9
Salaries and Fringe Benefits
Like the prospect of increased enrollments, the need for
higher faculty salaries has been widely publicized both
within and without higher education. The two matters are
not unconnected. The demand for "college teachers" will increase more, over the next decade, than will that for most
other types of workers; therefore, college salaries should be
raised at least as rapidly as those of other elements in the
population.
Unfortunately, quite the reverse has been true for nearly
two decades since 1940. Faculty salaries not only failed to
keep up with those of other groups but, over certain intervals, even lagged behind increases in living costs. Hence
there was a decline in the real income of most of the aca· ~.;.},j
demic profession; and this trend, combined with mounting i'l
taxes, reduced the academic standard of living just when ,~
that for the people as a whole was rising.
~
iJ

The National Picture. This contrast may be summarized .,
by recalling the following facts. State universities and land- ,.
grant colleges usually secured greater salary increases during .•
the 1940's than did private institutions.1 Yet in the relatively;
favored state universities, over the interval 1929 to 1953, the:
1 Kg., salaries of professors in the public institutions, 1940-50, rose 68:,1
percent; in the private, only 40 percent; Seymour E. Harris, "Faculty SaI- .~
aries," A.A.U.P. BuU., vol. 43 (Dec., 1957), 583, quoting J. D. Millett, F~ ;
nancing Higher Education in the United States.
/
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real value of salaries of assistant professors fell one percent;
of associate professors, six percent; and of professors, 11 percent. Only instructors enjoyed a gain (nine percent). Meantime, the real income of railroad firemen rose 38 percent,
and of automobile workers, 56 percentl 2
The greatest lag in academic salary increases occurred
during World War II and in the years immediately thereafter. In 1946, for example, the median rise in professors'
pay was only half that in the cost of living. s The inevitable
result was that the gap between the income of "college teachers" and of other groups widened for more than a decade.
By 1953, for example, the average pay of railroad firemen
was substantially above that of assistant professors in the
state universities; and that of railroad engineers was higher
than the salary of professors. The average for professors was
then $7,000, while the average, net income of physicianswhich had risen 48 percent since 1929-was $15,000. The
medical income, moreover, really should be compared with
the average for all "college teachers." By 1955-56, these two
figures were, respectively, $16,000 and $5,200! •
Similar contrasts could be presented between average,
academic income and that in law, business, government,6
and so on. These are the most significant comparisons, since
it is with the other profeSSions that universities must compete
for personnel. The only guild comparisons which are favorable to the academic world are those with such low-income
2 See tables in Beardsley Ruml and S. G. Tickton, Teaching Salaries
Then and Now: A Fifty Year Comparison . .. , Fund for the Advancement
of Education, Bull. No. 1 (Oct., 1955).
S Sumner H. Slichter, "Higher Salaries for Professors," A.A.U.P. BuU., vol.
32 (1946), 438 If.; S. E. Harris, op. cit., 584.
• Hams, op. cit., 585.
6 For differentials between comparable academic and government salaries in Washington, D. C., see N. Y. Times, June 9, 1957.
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groups as clergymen, librarians, and public-school teachers.'
Explanations of the deterioration of faculty salaries may
begin with the fact that there was no dearth of personnel
during the post-war years. Colleges were then in the trough
of the population curve, enrollments were relatively low, and
the supply-demand ratio for teachers was unfavorable from
their viewpoint. Exploitation of this situation, however, was
not necessarily deliberate-authorities in private institutions
usually felt pressed for funds. Their sources of income-interest, gifts, tuition-failed to respond promptly to rising costs.
How far can this failure be blamed on higher education
itself? There would be no point in debating whether a given
university could have raised more endowment than it actually did. But tuition might have been increased more rapidly than it was, and the proceeds devoted to staff salaries.
By 1952, students in the 85 institutions studied by Long
were paying 25 percent less real tuition than had been
charged about 1940, although average, real family income
had gone up 35 percent during the same period. or
Tuition is one of those matters on which trustees and administrators rarely consult faculties. But it is not clear that
the latter would have overcome their inertia at once, any
more than did administrators, even if they had been consulted. There was always fear that higher tuition would
handicap low-income students, regardless of what had happened to average incomes. Faculties were thus caught between legitimate self-interest and altruism. Moreover, when
It According to a United Press Survey of Nov., 1956, the NEA then estimated the average school teacher's pay as $4,100; average salaries for
Protestant clergy ranged from about $3,500 to $4,700; for Rabbis, from
about $4,Voo to $6,000. N. Y. World-Telegram, Nov. 20, 1956.
7 Clarence D. Long, "Professors' Salaries and the Inflation," A.A.U.P. Bull.,
(Winter, 1952-53), 582. It was probably a mistake not to make clear, to the
public, what education per student really cost.
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tuition rates finally did go up sharply-as in recent years-administrators and staff in some institutions became apprehensive less they had priced themselves out of the market.
Less favorable to faculties is another explanation of salary
lags which has recently been advanced by Beardsley RumP
Here the difficulties are blamed on the "incredibly inefficient" teaching program, and it is bluntly said that "the pay
the professor gets today is the direct consequence of what he
earns...." Salaries could be raised, declares Ruml, if the
program were improved by reducing the number of courses,
lowering the faculty-student ratio, and so on.
Delays in salary advances can also be ascribed to the ways
in which available funds have been allocated. Actually, the
total income of colleges and universities did rise between
1939 and 1952 out of proportion to increases in the number
of "teachers." Total income per teacber in 1939-40 was only
$3,930; by 1951-52 it had reached $10,600. Thus, in terms of
these figures, salaries could have been raised during the interval by about 150 percent; in reality, they rose only by
about half that ratio. 9
This disparity means that income was diverted elsewhere.
Faculties received a diminishing share of the educational
dollar. Enrollments were going up, construction consequently increased, administrative staffs expanded, upkeep
became more expensive because plant employees-unlike
faculties-could demand more pay, and so on. Between about
1929 and 1952, in 85 institutions, income per student rose
55 percent, administrative costs per student 76 percent,
8 "Pay and the Professor," Atlantic Monthly, (April, 1957) 48 f. Ruml
implies that tuition has risen excessively, but the reported increase in "private colleges," 1940-57, was only 83%-barely enough to keep up with the
devaluation of the dollar. See Higher Education and National Affairs, VII,
No.4, Jan., 1958, 2.
9 Harris, in A.A.U.P. Bull., vol. 43 (1957) 588.
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maintenance per student 84 percent, but instruction per student only 47 percent. 10
To sum up, nearly all aspects of college and university
life benefited by financial developments between about 1945
and 1955, except faculty salaries. Tuition became a bargain
for the average family, plant employees enjoyed relatively
rapid pay increases, more posts opened for administrators,l1
and students found themselves in mme adequate and attractive buildings. The last item also benefited staffs, but not in
a degree to compensate for salary lags. And all these developments were made possible, in part, by the fact that faculties did not share proportionately in the resources available.
It may be said that, in effect, the academic profession subsidized higher education during this era. A national commission has declared, indeed, that this unnoticed subsidy
amounted to more than twice "the grand total of alumni gifts,
corporate gifts, and endowment income of all colleges and
universities combined." It adds, however, that this "largest
scholarship program" in history was not calculated to aid
education in the long run. 12
Despite such emphatic statements, some observers-in- .:
cluding a few professors-maintain that faculties have not
really been underpaid. Ruml, as noted, thinks the staffs have :!
received all they deserved, but that they would merit more
if they would mend their ways. But others point again to the
inherent "compensations" of the profession-long vacations,
tenure, and so on-as justifying relatively low salaries. They
also suggest that, since the national trend in incomes has
been toward equality, high-income groups (like college facLong, op. cit., 582.
What happened to administrative salaries is rarely revealed. They may
or may not have advanced more rapidly than did those of the staff.
12 President's Com. on Ed. Beyond the High School, Second Report
(July, 1957),6.
10

11
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ulties!) should yield to this trend in the interest of the common welfare. 13
Those who hold this view might add that, after all, faculty
salaries in the United States have been relatively high in
comparison with those abroad. Canadian scales seem to be
roughly similar to, or only a little lower than, the American. a
But in 1957, English universities-apart from Oxford and
Cambridge-were paying professors up to a maximum of only
about $9,000, and readers and senior lecturers (associate
professors) a maximum of around $6,750. 15
Continental salaries are even lower. In France, for example, maximum professorial salaries are about $6,000; in Turkey, only $2,000 at the legal exchange. Allowance must be
made of course for black markets or for living conditions.
Rents are low in Paris; and, in Turkey, professors can live
in reasonable comfort if they do not buy foreign goods. Yet
all is not well, and efforts are being made to raise salaries in
various countries. Public protests have been made, in recent
months, by faculties and students in both France and Italy.
In any case, the central question is not whether American
professors appear affluent against an international background. The point is, rather, that they have suffered by
American standards. And their plight became widely recognized during the early 1950's, in just these terms. Salaries
began to go up in more substantial fashion and, by 1957, purchasing power had been largely regained. Desirable as this
trend was, however, it did not repay faculties for losses sus13 G. StillIer, Employment and Compensation in Education (I950), 4263; Soltow, 'Are College Teachers Really Underpaid?,n AA.U.P. Bull. (Autumn, 1956), 504 H.
14 See Canadian Asso. of URi". Teachers' BuU., vol. 5 (1956), 13.
15 The national Universities Grants Committee sets the base-salary scales
within the limits of the Parliamentary budget, hut local allowances may be
added; see Univ. of London, Rep't. by the Principal, 1956-57, 19.
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tained since 1940. Nor did it equalize their salaries with those
of other economic groups, including the competing professions.
Estimates have varied as to how much salaries should be
further raised, if more academic people are to be secured
within a competitive personnel market. As early as 1947, the
President's Commission suggested an immediate increase of
50 percent. A decade later, the Educational Policies Commission recommended a rise of from 75 to 125 percent within
the next fifteen years. In the same year (1957), the President's Committee on Education Beyond the High School
urged that average salaries should be doubled within only
five to ten years; and the national council of the A.A.D.P.
went on record in favor of the same proposaP6
The President's Committee further suggested that the upper ranks should benefit most in salary advances, since they
.had been most squeezed during the preceding era. The same
view has been expressed by trustees and faculty committees
at a number of institutions, and by the A.A.U.P. Committee
on the Economic Status of the Profession. The latter body
ascribed the relative lag of upper-rank salaries to the sympathy of older men for the younger, and to the policy of giving "across the board" rather than merit increases when .(
entire salary scales needed revision. 17

Base Salaries at Pennsylvania. Salaries at the University
have, in general, followed the national trends of the last two
decades. There was the same failure to keep up with living
costs or with the income of other groups. Provost Rhoads has
pointed out that, as late as 1955, upper-rank salaries had only
16 President's Commission (1947), V, 14; Higher Education in a Decads
of Decision (1957), 130 ff.; President's Committee, Second Report (1957).
17 A.A.U.P. BuU., vol. 42 (Spring, 1956), 10 f.
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68 percent of the purchasing power of the salaries of 193539. 18 In recent years, however, the scale has risen to a better
level at Pennsylvania as elsewhere-both through "across
the board" and merit increases. Between 1954-55 and 195657, mean salaries for professors in the Arts College rose from
$8,098 to $8,714; and the median in that College is now (195758) about $10,000. Average professional salaries in the Engineering Schools, during the same years, rose from $8,362 to
$9,235; and the mean in these Schools has now reached
$10,300.
So it goes down the line of the various colleges. Average
salaries of all professors at the University (excluding those
in medical schools) rose from $8,403 in 1953-54, to $9,520 in
1956-57. Roughly similar increases were received by associate
professors, whose salaries rose during the same period from
$5,975 to $7,136; and by assistant professors, whose compensation went from $5,039 to $5,675. Relatively, the associate
professors gained most (almost 20 percent), while the assistant professors received increases of about 14 percent and
professors of about 13 percent. IS
Deans at Pennsylvania are usually paid a modest bonus,
which seems justified under the circumstances. Similar bonuses for higher administrative offices are merited for the
same reasons. Whether substantially higher salaries for upper
positions are desirable is another question. In university
business posts, such salaries must presumably be paid to
compete with business scales, and should academic administrators receive less than their business colleagues? But one
thing should be noted. In so far as administration in itself
is thought worthy of greater compensation than is scholar18
19

U. of P. Med. Bull., V, No.2 (Mar., 1957), 14.
See Tables I and II, end of chapter.
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ship as such, universities at large reHect a sense of values
which seems out of place in the world of learning.
Meantime, if faculty salaries are to be further increased on
the scale recommended by several national bodies in 1957
(100 percent over the next five to ten years), the magnitude
of the financial problem is apparent. Since the average sal.
\
ary of professors at Pennsylvania, for example, was $9,520
in 1956-57, the proposed schedule would call for the attain- .'
ment-sometime between 1961 and 1966-of an average figure of about $19,000 in this bracket! Similar contrasts would I')
appear in reference to the other ranks. Even if the ideal of }' ;
100 percent increases is not realized, moreover, the pressures ,;.
on the University's total income will be substantial.~·,
Most members of academic staffs are not directly involved '.'
in fund raising, though they are naturally interested in pros- -1
pects for increases in State or Federal aid, in corporation and ~(1
alumni giving, and in the possibility that foundations may
be weaned away from individual projects and persuaded to
make lump awards to private institutions. But the faculties
are directly concerned with two of the explanations noted
for past delays in salary advances-in the possibility that
their own structures and procedures are unnecessarily
costly,20 and in the proportion of University income which is
allocated to their maintenance.
We do not have at hand specific data on the proportion of
the University's income which, over the past decade or two,
has been assigned to faculty salaries. But since other types
of costs-construction, up-keep, administration, and so onhave mounted at Pennsylvania, it is quite possible that the
University followed the national trend toward decreasing
proportional expenditure for instruction. If so, the balance

I

20 This point will be discussed below, under Teaching and under Research.
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should be restored. But even if other costs did not go up
more than did the ratio of salary increases-let us say, 20
percent since 1953-54-faculty salaries should be given priority in the interest of the institution's own future.
A recognition of the need for this priority has been repeatedly expressed, during the last two or three years, by the
President and by other administrators. In so far as they are
able to follow through, the prospects are encouraging. But
one should add that, in principle, specific faculty committees
also should be consulted in planning salary increases-preferably an executive or personnel body on the college level,
and a Senate committee for the University as a whole. 21
Up to this point, faculty salaries at Pennsylvania have been
viewed quite apart from those in other, particular institutions. But the scales maintained in comparable universities
are of more immediate significance than are national averages. We have therefore compared mean, base salaries at
Pennsylvania with the average of such salaries at three private universities in the Northeast from 1948-49 to 1956-57.
Some salaries at Pennsylvania, as noted, have gone up further during 1957-58; but this is also true of the other threeColumbia, Cornell, and Yale. 22 Hence the comparison down
to 1957 offers a fair picture of the University's competitive
position as it enters an era of mounting expenditures. 23
The comparative figures are given in Table I, and a
graphic presentation thereof in Charts I and II appended to
this Chapter. 24 The meaning of these data can be surn21 See, on this point, S. H. Slichter, in the AAU.P. Bull., vol. 32 (1946),
718-724. The President recently appointed an ad hoc, joint committee of tlle
Senate and of tlle Educational Council to advise hinl on such matters.
22 No "across tlle board" advances were made at Pennsylvania in 195758.
23 Data for tlle other universities were provided by their finance officers
fOl" the annual reports re "Faculty Salaries" in tlle AAU.P. Bull.
24 Medical schools are excluded.
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},
marized briefly. Between 1948-49 and 1956-57, average
professorial salaries at "Penn" were consistently below the
mean for the other universities. At three points of time the
difference was more than 10 percent. At the end of the period
'
(1956-57), for example, the figure for the University was ,~
$9,520 and that for the other three $10,781.
'f
The comparison for associate professors is similar though:.
not so pronounced. The gap here in favor of the other three "
has narrowed from about 15 percent in 1948-49 to about 5
percent in 1956-57. The two lower ranks at Pennsylvania, , ~
however, have closed the gap. Salaries of assistant professors,"
although about 7 percent below the three-university average i
in 1948-49, were .2 percent above in 1956-57. And those of,;,.<
"Penn" instructors, having been 10 percent below the other 'j
average at the beginning of the period, were almost equal '~I
to it at the end.
~
Spot checks on salaries for the current year (1957-58) with
certain other private universities in the Northeast, also re- 'l
veal the disadvantageous position of Pennsylvania. At the
University of Pittsburgh, for example, the range of profes- .,
sors' base salaries runs from $8,750 to $18,000, and at New
York University from $9,000 to $17,000; while at Pennsylvania it is only $7,000 to about $15,000. 25
It is true that the announced minimum of $7,000 at Pennsylvania is misleading, since very few professors linger on
the level between $7,000 and $8,OOO-only four out of more
than sixty, for example, in the Arts College. One should have
the median or at least the average, current salaries at these
three universities in order to make a fully meaningful comparison. Yet, as far as it goes, the contrast in ranges is not
favorable to Pennsylvania.
25 Excluding law and medical schools in each instance. Information provided by the finance offices of each university. See Table III.
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One can, of course, find respectable, private universities
whose mean, base salaries are lower than those at Pennsylvania. This is true, for example, of American University,
Catholic University, and George Washington University in
the District of Columbia. But the competitive picture at
"Penn" is that of a scale-for upper ranks-which is below
that of Columbia 26 and Yale, and at best on a par with Cornell, Pittsburgh, and New York University. We say nothing of
Harvard, or of such high-salaried, state universities as Michigan, Indiana, and California.

Intra-University Problems. The complete salary picture,
one should add, can be seen only by looking more closely at
situations obtaining within the University. Here, as in most
institutions, scales vary moderately between different undergraduate colleges but are considerably higher in the schools
of medicine and law. The latter disparity is usually justified
by the assumption that faculty members could derive even
larger incomes from private practice. And the assumption is
doubtless true of medical clinicians and of many if not all
professors of law.
The situation is complex, however, in the case of the medical schools. In the first place, pre-clinical staffs may have no
more opportunity for outside employment than do scientists
in the Arts College. In the second place, relatively few clinicians at Pennsylvania serve on complete "full-time"; that
is, most of them either have a regular private practice or operate on "geographical full-time" (private practice within the
University Hospital). Even if paid little or no salary, their income is apt to be higher than that of the full-time staff.
26 The present minimum for professors at Columbia is $10,000, and associate professors may be paid up to that amount (1957-58).
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Hence average salaries in medical schools may have little
meaning.
In any case, such clinical professors as are on full-time may
presumably-like professors of law-be paid relatively high
salaries in order to hold them. There are, it is true, other
fields in which outside opportunities beckon staH membersnatural sciences, social sciences, engineering, and so on. But
usually, in these areas, income contrasts are not so great. The
question may be raised, therefore, whether-with the possible exceptions of law and of clinical medicine-a common
salary scale by ranks should be adopted throughout the University.
Such scales have many advantages and they are being increaSingly adopted at other institutions. 27 They "iron out"
invidious distinctions between colleges, prevent serious discrepancies within or between ranks, permit of increments
within the range of a given rank,28 and enable staff members
to know within limits where they stand. As an example,
based on an awareness of the competitive situation rather
than on any knowledge of actual resources, the writer would
suggest for the immediate future such a scale as the following:
.;r
Instructors
$4,500 - $ 5,500
$5,500 - $ 6,500
Asst. Profs.
":,.
Asso. Profs.
$7,000 - $ 9,000
$9,000 - $15,000
Professors

If one takes the Arts College as a measuring rod here 28 .'
and assumes that the medians for each rank would fall at .J
Higher Ed. for Amer. Democracy. IV, 55.
We would not desire automatic increments as in the public schools,
but rather merit increments which would average so much every year or two
for all those within a given rank.
29 Its present salary average is close to the mode for those of the large,
undergraduate colleges.
27
28
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the mid-point in the range, the scale suggested would raise
1957-58 medians in that College by $500 for each of the
ranks below professors. The two lowest ranks were, in 195657, paid as well as the average for Cornell-Columbia-Yale;
but the latter doubtless have or will raise these scales; and in
any case, some increase is indicated here on a "living wage"
basis. The modest increase for associate professors would be
aimed at bringing this group up to the three-university level.
The increments suggested above could average $200 a
year within the ranges of the two lower ranks. Increments
for associate professors would be less exact, since the time
served in this rank is more elastic.
On the face of it, the minimum suggested for professors
is raised by $2,000, but this would actually amount to about
$1,000 in all but a few cases. The usual maximum for this
rank would be unchanged, but the median would rise by
$2,000 (from the present $10,000, to $12,000). Such an increase for professors is indicated (1) by the fact that salaries
on this level have not gone up proportionately in the past,
and (2) by the competitive situation. Universities which aspire to first-rate status will soon be out of the running if they
cannot offer professors a median reward of at least $12,000.
In addition, provision should be made in exceptional cases
for salaries running from $15,000 up to $20,000; 30 but these
would be so few in number that they could be viewed as off
the scale.
Reasonably high salaries for professors prOvide incentives
for young men in the lower ranks. A long range for professorial salaries, moreover, will permit of adjustments to outside employment pressures.
The schedule proposed, incidentally, provides for no
30 A few professors at certain universities now receive salaries above
$20,000.
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overlapping of salaries between ranks; for example, no assistant professor is to receive more than any associate professor. Many of those who comment on this question,
however, think that overlapping is desirable for the sake of
flexibility.31 If so, the extent of overlapping can be indicated
in the scales; for example, salaries of assistant professors may
run from $5,500 to $7,000, those of associate professors from
$6,500 to $9,500, and those of professors from $9,000 up.
The University's competitive position, one must recall, is
influenced by many factors besides base salaries-indeed, by
all those which bear on morale. If a prospective appointee is
offered the same base salary at Pennsylvania and at another
university, for example, his decision may turn on the teaching loads which are expected in the two institutions, or on
living arrangements, or the attractiveness of the location.
Among such of these factors as are within the University's
control, one of the most important is that of supplementary
salaries.

Supplementary Salaries. Like other universities in metropolitan areas, Pennsylvania maintains several programs for
part-time students-usually through evening classes. The ar·
rangement presumably meets community needs and has the
merit of involving more continuous use of the plant. The
same advantages may be claimed for the Summer School.
Classes in the Summer School, and also in the evening programs, are taught largely by the local staff on a voluntary
basis. Although the rate of pay for such classes is well below
that for the regular courses (the former are expected to maintain themselves financially), the remuneration is just that
much extra for the teacher. Hence the University may be
able to tell a prospective appointee that his base salary will
31 See, e.g.,

H. G. Badger in the A.A.U.P. Bull., vol. 33 (1947), 443lf.
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be, say, $6,000, but that he can easily add another $1,000 or
so in this manner.
The degree to which extra pay raises total faculty income
may be judged by the extent of these arrangements. Chiefly
involved are the staffs of three undergraduate units-the Arts
College, the Wharton School, and the School of Education.
But the Graduate School faculty is also in the picture (since
much of its staff is drawn from the Arts College), as are also
the Engineering Schools in lesser degree.
In 1956-57, about 35 percent of the Arts professors received extra income from the University, which provided an
increase of about 25 percent over base salaries for the total
group. Corresponding figures for associate professors were
about 43 and 31; for assistant professors, about 40 and 27;
and for instructors, 33 and 23.
The Wharton and Education faculties were more deeply
involved. In the former, about 59 percent of professors, 82
percent of associate professors, 60 percent of assistant professors, and 50 percent of instructors taught extra classes; adding to the total income for their group, respectively, 32, 28,
36, and 31 percent. In the School of Education, 87 percent of
professors, 66 percent of associate professors, and 100 percent of assistant professors taught extra classes; adding to the
total income for their groups, respectively, 18, 18, and 24 percent. 32
The financial advantage of extra-teaching arrangements
for individuals is obvious, though whether it is worth the
cost in time and effort will be discussed later under "Teaching" and "Research." These arrangements improve the University's bargaining position when in competition with
32 It is assumed here that all extra income came from extra teaching-in
evening classes, Summer School, etc. In a few cases, there may have been
such other sources as special administrative work. See Table IV.
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institutions which serve few part-time students-for example, Cornell and Yale. But extra teaching provides no relative advantage when Pennsylvania competes with other
metropolitan universities, such as Columbia or "N.Y.U.,"
which also offer extensive programs of this sort.
In a word, the University's competitive position had best
be defined in terms of base salaries rather than of total income. Extra payments are too variable, too unevenly distributed, and raise too many value problems to merit
consideration in any long-run plan for salary advances.

Pros and Com of Secrecy. One last question about staff
salaries may be raised in conclusion: How far should they be
viewed as confidential in nature? The matter appears incidental but can, nevertheless, have serious implications.
Traditionally, salaries are considered confidential at Pennsylvania except within narrow limits, and the majority of the
staff interviewed favored the continuation of this policy.
The common opinion was that publicity would be embarrassing, if not demoralizing.
A few staff members maintained the opposite position,
holding that publicity would throw light on extreme variations, occasional injustice, and the like. This view is expressed by H. J. Stafseth in his Report for the Survey,
wherein he declares: 33
I see no reason for any secrecy about salaries, unless the
University is ashamed of them or there are some gross inequalities that must be kept secret for the sake of the morale
of the staff.... Surely, no sensible, educated person is going to cause any revolution because a deserving colleague
receives a salary higher than his own.
33

Repo1't on the School of VeteriM1'Y Me<:Ucine (1957), 53.
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Those who oppose secrery in these matters can point to
the fact that, in some state universities, all staff salaries are
published or are at least made available upon inquiry. The
writer, who once taught in such an institution, cannot recall
that the arrangement led to any serious difficulties. It therefore may be argued that embarrassment would attend only
a transition period, in case salaries-hitherto secret-were
suddenly made accessible to all.
Our own opinion, nevertheless, is that there is no need to
publicize salaries at the University, if other arrangements
suggested above are followed. As noted, we do not favor
limiting knowledge of departmental salaries to chairmen
and other administrators. But if these are known to a departmental executive committee, as well as to the college
personnel committee, the danger of gross injustice is slight.
If a University salary scale is adopted, moreover, everyone knows the general level of a man's salary by his rank.
Why is it necessary to go beyond this? There are times when
individuals should not be encouraged to compare income
with certain colleagues in particular, or to think too much
about personal rank and salary in general.
Fringe Benefits. These benefits, which supplement salaries,
have been so improved at Pennsylvania over the last decade
that few specific suggestions need be made concerning them.
Group-life insurance protection has become more substantial, and the University has raised its contribution to T.I.A.A.
annuity premiums from 5 to 7.5 percent. It pays, moreover,
on the full salary. Group-life insurance is now compulsory
for all newly-appointed staff, but annuities are still a voluntary matter. We are inclined to think that these also should
be made compulsory, above the level of the instructorship,
if the Senate can be persuaded to approve such action.
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Other types of insurance are under consideration, notably,
so-called "major medical" (health) insurance. T.I.A.A. and
other companies oHer this,34 and the University's Personnel
Committee favors adopting it-with premiums for the staH
member paid by the University, but for dependents by the
teacher himself. Certainly, this would be highly desirable.
Disability income insurance is also under scrutiny. Temporary illness is taken care of within a department, and sick
leave now may be granted-but not indefinitely-after one
semester. In individual cases of need, administrators may
later place a man on an indefinite pension. Such paternalism
is admirable in its way, but seems less desirable than would
be disability insurance protection to which a man was entitled.
In relation to ordinary medical care, faculty members may
go to University clinics but receive no special attention; and
the Student Health Service gives only emergency aid. But
needs in this area would be met, more or less, if health insurance were provided.
Faculty children are well looked after, in that they receive
free tuition; and the University also participates in the national Tuition Exchange Program which includes 190 institutions.
In some universities, staff members secure substantial
discounts by buying consumer's goods through the purchasing departments. Such an arrangement can be made at
Pennsylvania but most faculty personnel are unaware of it.
The procedure would be very helpful to individuals, and can
be recommended if it does not entail too many difficulties for
the purchaSing office. Discounts of 20 percent are allowed
34 See, e.g., the T.I.A.A. booklet on Group Insurance for Ma;or Medical
Expenses, 1956.
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the faculty at the Houston Club store, and the latter's supplies might be increased to faculty advantage. 35
All in all, the fringe-benefits program at Pennsylvania is
now a commendable one and promises to be more so in the
near future. It is calculated to make for good morale, and this
was the opinion of most faculty members who were interviewed. 36
35 Fringe benefits in the form of faculty housing are probably not
feasible in the University's location. Pertinent, however, are proposals mentioned earlier for faculty apartments, parking lots, etc. So, also, is the Faculty Club, to the extent that it may be subsidized by the University.
36 The question sometimes arises, whether a faculty would prefer to have
a university increase its contributions to annUity premiums in lieu of corresponding salary advances. Such an increase would not raise a professor's
income tax until he received annuity payments. But we suspect most men
would prefer the salary increase.
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TABLE I
Comparison of Weighted Mean Salaries at Pennsylvania with
Weighted Mean Salaries of Three Large Universities
(Columbia, Cornell, Yale)
Medical and Dental Schools Excluded

Yearand
University
1948-49
Pennsylvania
Three Large
Universities
1953-54
Pennsylvania
Three Large
Universities
1955-56
Pennsylvania
Three Large
Universities
1956-57
Pennsylvania
Three Large
Universities

Professors

Associate
Professors

Assistant
Professors

Instructor8

7,021

5,195

4,233

2,822

8,656

6,309

4,533

3,195

8,403

5,975

5,038

3,504

9,786

7,010

5,178

3,824

9,237

6,971

5,498

4,186

10,071

7,268

5,394

4,047

9,520

7,136

5,675

4,458

10,781

7,564

5,662

4,478

,'.

,I

::.

J
~:

,
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TABLE

II

UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA
Average Base Academic Salaries by Rank
1954-55 and 1956-57

Professors
1954·55 1956-57
The College

Associate Professors

Assistant Professors

1954-55 1956-57

1954-55 1956-57

Instructors
1954-55 1956-57

$ 8,098
(69)

$ 8,714
(63)

$5,808
(36)

$ 6,625
(35)

$5,041
(43)

$5,475
(41)

7,291
(9)

7,995
(10)

5,940
(5)

6,217
(5)

4,625
(4)

5,000
(2)

8,362
(14)

9,190
(13)

6,324
(7)

7,177
(13)

$5,485
(16)

6,020
(14)

3,805
(14)

4,523
(14)

.... School of Fine Arts

9,118
(7)

9,235
(6)

5,860
(5)

7,150
(3)

5,071
(6)

5,659
(8)

4,000
(3)

4,416
(1)

Wharton School

7,485
(43)

8,680
(35)

5,533
(18)

6,594
(27)

4,319
(21)

5,417
(33)

3,452
(28)

4,213
(15)

15,281
(12)

16,141
(12)

8,250
(4)

10,400
(5)

10,878
(12)

11,833
(15)

6,956
(10)

7,998
(10)

6,555
(9)

6,791
(11)

4,200
(5)

5,200
(5)

6,875
(4)

7,455
(5)

5,950
(2)

6,500
(1)

4,950
(2)

6,000
(1)

3,000
(1)

School of Education

....
~

Engineering Schools

Law School
School of Medicine-Pre-Clinical
School of Social Work
NOTE:

$3,889
(33)

$4,261
(20)
5,000
(1)

The figures in parentheses indicate the number of full-time salaries used in computing the average.
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Salary Scales 1957-58 at the University of Pennsylvania,
University of Pittsburgh and New York University
(All on a 9 Months Basis)

Professors
Associate
Professors
Assistant
Professors
Instructors

University of
Pennsylvania ..
Mini- Maximum
mum
7,000

University of
Pittsburgh ....
MiniMaximum
mum
8,750
18,000

New York
University"" ..
MiniMaximum
mum
9,000
17,000

6,000

6,800

9,200

6,500

11,300

5,000
4,000

5,050
4,100

7,150
5,300

5,000
3,600

7,500
7,700

• Schools of Law, Medicine and Dentistry excluded.,
•• The College, Schools of Nursing and Pharmacy only.
.... Schools of Medicine, Law and Dentistry excluded.
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IV

TABLE

Comparison Between Base Salaries and Total University Income, 1955-56

l:O
......

""

Professors

College
%of
%of
Increase
Those
Receiving Over Base
Extra
Salary
For Totpl
Annual
Group
Income
25.4
35.7

Wharton

School of Education

%~

%~

%~

%~

Those
Receiving
Extra
Annual
Income
58.6

Increase
Over Base
Salary
For Total
Group
31.9

Those
Receiving
Extra
Annual
Income
87.5

Increase
Over Base
Salary
For Total
Group
18.4

Associate
Professors

43.2

31.2

82.4

28.5

66.0

18.4

Assistant
Professors

39.5

26.7

60.0

36.0

100.0

23.6

Instructors

33.0

23.4

50.0

31.0
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