 
Traditional Group, but adds other institutions and thus provides a broader set of 
comparative data.  In 2003, the Board of Trustees and the Administration had asked the 
CPR to create a New Group to better define the cohort of institutions that the faculty saw 
as comparable and to facilitate the creation of a benchmark for evaluating Amherst’s 
performance in faculty salaries. 
 
The Committee faced many of the same problems with the data that other Committees 
have had in previous years. We rely primarily on salary data compiled by the AAUP, but 
these data tend to be crude measures of the total compensation (that includes some, but 
not all, benefits as well), and do not reflect regional or geographical differences in the 
costs of living. 
 
Within the salary data there are two potential sources of bias. One possible bias emerges 
from demographic differences within rank across institutions.  The data available from 
the AAUP are not reported by years-in-rank or years-in-service; as a result an institution 
with more of its faculty near the beginning of a rank might report a lower average salary 
for that rank than a school with larger numbers of faculty who have more years of service 
at that rank, even if both paid identical salaries to individuals who have the same number 
of years in rank. When considering the broader comparative groups, this bias is virtually 
impossible to correct for given the data available to us.  However, the CPR’s Institutional 
Comparison Group Report of 2005 (the ICGR) noted that in 1997-98 the Amherst 
Administration evaluated the potential for demographic bias in the AAUP data by using a 
small group of comparable institutions that provided detailed and confidential time-in-
rank and salary information. The Administration concluded that demographic differences 
did not seem to have a significant effect on Amherst’s rankings in the Traditional Group. 
The ICGR recommended that such a study be done periodically. A comparison of such 
confidential data should perhaps be undertaken by a future CPR. 

 
A second source of possible bias may come from the inclusion of professional school 
faculty salaries in the AAUP data.  Salaries at professional schools (schools of law, 
medicine, etc.) tend to be higher than salaries paid at liberal arts institutions, a fact that 
typically stems from the university’s need to compete with the higher salaries paid to 
professionals in those fields outside the university.  The ICGR tried to evaluate the salary 
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effects of professional schools and concluded, after correcting as well as possible for the 
inclusion of professional school data by some institutions, that the rankings in recent CPR 
salary reports would not be altered significantly. However, despite the correction’s 
minimal effects on Amherst’s rankings, absolute differences between salaries at Amherst 
and at universities with professional schools were affected by 5 to 10 percent and, in rare 
cases, by up to 20 percent, so that the absolute disparities between Amherst’s salaries and 
those of many of the institutions above it in the rankings tended to be less dramatic. This 
means that Amherst’s salaries are closer to the arts and sciences faculty at big universities 
than the uncorrected data indicate. The IGCR recommended monitoring professional 
school salary data periodically, and we have included adjusted salary data in this report 
(see Tables 3A, 3B, and 3C in the Appendix). We discuss the current year’s corrected 
rankings in Section “VI.B: Additional Issues” below. 
 
  III. Benchmarks 
 
The Administration and Board of Trustees in 2003 asked the CPR to set a benchmark for 
a ranking within the New Group that Amherst should try to reach and maintain. The 
CPR’s 2004-05 salary report provides the history of similar salary benchmarks at 
Amherst extending back almost 50 years, and notes in particular the often repeated 
historical cycle of Amherst salaries falling behind those of other institutions, and then 
being followed by higher-than-average salary increases in an attempt to regain lost 
ground. The 2004-05 salary report concluded that despite several periods in which salary 
trends were corrected to improve the relative positions of Amherst professors and despite 
increases in real or inflation-corrected salary, salaries of Amherst professors have tended 
to rest below both the median and the mean (average) of the Traditional Group.  
 
In the CPR’s 2004-05 Report, no new benchmarks were set, and four years ago the CPR 
also declined to set a firm benchmark largely because of the concern that such a 
benchmark would tend to freeze both external and internal inequities in place. Three 
years ago, the Committee had a lively debate on the topic of benchmarks and their pros 
and cons. The Committee noted that, even though no official benchmark exists, there has 
been a de facto benchmark in place for several years during which time Amherst salaries 
have floated between 95% and 98% of the median salary in the New Group.  
 
The Committee ultimately decided to propose a flexible benchmark that might bring 
Amherst salaries at all levels consistently above the median of the New Group, allowing 
them to fluctuate between 102% and 105% of the median. Present circumstances have 
temporarily postponed this goal until after FY2012 so that the College can meet the 
global budgetary goals set by the Advisory Budget Committee in June 2009. We continue 
to support this flexible benchmark as a way to bolster the College’s competitiveness at all 
ranks, and we further suggest that future Committees evaluate how well the benchmark 
works at least every two to three years.  
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IV. Actual Salary and Compensation Comparisons:  Short-term Trends 
 
Amherst’s rankings within both the Traditional and the New Group have changed 
little over the past three years. As usual, we caution faculty members not to read 
these average data for comparison with their individual increases since the average 
data as reported by the AAUP include salary increases at the time of promotion or 
tenure in the more junior rank, thus overstating the actual salary increases for most 
members of the Assistant and Associate Professor groups. And we again point out 
that long-term trends are more significant than short-term trends, for they smooth 
out demographic variations in rank that result from hiring, promotion and 
retirement. 
 

A.  Full Professors 
 
The 3-year salary data for the Traditional Group show that Amherst stayed at the same 
ranking last year (6th on the list of 13 total). In the New Group, Amherst’s Full Professor 
salary rank gained one position to 18th out of 31 total institutions (see Table 1B in the 
Appendix).  

 
Amherst’s Full Professor salaries remained at the median for the Traditional Group but 
below the median for the New Group (Charts D and E in the Appendix).  
 
Relative to the Traditional Group (as seen in Table 2A in the Appendix) Amherst’s Full 
Professor compensation rose from 7th  to 6th  on the list of 13 institutions. Comparison 
with the New Group (Table 2B) show that Amherst’s ranking rose from 19th to 18th 
(where Amherst had been in FY2007-08) on the list of 31 institutions. Summaries of Full 
Professor data are given below. 
 
Full Professor Salary Rankings 
Year Traditional Group (N=13) New Group(N=31) 
2007-08 7 18 
2008-09 6 19 
2009-10 6 18 

 
Full Professor Compensation Rankings 
Year Traditional Group (N=13) New Group (N=31) 
2007-08 6 18 
2008-09 7 19 
2009-10 6 18 
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B.  Associate Professors 
 
This is typically the most volatile group in the surveys because the number of people in this 
category is usually small, and there tends to be fairly rapid promotion out of the category. 
Over the last decade, promotion from Associate to Full Professor at Amherst in most cases 
occurred at six years post-tenure, contributing to the low percentage of total faculty at the 
Associate rank at Amherst (Table 4 in the Appendix). Moreover, the relatively rapid 
promotion means that Associate Professors at Amherst tend to have fewer years-in-service 
(as well as fewer years-in-rank) than do Associate Professors at the various comparative 
institutions. As an assumption, it seems likely that those individuals at other institutions 
who remain at the Associate Professor rank for more than six years continue to receive 
salary increases; if true, this would mean that the average salary for Associate Professors at 
those institutions would be skewed higher. Indeed, relative rankings for Amherst Associate 
Professors are lower compared to either Full or Assistant Professors.  
 
For salary in the last three years in the Traditional Group, Amherst remained at the 10th 
position.  In the New Group, Amherst remained in 26th place (Tables 1A and 1B). For 
compensation, the corresponding ranking remained in 9th position in the Traditional Group.  
In the larger New Group, Amherst rose one position to 24th (Tables 2A and 2B).  
 
Amherst Associate Professors continue to be significantly below the median of institutions 
in both Groups, more so than Full or Assistant Professors.  
 
Summaries of the salary and compensation data for Associate Professors are given below. 
 
Associate Professor Salary Rankings 
Year Traditional Group (N=13) New Group(N=31) 
2007-08 10 24 
2008-09 10 26 
2009-10 10 26 

 
Associate Professor Compensation Rankings 
Year Traditional Group (N=13) New Group (N=31) 
2007-08 7 21 
2008-09 9 25 
2009-10 9 24 

 
C.  Assistant Professors 

 
This is the category where the most direct competition among academic institutions takes 
place: when candidates are hired at the Assistant Professor level they may negotiate their 
salaries relative to other offers they have received, whereas few senior professors are 
actively on the job market in any given year and thus receiving competitive offers.  
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In the comparison of salaries, Assistant Professors remain close to the median of each 
group; in the comparison of compensation, this group is more competitively placed above 
the median in both groups.   
 
Rankings for salaries of Assistant Professors at Amherst in the Traditional Group remained 
constant in the 6th position over the past three years. In the New Group the ranking dropped 
one position, to 18th (See Tables 1A and 1B). The salary increases awarded to Amherst’s 
Assistant Professors were 1.1% in the past year.  
 
In comparing compensation in the Traditional Group, Amherst’s Assistant Professors 
dropped to 5th place. The comparison of compensation in the New Group shows that 
Amherst dropped three rankings to 16th position overall. The disparity between the 
rankings of salary  versus compensation is particularly marked at the Assistant Professor 
level. Readers should note, however, when thinking about the comparative data for total 
compensation, that those numbers tend to be “softer,” as different institutions have very 
different benefits packages, and as some valuable benefits (such as post-retirement 
healthcare and sabbatical leave availability) are not included in the AAUP’s data. (See the 
fuller discussion below under “Section VI: Additional Issues.”) Summaries of salary and 
compensation data for Assistant Professors are below. 
 
Assistant Professor Salary Rankings 
Year Traditional Group (N=13) New Group(N=31) 
2007-08 6 17 
2008-09 6 17 
2009-10 6 18 

 
Assistant Professor Compensation Rankings 
Year Traditional Group (N=13) New Group (N=31) 
2007-08 4 12 
2008-09 4 13 
2009-10 5 16 

 
 
V.   Long-Term Trends 
 
The CPR’s Report on Faculty salaries for 2004-05 provides a detailed discussion of long-
term trends that have affected salaries and compensations. The CPR’s Report on Faculty 
Salaries for 2006-2007 continued that discussion. Please see both of those reports for more 
information on this matter. 
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VI. Additional Issues 
 

A.  Salary vs. Compensation 
 
Amherst’s ranking in total compensation may differ somewhat from its ranking in salary 
alone.  However, because measuring the value of benefits is inherently difficult, it is 
unclear whether including other elements of compensation will raise or lower Amherst’s 
relative position.  This issue is difficult to dissect since the AAUP data are incomplete and 
different benefits packages are often not easily compared. AAUP benefit data include 
retirement, insurance (health, long-term disability, dental, and life), tuition grants-in-aid, 
FICA (Social Security and Medicare), unemployment compensation, workers’ 
compensation, housing and mortgage subsidies, and moving expenses. They do not include 
support for faculty work such as leave provisions (sabbatical, parenting and medical), for 
travel and research (such as the Faculty Research Awards Program [FRAP]), or for post-
retirement healthcare.  Consequently, while Amherst salaries have tended to rest below the 
median of competitor institutions, its full compensation may rest even lower, about the 
same, or higher.  
 
Despite these problems with the data, Amherst’s relative rankings for compensation and 
salaries at the Full and Associate Professor levels are similar; Assistant Professors as a 
group do move up the ranks when compensation is considered.  It remains to be seen 
whether this is a short-term unevenness in the data or a reflection of a significantly more 
valuable benefits package available to Amherst’s Assistant Professors than to their same 
cohort at other institutions.  Thus, there is little evidence that the benefits included in total 
compensation at Amherst balance or outweigh salary discrepancies for the majority of 
faculty.  
 
One benefit not included in AAUP data concerns sabbatical leaves. A recent survey 
conducted by the Dean of the Faculty and the Director of Institutional Research concerning 
leave policies for junior faculty at some of the New Group schools indicated that four 
offered more substantial benefits and two offered fewer benefits than Amherst. The College 
has responded recently with an augmented junior faculty leave policy. The Committee on 
Academic Priorities Report of 2006 recommended augmented leave provisions for tenured 
faculty as well. 4 The Advisory Budget Committee (ABC) recommended and the College 
has maintained the recent decision to fund sabbaticals for tenured faculty at 100% of pay. 
 
Other benefit issues that have been changed in response to information and reports 
compiled by the CPR include tuition grants-in-aid for children of employees and post-
retirement health insurance for employees hired after June 30, 2003.  The Administration is 
also considering offering some voluntary employee-paid benefits through payroll reduction 
including supplemental long-term disability insurance and long-term medical care 
insurance.  The CPR is currently working to improve the parental leave policy to make it 

                                                 
4 The CAP Report is available on the Dean of the Faculty’s website. 
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more competitive.  It is also examining a change in mortgage policy so as to make housing 
in the Amherst area more affordable for faculty members. 
 

B.  Effects of Professional School Salaries on Rankings in the Comparative 
Groups 

 
AAUP data do not distinguish between institutions with professional schools and those 
without. Thus average salary data for institutions with professional schools is typically 
skewed upward by the higher salaries paid to law, business or other professional school 
faculty members.5 For larger institutions, salary data with professional schools excluded are 
not available from the AAUP, although some institutions may individually exclude such 
data in their reports to the AAUP. If such corrected and authenticated salary data were 
uniformly available, Amherst’s relative rankings might be higher in both the Traditional 
and New Groups when compared with only the arts and sciences faculties.  
 
In recent years, the CPR’s salary report has attempted to address this issue by obtaining 
data from university and professional school websites and published and proprietary salary 
data for those institutions with professional schools. These data are at best provisional and 
incomplete, but they can give us some indication of what a more accurate picture of the 
actual salary differences between Amherst and the arts and sciences faculties at other 
institutions would look like.  In making these adjustments for professional school salaries, 
we should also point out that in some fields, Amherst must compete with professional 
schools for faculty (in economics, health sciences, law, etc.). Moreover, the actual incomes 
of professors at large research universities—even in the liberal arts—is more likely to be 
significantly supplemented by consulting fees and summer stipends, but we do not have the 
systematic data that would allow us to estimate the impact of these factors.  
 
We report estimates of appropriate salary adjustments in Tables 3A,B,C (in the Appendix) 
for the New Group schools. Of course, salary levels for the liberal arts colleges and for 
universities that excluded professional school data from their AAUP reports remain 
unchanged. For most others, average reported salaries were inflated by between 5% and 
10% by the inclusion of professional school data. A few others needed larger corrections - 
up to 20% - at the Associate and Assistant Professor levels. The rankings for Amherst 
faculty salaries within the New Group with corrections made to exclude professional 
school salaries are below. 
 
 

                                                 
5 The AAUP data do not include the salaries of medical, clinical and administrative professionals 
and staff. 
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Amherst Faculty Salary Rankings in the New Group, with and without Corrections 
for Professional School Salaries 

 
Year 

 
Full Prof. 

 
Full 
Prof. 

Assoc. Prof Assoc. 
Prof 

Asst. Prof. 
 
Asst. 
Prof. 

 
 

 
Uncorrected 

 
Corrected Uncorrected Corrected Uncorrected 

 
Corrected 

 
2007-08 

 
19 

 
15 25 20 18 12 

 
2008-09 

 
19 

 
17 26 21 17 11 

 
2009-10 

 
18 

 
17 26 22 18 16 

 
 
Our conclusions based upon these admittedly rough calculations are that:  
 
1)  Professional school salaries appear to have advanced in recent years at a more rapid 
pace than those paid to liberal arts faculty, producing a more pronounced two-tier system of 
compensation at larger institutions with professional schools. If this trend continues, it 
could potentially raise questions about whether Amherst faculty salaries should continue to 
be compared against these larger institutions.  
2) The absolute difference in salaries when compared with those of the liberal arts faculties 
in the schools ahead of us in the rankings is less formidable than the uncorrected data 
suggest. 
 

C.  Cost of living 
 
It is possible that some of the institutions ahead of Amherst in the salary rankings might 
pay more to compensate for higher costs-of-living in their geographical areas. In recent 
years the CPR has chosen not to focus on cost-of-living adjustments for several reasons. 
First, we could not secure reliable cost-of-living adjustment factors for all of the 
comparable institutions (or even for the immediate Amherst area). Second, a major factor 
in cost-of-living calculations tends to be housing, and this is an issue that different 
academic institutions treat in different ways, sometimes, for example, paying substantial 
subsidies in areas of high housing costs, and sometimes allowing faculty to fend for 
themselves. Thus, there is no straightforward way to acquire directly comparable data. 
Third, the increasing incidence of two-career academic families maintaining two 
geographically separate residences, with associated commuting costs, makes comparisons 
complicated and perhaps not uniformly meaningful. While taking all of these issues into 
account, however, a short treatment of cost-of-living issues was offered in the CPR Faculty 
Report for 2004-05. At that time, doing some rough adjustments for cost-of-living 
differences did not change Amherst’s ranking for Full Professors in the Traditional Group, 
although the adjustment did alter the particular institutions that placed ahead of Amherst. 
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D.  How Salaries Are Set 
 
In response to questions from members of the Faculty, we would like to clarify how salary 
increases are set. Each year, the Administration, with the advice of the CPR and the 
approval of the Trustees, establishes a “pool” for faculty salary increases. This “pool” 
represents a percentage of the total salary budget for the teaching staff6. A similar “pool” is 
established for Trustee appointees and staff.  The amount of this percentage increase, e.g., 
previously in the 3%-5% range, results in the dollars which the Administration then allots 
to salaries. A 3% percentage increase in the “pool,” however, does not mean that everyone 
receives a 3% salary increase, for from that “pool” must come adjustments for promotions, 
for equity across ranks, and for other one-time increases.  Generally speaking, those 
promoted from assistant to associate professor, and then to full, have received a raise equal 
to approximately twice the pool for that year. 
 
Members of the Faculty have criticized the recent timing of salary announcements. Why, 
they ask, has the announcement moved from mid-April or early May to the summer? The 
answer seems to have much to do with the timing of Board of Trustee meetings, and with 
their agendas.  But waiting as late as possible to set the “pool” often allows the 
Administration to make positive adjustments as the budget plays itself out at the end of the 
fiscal year. The CPR asks that the Administration make every effort to announce the 
anticipated pool figure in time for the Faculty to ask questions of it before the end of Spring 
semester.  
 
 
VII.  Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Following the recommendations of the Advisory Budget Committee7, the faculty salary 
pools were frozen for 2009-10 at the previous year’s levels.  Until the economic downturn 
in fall 2008, the Administration and the Board of Trustees had worked hard to increase 
salaries and enhance benefits for the faculty. Yet despite the strong percentage salary 
increases that took place in those years, Amherst’s actual rankings for salaries paid in both 
the Traditional and New Groups had stayed in a holding pattern below the median.  We had 
not made substantial progress toward the 102 - 105% benchmark.  In 2008-2009–in salary 
and compensation levels set before the economic downturn–Amherst’s rankings had either 
fallen modestly or stayed constant (with the exception of a slight rise in the ranking of 
assistant professors’ salaries) compared to other institutions in the New Group.   
 
Last academic year, most of our peer institutions implemented very modest salary 
adjustments.  It appears that Amherst’s salary freeze at the associate and full professorial 
level did not significantly change the College’s rankings compared to either the Traditional 
or the New Groups.  In terms of salary, the College retained exactly the same rankings in 
the Traditional Group.  In comparison to the New Group, the College’s ranking rose or fell 
                                                 

6Teaching staff includes tenure and tenure-track faculty, coaches, lecturers and visitors. 
7 The report of the Advisory Budget Committee (ABC) is available on the College website.  



 
 11 

slightly depending on professorial rank and whether the comparison was with salary or 
overall compensation.  As colleges and universities move on from the 2008 economic 
downturn, the CPR will closely monitor the situation to ensure that Amherst’s salary and 
compensation rankings do not further decline in comparison with either the Traditional or 
the New Groups.  Should Amherst’s rankings decline, the CPR will strongly advocate for 
higher percentage increases so as to ensure that the College is headed toward the goal of 
rankings consistently above the median of both the Traditional and the New Groups.  
 
Despite the 2008 economic downturn, the Committee continues to believe that the College 
should employ a flexible benchmark to bring Amherst salaries (which are more uniformly 
comparable among the various institutions than is compensation) at all levels consistently 
above the median of the Traditional and New Groups, allowing them to fluctuate between 
102% and 105% of the median. The CPR urges future committees to track the situation to 
ensure that salaries do not fall further below the median for the New Group.    
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Fiarsard I Si S llar’aid lol lirumud 101.2 ‘: 4°,
Stanturd 19 1% Stanford 19 1515 Columbia 1 tiS.0 5”:’
Princeton I, I 2 Princeton I I S’S S SianfL”ru 1.’ Si 4

Yale I’S I Columbia i I’S 2 Princcrn 51 tI 0’

1. Pcmmnmivanta Ii’S 2 ale I 4 7 5 sIc 1 °t.1 0

Columbia U 2 5 19. l’cutiiamni:m In’) 3 II. l’ciiii.ICs,,u,i_m 170 1 1
\unhnestcrn i,. 155 ,‘ N”rtho’”sturn 19 it! S \erti’isse0tcin I 2
DukcU I52t Dukcl iI.2 Sill nI 9
MIt 151 MD’ Ito,) Duke 1. IoOS
\VaCi:ngton 1’ 5’ 8 Wa,shingi.n 1 li’) \k’siiuiomun i nO ‘ n 2
l)artmouth I 4.S Dartmouth 5.4 5 Dartmouth 54 1 0 10

Brossn U. 1509 Brown U 1464 UCa1 -[..\ 148.0 nd
Wellesley IS’S I Wellcsley 145 5 Brown U. 145 8 ii

UNC-Chapel Hill ISS 5 U’Cal -LA 144.5 UCal - BerkcIe 145.8 n.d
U. Michigan 137 (1 UCai Be.rkelev i43,5 U’. Michigan 144.0 1,8%
UCal Berkeley n.d UNC-Chapel lull 142.7 UN’C-Chapel Dm11 143.0 0.7%
U”. Virginia 132.7 U’. Michigan 142.1 Weliesley 142.9 0.1%
AMhERST 131.7 Pomona 135.3 AMhERST j,3
UCaI -LA n d AMHERST 1352 Pomona 134.7 0.3%
Pomona 129 I U. Virginia 133.4 U’ Virginia 134.7 0.8%
Swarthmore I 26.5 Williams 132 7 Williams 130 5 (1 1%
Williams 126 4 Wesleyan 1 30.3 Weslcran 129.4 0 0%
Weslct in 12 5 Swarthmore I 29.o Smith 128.4 0 2%
Smith 124 0 Smith 129 1’ Boo diii I 27.5
Brsi Iumn I 22.n Bowdomn I 29 7 Swaitltmure I 2 0,2

Mount Iloltoke I I 5.2 Mount I’IoIaokc 120.1 Indiana I . 120.7
Indiana U I I 4 (5 Has crford I I ‘S 5 Mount I lola kc I 18 4 t) 0

UMass..Amhcrst I 125-) indiana U I 8 4 I’Iavcrfurd I 18 $ 1

I Iascrl’ord I I $ LMass.’Amlicrsi I I —. I I.Mass”Amiici ot 1 I 6,” 0. I’
Carleton 10$ 7 Carleton I 2 Carleton 114.5 51

Dan idson I (IS I Davidson 1 12 3 Dan idsuim I 12 5 0 0°

46’

6,30o

3,7%
1.4%

3.6%

1.4%

I .4%

3.0%
it LI

0.1(0

>1.0%

0.8%



(OMPARISON OF SAL.RIFS \‘III1:RST COLH(’;E AND TIlE NEW GROUP ‘l’able It

RANKJ
INSTITUTION

CTt AL FY2007-O8 R..1%K/

SALARY DOLLARS INSTITUTION
.CTt. AL FY2008-09 RANKJ

SALARY DOLLARS INSTITUTION
ACTUAl. F\2009-lO

SALARY DOLLARS INC

L Penns\ h

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS

Harard 104$

U. Pennssisania 102

MiT 1006

StanfCrd U. 100.5

Northwestern 1 953

Columbia

Duke U. 89 S

Princeton U $7.7

Yale 85.6

Washington U. 85 4

UCaI Berkele 84 8

U. Michigan 83 I

Dartmouth 83.0

[Cal-LA 81.7

UNC-Chapel Hill 8C8

Broun U. 78.5

\Vellesles r6 3

AIIIERS1 75.5

U Virginia 75.7

Williams 74 7

Pomona 72.6

Indiana U. 72.4

Haserford 71 9

Sw anhmore 7! 0

Bondoin no.8

Smith 69.8

Wesleyan 69.2

Carleton 68.9

USlass Amherst 68.6

Mount I iol iike 68 4

Das idson 59 7

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS ASSISTANT PROF ESSORS
05 Bars ard 191 3

Harvard 05.4 Stanford C

Stanford U. 94,3 U. Pennsylvania 98.0

MIT 93.3 MIT

Northwestern U X 9 Northwestern U 93 5

l.’iuke U. S.3 DuI.e 91.6

Yale 81.6 Columbia . 8° 2

Princeton 8 I .2 Vilc 86 0

Columbia U. 80.5 Princeton U. 85.8

Washington U. 89.0 Washington U. 85.0

Dartmout[i ‘0. Dartmouth 83 2

C. \iiehiom 9 3 NC-Chapel Hill 82 0

1, NO —Chapel lull 7o.° I.. \Iichrean Xl

CCaI - Berkeley n d. I Cal - Berkeley 81 .3

Wellesley
75,3 UCaI -LA 79.6

Frown U. ‘19 Wellesie 78.3

.IIIERS’I ‘45 .IIIERST

t Virginia
45 Brown U 7r S

Wulluams 3.l ‘A:Ilrams 05$

[Cal -LA n.d, Pomona 5

Pomona 71.0 U.. Virginia 74.7

Swarthmore 70 I Haverford 73 7

lfowdoin 69.3 Swarthmore 2 2

Indiana .
65 4 Bsrdoin 71 5

\Vestesan ‘8 4 Indiana l.. 1

Sniith n8,2 \\ esleyan 70 7

Havertbrd 67.7 Smith 70.4

I Mass.’Amherst 60 8 Carleton 6$ 6

arleton 66.1 Mount ItoloLe 68 4

Mount HIs oke 65 5 [Mass/Amherst 68 2

Das udson 61 Has idson 62 -1

1.5%

2.1%

—90

1.8%

nd.

n.d

ii d
0.6%

0.9%

‘i 2%

0.4%
2.5%

1 2%
0,00

0.9°
0.80

.0%
54

2%

I 6°o
0.flbo



(()IP.I{ISON OF CON1PF NS 1’IO\ - AMIlFkS’I ( O1.I.FCE AND J1IF ‘1 RADITION AL Gl)L I’

1{ANKi .(‘‘I1 Al. F’20o7-0S R ‘%K.; \f I AL F\ 200S-09 R\K tHA1. F\ 2009-10
IS Fill ‘iiO\ (OiPFNS.i’iON I’o.’iiT( i’iO\ ( OI’[”.TION i\SIi I I lION ( OMPF\S I H

\SSUCI.\ fl’l’RDFESSORS
In i ad I 51 —

I,,)ariinouth —

WeIIesle 12S 3
Yale 1255
Smith 1204
pT, Mieh,gan 1197

______________

U. VreinD 118.2
llims 117 5

_________
_________

116.1
Mount I lois oLe 109
1’ lass \nil erst I 1) 4
lndian,i I I 06,8
\\‘esles an 65 5

\SS1S I’AN’i I’ROITSS(RS

I”lar ird 133,o
Yale ii; 2
( \Iieliio,ii; 1 {6 6

__________________
___________________

Darnuouth 105
AMIILRS’l’ 100.5
Wellesles 99,7
Williams 98.8
U. Virgmia 96.6
Indiana U 93 9

Smnh 92.7
S4oiint I Is1s oLe 90.1
55 eslesin ,5 I

\iiero H

IRCUI’s.S IRS

Ian ird
Yale
Dartnsouth
Wellesley

U. Michigan
AMhERST

\illiains

U. •Virginia

Smith
Wesles an
\lount I lis.’ke
Indiana U
5iass-\nhert

199.0
1884
178.0

165.7
164.1
163.5
163.4

157.1
1534
l4 I
145 S

l”l<rl ‘[55’;5

F ian aid
‘t ale
Darunouth
55 ellesley
U. Michigan
Williams

\MIIERST
S In Oh

5’ 5 Irelnia
55 esles an
\Iount 1
Indana

255

1.15 5

ISO 9
171.8
70.7

169.7

I .5
I’)

UI 5
54

(465

112 S

01<,.!’ 1 ‘aSi iRS

I lij iid
S ale
Darnnouh
Vie lIes es

U. Michigan
AMhERST

Smith

U Sireinie
55 iii

nd in,i I.
\isiint I lois ks

U\ia \nrher

211 3
198.5
185.3
175.6

169.8
169.8
169.5
169 8
I 91) 5

(5o S

141 1

ASSc(CI VI 1lO.’)FIISSORS ,‘\SSUCI.”t’I’E PRDEIIS)O..RS
[)rtnouth

Ilars’ard
Wellesles

Wiliams

U. Virginia
Yale

AMIIERST
U. Michigan

Sniith

Mount I’IoRoke

[Mass’ Amherst
vs es:es Sn

Indiana U.

I 2n

128.8
127.6
118.3

115.7
114.6
112.6

112.1

110.6
109.4
1069

(i9,9

1 sri ard
I4srtmsuth
55 eileslev

Yale

Snulh
Williams

U. Michigan
I. Virginia
.MllERSi
NI omit I ‘lolyoke
I, \ la .\mherst
Vs eslesan

Indiana i_

137 4

1254

121 1
120.9

116.9

I 19 5
116.0

5

I (1 2
I ii5.3

ASS:IS’i .\“<T I’RO[l)SSORS 55515 i-SN I’ l’ROI’[SSuRS
1”Iarm ard

Yale
I_ Nliehig,in

AMB ERST
Dartmouth

Wellesley

Williams
10. Virginia

Mount Holyoke
Indiana U
Smith
\Veslesap
1 \‘1;n’ Sums-i ri

IIn.0
tI 9
Vu,7

99,9

99.6
99.1

96.6

95.7

87.4
86.8

86.7
85.0
‘iL

II sri ii

‘isle

I4artuum,uih
ii!l1RST

I Michigan
\Vellesley
Vs’ullianis

U. Virginia
Smith

Indiana U.
N bunt I Iolvoke
55 CIC\ .1))

124 Si

InS 3
1(14.7

Inn 3
160.0

95 5
9)3

9) 6

as a



COMP.RISON OF COMPENSATION - \IIIERST COLLEGE AND THE NEW GROUP Table 21)

RANK!
INSTITUTION

ACTUt. FY2007-O8 RANK!
(:OMPENSA’IiON INSTITI “[ION

(“HAL FY200S—09 RANK!
(O11I’SS.I.ION ISSIII(IIt)N

C[UAL FY2009-.IO
COMPENSATIO\

ASSOCIA’[E PROFESSORS
Stan lot d I

U. Penns Is Inni
Columbia U
Princeton U
MIT

Northwestern U
Harvard
Dartmouth

Duke U.
UCal Be.rkelev
Welltsley

HaverlUrd

Yale
UCa1 - LA

(11CB3

ASIIIt,B’. I

Moun•t Ho!\k:

U iOIass!Arn3n

Carleton
Wes.iean

Davidson

Inujana

\SSOC[ I 1 PROFESSoRS
SlanI rd t0i 3
Columbi a 1 I 52 0
I tart ard I 50.7

U Penns is an a I 47.7

Princeton 145.4

MIT l4L4
Northwestern U. I 40.7

Dartmouth I 37.7

UC.al Berkeley 132.7
UCal LA 128.9
Duke U. 12.8.9
Welteste’ 12$..!
i’taverford 12.6.5
Yale 125.5

i2L3

.IIIERSI 116.1

Carko 1.07.8
UMasA I

indiana 1*. 106.8
Wesie.an 105.8
Davidson 102.2

PR(.’)FFSS(>RS PR(’.)FFSSORS PROF ESSORS
Harvard 2 i!ars aid 25$ I I U.rs aid
Stanford t 212 0 Stanford 223 Stanfoid I 223 6
I. Penn,stsama 2103 U. Pennssisuria 213v6 Ciutnbia U 221 S

Princeton I 2o}.6 Princeton L 21 I [‘rineerir 229 5

Yale nO Columbia 2 l1.n U PCniosisaia 2
(‘eLr:irbia U Oh — Yale 210.4 Yale 21 I
\rthvcstcrii U I-IS Nonhsscstern I, 215.1 N3rthicOetn
MIT 91 3 Duke iOS. Slit
Dartmvuth lSs 4 Dartatutir iS.S Like

Duke U. 88 5 Mi F I 98 9 Drnmt.tF I
Washington U 184 2 Washmaton 1 196 C 9$ ahinunir 198.2
Wellestey 1 $.0 Brown U 193!! CC!! - I A 195.2
Brown U. 748 UCaI - LA 189.8 UCaI - Beikeler 192!!
UCal LA nd. UCal Berkeley 188.5 Wetlestey 185.3
UCal Berkeley nd, Wellestey 180.9 Brown U 182.8.
UNC-Cha.pel Hill 167.5 UNC-Chapel Hilt l72..6 U. Michigan 175.6
U. Michigan 165.7 U. Michigan 171 ..8 UNC-Chapet Hill l 73.2
AMHERST i4I Williams 170.7 AMhERST I698
Williams 163.5 AMHERST I697 Smith 169.8
U. Virgntia 165.4 Pomona 168.3 Pomona 169.6
Swarthmore 161.5 Smith 167.3 Williams 169.5
Pomona 100 7 Bowdoin 1 67.0 U Viririnia 166.8
I3owdom 157 9 Swarthmore I o5 I Bood(sn 165 6
Smith I 5’ I U Virginia I o4.3 Snarthntoie 102.7
Flit -r’Ord 55 6 tVeslesan lot 5 5$ esier an Ito 5
Weslevan 53 4 tlaveri’ord 0 1.-I 1 tat erlord 1 56.
Mount Hol oke 46 1 Mount I lolvoke I 54.1) Indiana I I 5.3 4

Indiana U. 143 8 Indiana U 1—19 5 Mount I lolsoke 150.8
Carleton 141 I Carleton 1-17 1 Carleton 149.5
LMass Amherst ISo 2 UMass Amherst 1-12.8 Davidson 46 9
Davidson 33 -4 Davidson 138.9 t.Slaas ,.\mliersi 141

.-SSOCI\’I’I! I’ROFFSSORS
Stanford U
U. l’ennsylvania
MIT
Princeton U,
Northwestern U.
Dartmouth

Columbia U
Harvard

Duke U.

Wellesley
\Villia.tns

Ponona

Washington U.
l’Ia.verfCrd
.Sssarthmore

Siont t-io[vokv
Masa!A.mherst

Wes.ievan

Carleton

Davidsoi’i

indiana U.

IS - .0

45 7

385

33.3
142 S

1299

129.4
128.8

128.0

l2’.b
183

117 0

02.4
99.9

InS 3
154 6
1439

141.8

139.8

138.6
i37.4

136.3
133.6

129.0
127.2

126.7
125.4

I 6.41

lOy 7

106.2

1050



(OIPARISI)N OF (SOIPENS’[iON - A’.IIIERST COLlEGE .-ND THE NEW GROIP lable 211

RAN k
INSTITI TION

A(l L’Al. F’ 2007-OS RANk

COMPENSA’fION INSTITUTION
AC1A AL F\ 2008-09 RANK

COMPENSATION INSTITUTION
A(:FL AL F\2009-IO
COMPENSATION

.SSISI’.\1 PRoFESSORS

F’enr Iva:iia I

StanlCrd L I1o.7

Harvard 1202

MiT 124,3

Northwestern 1 . 11.3., 6

Iiukei 111.8

Ciumbia 10.9

UCa1 - lierkelcs ((.5

UCaI - LA 1002

Yale 107,5

Princeton I I 07 5

I)artnernh 05 3
\IlII:-RS’I’

HaverlOid 104,0

U. Miciogan 103,5

UNC-Chapel HiP 102.,4

\Vash nnt$n U 1004

\VclIe-le\
I 00

Pomona 99.7

Brown U. 98,5

U. Virgmia 95,5

Soarthninre 95.2

Snoth 95 5

l3owdoin 02.5

Carleton 91.7

Indiana U. 90,9

Mount Holyoke 90.2

\\esleran 88.8

UMass Amherst 84.3

1’)a ids’n 5

ASSIST ANT I’ROFESSORS

I’ Pe.rrns\ U ama 58.6

Harvard 336

MIT 128.5

Stanford U. 127,0

Northwestern U. 126.0

columbia i. 9 8

1.. Cal - Berkeley 115.5

LCaI-L\ 112.0’

DukeU. 111.2

Princeton U. 110.5

Yale 1102

Miuhan 009

Dartmouth I 05.

\\ ashrnatnn U. 101.9

UNC—Chapel Hill 101.3

AMHERST 100.5

Brown i_ 00 5

\\elleslcs 09

55 illiams 05 5

I laverldrd 987

U. Virginia 96,6

Pomona 94,7

lndiana 1

Swarthrnore 03 o
[Sowdoin u2

Smith 92.7

Carleton 90,1

Mount Holvoke 90,1

55 esieran 8 1

1. ‘Mass Amherst 53 (1

Davtdson

ASSI%[.N1’ PR(.)FLSSORS

Nil

Stanf0rdi,i,

Northwestern U.

Harvard

Colunihla

[‘luke 1’

Yale

Princeton U.

UCaI - Berkeley

U \Iijriean

AIIIIRST

E)arinruth

Welle-lrv

l’iavertNrd

UCaI - l.A
Ii

U’9C-Chapci lull

\‘ireirra

Broon (I.

Washington U.

Pon’iitra

Swarthmore

Bosdoin

Carleton

Mount Holyoke

Indiana U.

Smith

Weslesan

1\las. ‘\.inherst

l)a olson

I .t I .7

122.7

119

116,4

116 0

101 N

101,8

nd,

100

99-9
09.6

99.1

97,7

n,d,
06 6

95.6

94,9

93.1

so

$7.4

86.8

86.7

55
50



TAttLE 3A

PROFESSIONAL. SCHOOL ADJUSTMENTS N LW GROUP

2008-2009 2009-2010
Salary Prof Salary P00/
Dollars School Adjusted Dollars School Adjusted
AAUP Adjustment Salary AAUP Adjustment Salary

PROFESSORS PROFESSORS
Princeton U. 180.3 () 180,3 Princeton U. 181.0 0 181.0
Harvars. 1916 10 1713 Stanford U. 1814 5 1713
Stanft>rd U. 18L9 5 1718 Harvsrd 19L2 10 17:2
Columbia U. 175.2 10 157,7 Columbia U. 188.6 10 169.7
Yale 174.,7 10 157.2 Yale 1741 10 156.7
Duke U. 16L2 5 1531 U. Pennsylvania 170.1 10 1531
U. Pennsylvania 169.4 10 1515 Duke U. 160.8 5 151$
Brown U. 146.4 0 146.4 Northwestern U. 166,3 It) 149.7
Northwestern U. 161.8 10 135,6 Brown U. 145,8 0 145,8
Wellesley 145.5 0 145.5 MIT 161.0 10 144,9
M1T 160.3 10 144.3 Washington U. 160.7 10 144.6
Washington U. 159.3 10 143.4 Wellesley 142.9 0 142.9
Dartmouth 154.5 10 139.1 UCaI LA 148.0 5 140.6
UCal LA 144.5 5 137.3 Dartmouth 154.1 10 138.7
UCal Berkeley 143.5 5 136.3 UCal - Berkeley 145.8 5 138.5
Pomona 135,3 0 135,3 U.ichigan 144,0 5 136.8
AM1IERST j2 Q AMHERST j.3 0 U3
U. Michigan 142.1 5 135.0 Pomona 134,7 0 134.7
Williams 132.7 0 132,7 Williams 130.5 0 130,5
Weslevan 130.3 0 130.3 Weslevan 129.4 0 129.4
Swarthmore 129.6 0 129.6 CA/C-Chapel Hill /43.0 /0 128,7
Smith 129.6 (3 129,6 Smith 128.4 0 128.4
Bowdoin 129.2 0 129.2 U. Virginia 134.7 5 128,0
UA/C-Uhapel Hi/I /42,7 10 /28.4 Bowdoin 127,8 0 127 8
U. Virginia 133.4 5 126.7 Swarthmore 127.2 0 127.2
Mount Holyoke 120.1 0 120.1 Nount Ilolyoke 118.4 0 118.4
I’Iauerford 119.9 0 119.9 Haverford 118.4 0 118.4
UMass/Amherst 117.1 0 117.1 UMasslAmherst 116,7 0 116.7
Carleton 112.7 0 112,7 Indiana 1.i, 120.7 5 114.7
Indiana U. 118.4 5 112,5 Carleton 114,5 0 114.5
Davidson 112.3 0 112.3 Davidson 112.5 0 112.5

Median 142,7 50 l353 Median 143.0 5,0 136.8
Mean 144.9 4,0 l384 Mean 145,4 4.0 t389



TABLE 38

PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL ADJUSTMENTS NEW GROUP

Sabr

Dollau

AAUP

ASSOCAA.TE PROFESSORS
Stanfhrd U. 128.0

Princeton U. 114.3

MiT 1. 10.3.

Weliesley 98.6

U. Pennsylvania 114.1

Pomona 96.6

UCaI Berkeley 96.1

Columbia U. 112.2

Yale 99.8

Northwestern U. 105.3

Dartmouth 104.2

Williams 92.1

Brown U. 91.9

Duke U. 107.3

Swarthmore 90.8

Ilaverthrd 90.6

Bowdoin 90.2

Harvard 112.3

Smith 89.5

U. Michigan 93,1

AMHERST
UCaI - LA 92.1

U Virgin.ia .91,7

Washington U 96.5

Mount Holvoke $5.1
Weslevan $5.1

Davidson 85.0

LIIVC-Chapel Hill 94.1

Carleton $1.2

U.k’fass/Amherst 89. 7

Indiana U. 81.6

2008.-2009

Prof.

Schoo Adjsfed

Adtustrneth SaDr

2009-2Oi 0

Sdary Proi,

Doflars Srhoot Adjmted

AAL’P Adjtstment Salary

94.3 5.0 89.9

96,7 5,5 90.9

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS

15 108.8 Princeton U. 116.9 5 11 1.1

5 108.6 Stantbrd U. 124.4 15 105.7

10 99.3 MIT 111.0 10 99.9

0 98.6 Columbia U. 117.0 15 99.5

15 97.0 UCaI - Berkeley 98.2 0 98.2

0 96.6 Wellesley 97.2 0 97.2

0 96.1 orthwestern U. 106,9 10 96.2

15 95.4 Pomona 95.2 0 95.2

5 94.8 Dartmouth 104.7 10 94.2

10 94.8 U. Pennsylvania 110.2 15 93.7

10 93.8 Harvard 116.9 20 93.5

0 92.1 Yale 98,4 5 93.5

0 91.9 Haverford 92.1 0 92.1

15 91.2 BrownU. 91.9 0 91.9

0 90.8 UCaI - LA 95.2 5 90.4

0 90.6 Swarthmore 89.9 0 89.9

0 90.2 U. Michigan 94.3 5 89.6

20 89.8 Bowdoin 89.3 0 89.3

0 89.5 Williams 88.8 0 88.8

5 831.4 Smith 88.3 0 88.3

0 878 U. Virginia 92.7 5 88.1

5 87.5 AMhERST 878 87

5 87.1 Washington U 97.1 10 87.4

10 86.9 Duke U 102.6 b 3r.2

0 85.1 Wesleyan 84.3 0 $4.3

0 85.1 UVC-Chapel f/ill 92.6 10 83.3

0 85.0 Davidson 82(3 0 82.0

10 84.7 Mount Holyoke 81.5 0 81.5

0 81.2 Carleton 80.0 0 80.0

10 80. (•A1i/ 88.1 10 79.3

5 77.5 Indiana U. 82.0 5 77.9

93.1 5.0 90.6 Median

97.0 5,5 91.2 Mean
Median

Mean



.\lil.E JU

l’RUF[SslO)NAL S(’llOt)l. ADJL’Sl lE\ IS \l’9. (ROLi’

2OOS2OO9

Prof.

School Adjusted

Adjustment Salary

2OO92OtO

Salary Prof.

Dollars School Adjusted

AAUP Adtustinent Salar

in ‘o- ntutinnb that tall 6ai,’ r\mharht h tha i onnl Sh.J

an a,ti:t ,tta’.’t tin’ amino! tint tin ‘! P ..‘—rpP’ ç. . 0’

Salary

Dollars

.8t P

AS4S’[.\5 PROFIiSS iRS ASSIS’1’.\ PROFESSLRS
MD 9 5 Ii’ $.8 Ml 1 10,6 Itt 005

Stntil4t’J 1,’ l.a’S 15 85 — St,nlnrJ 190.5 5 $5.4
\aL 56.’’ 5 8 7 1 Iaronrd 04 .1 3ij $5.5
I’rmeaton L 85.8 5 $1.5 Princeton 8” 5 853
Ilariard 101.4 3n 81.1 1.’. Penncolsan,a 1t13.3 i 81 5
Dariniouth 83.2 5 79.0 Yale 85.6 5 81.3
U Pnii \ Iv u t 98 U ‘7$ 4 1, C ii B ttlv 84 8 80 (
Welleslav 783 U 78.3 UI, Mtchtean 83.1 5 78.9
Duke U 01,6 15 77.9 Dartmouth 83.t) 5 78.9
U. Michiuan 81.6 5 77.5 Brown U. “8.5 0 78.5
AMHERSt 77.4 0 77,4 UCaI - 81.7 5 77.6

(‘di - Iiar%eict ‘1 3 5 “‘72 Washinaton 1. 85.4 10 76.9
Broan I.’. 76.8 (‘ 76.8 Duke I . 89.8 15 79,3
lUiaiti,too,m,t (; a5 0 In “0 5 ‘cllryk Th.3 () 76.3
\\ ilinuns ‘S S II 75.8 vorthweawrn . 95.3 21) 76.2
, to! - 1.4 1.6 6 AMIIERS’I :5.5 0 75.5
Pottiont 5.1 0 75.1 Willtam 74,7 0 74.
iconu/n, ,‘sienn U 93 5 10 74.8 (‘a/oath!,, U 92.3 20 73.8
U’VC-Chcipel Hill 2.0 10 73.8 USC-Chapel 1/ill 80.8 10 72.7
Ilaverford 73.7 (I 73.7 Pomona 72.6 0 72.6
Swarthmore 2.2 0 72.2 Haverford ‘‘1.9 0 71.9
E3owdohi ‘‘(5 0 71.5 U. Virginia 5.2 5 7l.4
(‘a/tonS!,, L 592 10 “1 4 Soarthm,’rc 1.9 6 71.0
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