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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

The USPSCI should ensure that USP salaries are set at levels that can attract international quality staff, 

maintain relativity to comparator regional salaries, and take heed of the financial capacity of the Member 
Governments to finance the University.  Specifically,  

 

(a) The USP professorial reference point should have some relativity (but not equality) with the 

average international "comparator" salaries in Australia, NZ and UK 

 

(b) the USP professorial reference point should maintain its relativity (a recommended minimum 30% 

premium) over the base salary of the Permanent Secretary in the Fiji Public Service 

 

(c) the annual COLA adjustments should reasonably maintain the real value of USP salaries, without 

sudden large increases which could be unmanageable for Member Governments. 

 
Recommendation 1 The USPSCI be calculated and applied as follows: 

 

(a) The mid-point of the USP Professorial salary scale (inclusive of gratuity and housing benefits) be 

set to be equal to the sum of: 

 

[40%  of  the average professorial salaries (bottom of the scale ) of universities in Australia, NZ 

and UK]; and [60%  of  the salary (bottom of the scale) of the Permanent Secretary in the Fiji 

Public Service] 

 

(b) Within the triennium, the salaries of the academic and comparable staff be adjusted by  

two thirds of the average percentage change in the Fiji CPI, for the previous year.  If the change 

recommended is less than 0.5% than the implementation of that change be accumulated into the 
next year's adjustment. 

 

Recommendation 2 

 

It is recommended that on the basis of the international and local comparator salaries of 1998/1999, and the 

changes in the Fiji CPI for 1998 and 1999,  

 

(a) the USP professorial reference point (bottom of the scale, inclusive of gratuity)  

be increased by  

 

(i) 11.2% from  $67,649  to  $75,225  (according to the USPSCI index); or 

 

(ii)  by 13.6 percent (in order to maintain a 30% premium over the salary of the Fiji 

Government Permanent Secretary. 
 

(b) to reduce the financial burden on Member Governments, this increase be granted from 1 January 

2000 rather than 1 January 1999. 

 

(c) there be a "two thirds" COLA adjustment of 1.3% from 1 January 2000. 

 

Recommendation 3 

 

The future reference point for the USP professorial salary should be decided as part of the triennial 
funding decisions by the Finance Ministers of the Member Governments. 
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1 Introduction 

 

1.1 Before outlining this author's proposals for the USP Comparative Salary Index 

(USPCSI), it is important to outline Council's perceptions of the recommendations 

of the Porter Report (1997) and Council's various decisions since then. (Important 

phrases are put into italics by the author). 

 

1.2 The Porter Review of Salaries for USP Academic and Comparable Staff  was 

presented to Council in October 1997.   The key recommendations were as 

follows:  

 

Rec.5 development of a USPCSI (with suggested guidelines for its 

construction) 

 

Rec.6 commissioning of technical advice in establishing and maintaining 

the USPCSI 

 

Rec.7 use of the USPCSI for assessing required movements in USP 

salaries 

 

Rec.8 setting desirable target for the mid-point of the USP Professorial 

salary band (including 15% gratuity and imputed 11.3% housing 

benefit) to be in the range 80% to 85% of the average of 

representative Australian, NZ and UK professorial salaries 

 

Rec.10 if Rec.7 was not to be followed, then the official Fiji CPI be used 

to determine the annual movements in salary. 

 

1.3 The October 1997 Council noted that the general principle of the salaries review 

rested 

 

"on the need to give the University the capacity to attract and, above all, retain 

well-qualified and experienced internationally comparable academic and other 

senior staff". 

 

1.4 However, the October 1997 Council felt that Rec.8 (that USP Professorial 

Salaries be within the range 80% to 85% of the Australian/NZ/UK average for 

professorial salaries) was too rigid. 

 

1.5 Council nevertheless accepted the need to develop the USPCSI to assist in the 

determination of future annual movements in salary or triennial salary reviews. 

 

1.6 USP Council of May 1998 made a decision that "the full Porter Report and 

recommendations must be addressed and implemented by the University". 



 5 

1.7 In May 1999 the Council approved that the "University develop the composite 

index recommended by Porter as a matter of urgency and that this be brought to 

the next Council meeting". 

 

1.8 The May 1999 Council also resolved that the University Administration would  

 

(a) examine the alternative approach to the granting of annual cost of living 

adjustments and would be looking for a performance based system, 

including practices of comparator universities in Australia and NZ. 

 

(b) provide the USPCSI recommended by Porter, to reflect a composite of 

changes in the Fiji CPI and salaries of comparator international 

universities. 

 

1.9 At its last meeting on October 1999, Council was informed that a joint working 

group had been set up, between the University Administration and the Association 

of USP Staff, with the task of developing the USPCSI. 

 

1.10 The Working Group commissioned Dr Narsey to develop the proposed index, on 

the basis of the information supplied by the Staffing Office. 

 

 

2 Porter's Recommendations for the Construction of the USPCSI 

 

2.1 Porter's Recommendation 5 was that the USPCSI should have the following 

essential components: 

 

i. the professorial salaries of at least three NZ Universities 

 

ii. the professorial salaries of at least five Australian universities (including 

research intensive institutions, pre-1987 universities, regional universities 

and former CAEs) 

 

iii. the minimum professorial salary in the UK 

 

iv. the average of the above three to represent 35% to 45% of the USPCSI 

 

v. one or more local factors (including the Fiji CPI and other relevant 

salaries) to represent 55% to 65% of the USPCSI. 

 

2.2 It should be emphasised that Porter's Recommendation 5 stated that the USPCSI 

should include the Fiji CPI while Recommendation 8 then advised that this 

USPCSI should also be used as the basis for assessing annual movements in USP 

salaries. Hence the index as recommended by Porter would require the annual 

collection of salaries data from the representative Universities in Australia, NZ 

and UK, for each of the years that the index was to be calculated.  This is a 
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difficult exercise at the best of times, and could result in large changes being 

recommended within a triennium, placing a heavy decision-making burden on 

USP Council. 

 

2.3 But it is useful to note that Porter's Recommendation 10 advised that if the 

USPCSI was not used to determine annual movements in salary, then the Fiji CPI 

alone should be used for that purpose. 

 

2.4 It would seem that Porter's detailed recommendations, while not completely 

consistent in themselves, had sufficient flexibility for the major comparators to be 

incorporated in a sensible manner, while paying due attention to the interests of 

both the University staff and the Member Governments and Countries.  The 

exercise below attempts this difficult balancing act. 

 

2.5 It is this author's belief that the suggested methodology, while feasible,  is 

unnecessarily complicated, and a modified simpler methodology is suggested 

here. 

 

2.6 Thee Fiji CPI is not an indicator of a "comparator salary", in the same way as are 

the average professorial salaries in Australia, NZ and UK, or the salary of a 

Permanent Secretary in the Fiji Public Service. 

 

2.7 The Fiji CPI is a price index, indicating changes over time, of the cost of the 

"average basket of goods and services" priced by the Fiji Bureau of Statistics.  

Movements in the Fiji CPI may be interpreted as reflecting the changes in the 

"cost of living" of the "average household in Fiji". 

 

2.8 Over the short and medium term, the Fiji CPI may not be an accurate indicator of 

changes in the cost of living of "low income" or "high income" Fiji families, or 

for that matter, of the "average" USP staff, whose salaries are to be regulated by 

the USPCSI.
2
 

 

2.9 Porter's inclusion of the Fiji CPI in the USPCSI was no doubt intended purely to 

compensate staff for changes in their cost of living due to price inflation within 

the USP Member Countries.   

 

2.10 The Fiji CPI is not particularly appropriate for adjusting the international 

comparator university salaries for changes in their purchasing power.  It therefore 

makes little sense to lump Fiji's CPI with changes in international salaries, in one 

composite index (even if such an index can be easily calculated). 

 

                                                        
2 It is generally true that  most  regional USP staff have quite different consumption patterns compared to 

the expatriate USP staff.   While the Fiji CPI may not be an accurate indicator of the cost of living changes 

of expatriate staff,  in recent years, Fiji's CPI has closely followed the rates of inflation of Fiji's major 

trading partners, including Australia and NZ. 
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3 Professorial Salaries of International Comparator Universities 

 

3.1 USP Council has accepted that USP salaries should be at levels which are able to 

attract international quality and experienced staff.  This suggests that USP 

professorial salaries should not depart too significantly from the salaries currently 

paid to academic and comparable staff in the international comparator 

universities. 

 

3.2 It has been accepted by USP Council that the comparator universities for USP 

will be comparable ones in Australia, NZ and UK, the origins of more than three 

quarters of USP expatriate staff. 

 

3.3 But Porter's Recommendation 8 was that the USP salary reference point should be 

in the range 80% to 85% of the average of the Australian, NZ and UK averages. 

 

3.4 This 15% to 20% deficiency or shortfall is undoubtedly a realistic and pragmatic 

recognition of the inability of the regional governments (essentially their 

taxpayers) to pay full international academic salaries to its USP staff. 

 

3.5 Current data (given below) suggests that even Recommendation 8 will be difficult 

to achieve given USP's funding constraints. 

 

 

4 Regional Salary Comparator: the Permanent Secretary (Fiji Public Service) 

 

4.1 The Porter Review appropriately recognised that at least for regional academic 

and comparable staff, their qualifications and experience gave them ample 

opportunities for employment in their public services.   

 

4.2 Fiji citizens also comprise the largest proportion of the regional staff, and the Fiji 

Public Service is a reasonable reference point.   It is also reasonable to assume Fiji 

Civil Service salaries, over the long term, will have certain relativities with the 

private sector salaries, especially for the professionals who are generally hired at 

the higher levels in both arenas.   

 

4.3 USP salaries, in keeping the same relativity (a premium) over the Fiji PSC 

salaries, would also indirectly be retaining some relativities to Fiji's private sector. 

Fiji is the only Member Country which has a large private sector. 

 

4.4 While there has not been any job evaluation done of the comparability of 

qualifications and experience of senior academic staff and senior civil servants, it 

may be crudely stated that a Permanent Secretary in the Fiji Public Service would 
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be the equivalent of staff somewhere between the level of USP's Senior Lecturers 

and the lower salary ranges of Associate Professors.
3
 

 

4.5 A desirable minimum for the USP professorial scale should represent a certain 

premium (say 30%) over the base salary of the Permanent Secretary in the Fiji 

Public Service. 

 

4.6 The Fiji PSC salaries are by far the highest amongst the regional member 

governments and are reasonably attractive for the most senior regional civil 

servants of countries others than Fiji.  It would seem to be unnecessary to include 

the salaries of any other regional government civil service, in the construction of 

the USPCSI.   

 

4.7 It may also be noted that the Fiji PSC scales, over the long term, do have some 

reference to the movements in the Fiji CPI.  It is therefore not necessary to 

include the Fiji CPI in ascertaining an appropriate base salary for USP (although 

the Fiji CPI can inform the required salary movements thereafter). 

 

4.8 The author agrees with Porter that it would be unreasonable to include in the 

USPSCI, comparator salaries from other regional organisations in the Pacific.  

USP is the only regional organisation whose recurrent expenditure is for the most 

part funded by the regional Member Governments, with only a minor part funded 

by donors.  The other regional organisations are largely funded by Donors, with 

the salaries of the professionals also being tax-free.  

 

4.9 But it needs to be pointed out that there has been some movement of USP staff to 

other regional organisations, with major if not massive improvements in their 

salary and other benefits.   Professorial scales at USP (which are moreover taxed) 

compare most unfavourably with the tax-free salaries and valuable other benefits 

enjoyed by comparable staff in the other regional organisations. (see Table 5, 

Appendix). 

 

4.10 There is no doubt that  other regional organisations are a part of the labour market 

of USP academic and comparable staff.  However, given that the bulk of USP's 

expenditure is funded by Member Governments and their taxpayers, it is here 

recommended that the salary scales of the other regional organisations, not be 

included as part of the USPSCI.  This is justified only on the grounds that the 

Member Governments would not be able to afford the likely recommended salary 

scales. 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
3 It is generally acknowledged that few of the Permanent Secretaries would be able to satisfy the 

demanding minimum qualifications and experience required of Associate Professors or Professors at USP. 
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Weights for International Salaries and Regional Salaries 

 

4.11 One of the problems facing decision-making regarding the USPCSI is the relative 

emphases (or weights) which should be given to the comparator international 

professorial salaries (in Australia, NZ and UK) and the comparator regional 

salaries such as that of the Permanent Secretary in the Fiji Public Service. 

 

4.12 Porter's Recommendation 8 suggested that a "target" for USP professorial salaries 

should be 80% to 85% of the international salaries.  This makes little sense, as it 

would pay no heed to the capacity of the Member Governments to pay, should the 

international comparator salaries increase dramatically.  Council was 

understandably reluctant to be bound by this recommendation. 

 

4.13 The alternative weightings suggested by Porter in his formula for the USPCSI was 

to give around 35% to 45% importance to the international factors, and 55% to 

65% to the local factors (which included the regional salaries and the Fiji CPI).  

Porter referred to the historical fact that the proportions of expatriate and regional 

staff at USP, had been within this band over the last two decades. 

 

4.14 On the surface, this seems reasonable, given that over the last twenty years, the 

proportion of expatriate academic and comparable staff at USP has usually fallen 

within this band, and currently stands at around 40%.  The lower the proportion of 

expatriate staff, then the lower could be the importance paid to international 

salaries. 

 

4.15 But it may be observed that both expatriate and regional departing USP staff, tend 

to leave for positions in Australia and NZ, and to a lesser extent, in US and 

Canada.  The base salary that is useful in retaining USP staff against the pulls 

from abroad, must pay heed to the international salary comparators, which do tend 

to pull regional staff away from USP. 

 

4.16 It is recommended here that the international reference professorial salaries be 

given a weighting of 40% and the regional salaries (as represented by the PS of 

the Fiji Public Service) be given the remaining weight of 60%. 

 

4.17 There is a danger that such a formula,  could become a "self-fulfilling prophecy".   

Should salary levels be set so low as to totally discourage expatriate staff from 

applying, then the proportions of expatriate staff would reduce significantly, and 

the reference salary recommended by the USPSCI would also fall dramatically 

towards the local comparator salary.  There needs to be a floor salary set for the 

professorial reference point. 

 

4.18 It is here recommended that the mid-point of the professorial scale should 

maintain a 30% premium over the base salary of the Permanent Secretary.  This is 

a manageable relativity over a salary reference point which is clearly within the 

regional governments' "capacity to pay". 
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5 The Fiji CPI 

 

5.1 It is understandable that salaries should take heed of changes in the cost of living, 

as normally indicated by changes in Consumer Price Indices. 

 

5.2 Given that between 65% and 70% of USP's expenditures are on salaries, the bulk 

of which are spent in Fiji, the Fiji CPI would seem to be an appropriate indicator 

of salary adjustments which are necessary to enable USP salaries to keep pace 

with the cost of living, so that real incomes do not decline over time. 

 

5.3 Of course, movements in salaries may be indicated by movements in the USPCSI 

constructed as recommended by Porter.  This would require the collection of 

annual data on all the components- comparator salaries internationally and 

locally, and the Fiji CPI. 

 

5.5 It is here recommended that movements in USP salaries within the triennium 

follow Porter's recommendation 10, that it be guided only by the Fiji CPI. 

 

 

6 Member Governments' Capacity to Pay 

 

6.1 All the statements by Council indicate that it is reluctant to be bound by any hard 

and fast rule which leaves the determination of USP salary levels to some "index" 

calculated according to some automatic formula.  Council is of the view that they 

will only be "guided" by the USPCSI.  This position clearly arises out of funding 

considerations and constraints on the Member Governments of USP.   

 

6.2 There is an understandable concern that with salaries comprising some 68 percent 

of total expenditure at USP, a "salary blowout" induced by the workings of some 

automatic formula, may well place unbearable burdens on the Member 

Governments' capacity to pay their financial obligations under the University's 

Funding Formula. 

 

6.3 It should be noted that the historically determined institutional funding 

arrangements of USP places the USP Council in a somewhat anomalous position.  

While Council is charged with the overall governance of  the University, 

including the need to maintain it as a quality University with quality staff,  the 

most important funding decision for the University is made through the Triennium 

Funding decisions of the Finance Ministers of the Member Governments. 

 

6.4 Frequently, with many Member Countries facing economic difficulty, and their 

governments being placed under fiscal pressures, the most important factor that 

enters these triennial decisions, is the pure financial capacity of the Member 

Governments to increase their contributions to the University. 
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6.5 Other factors, such as increased productivity of the staff, or salary levels totally 

falling out of line with international comparators, have often been completely 

secondary. 

 

6.6 This has also implied that whenever the University has gone to USP Council 

within the Triennium for approvals for salary adjustments required  because of 

significant increases in the cost of living, USP Council has not felt comfortable 

with giving approvals, however justified may have been the case presented by the 

University. 

 

6.7 This is understandable, given that virtually none of the Government 

representatives at USP Council would have had the mandate from their Finance 

Ministers, to make significant changes in their financial liabilities to the USP. 

 

 

7 Increased And Unacceptable Burdens on the University and Staff 

 

7.1 The downside is that the University has been placed under extremely severe 

funding constraints in recent years, to the extent of effectively forcing it to impose 

unpopular quotas on enrolments, in the face of increasing private demands for 

places. 

 

7.2 Table 1 of the Appendix (and Graph 1) shows how the enrolment blow-out of 

USP over the last six years, has led to the student:staff ratio increasing from 

around 20 in 1994 to 27 for 1999, and an estimated 29 by this year (despite the 

unpopular quotas).  Graph 2 indicates how the average number of courses per FT 

Academic Staff has also increased dramatically from about 2.8 in 1997 to 3.2 in 

1999, and may reach around 3.8 in year 2000. 

 

7.3 Table 2 of the Appendix (and Graph 3) indicates what the funding constraints for 

USP have implied, for the real per capita indicators (using the Fiji CPI to deflate 

nominal values). 

 

7.4 Real Total Expenditure at USP per EFTS has declined from around $7300 in 1994 

to about $6000 in the year 2000. 

 

7.5 Real Government Expenditure per EFTS has declined from $6400 to $4700 in the 

same period. 
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GRAPH 1 STUDENT   NUMBERS (EFTS) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GRAPH  2  EFTS PER FT STAFF MEMBER 
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GRAPH  3 NUMBER OF COURSES PER FT STAFF MEMBER 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    GRAPH 4      EXPENDITURE PER EFTS (Total, Government, Salaries) 
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7.6 Most important of all for this exercise, Real Salary Expenditure per EFTS has 

declined from about $5000 in 1994 to about $3900 in 2000- a damaging 22 

percent decline in real funding of staff salaries, per student. 

 

7.7 Even using current dollar terms, the figure of F$7000 per EFTS is extremely low, 

in contrast to those prevailing in Australia, NZ and UK (in excess of F$13,000).   

 

7.8 The brunt of the burden, as reflected in these low unit expenditure indicators, has 

of course fallen on the USP staff.  Their salaries have failed to keep pace both 

with inflation within the region, and movements in the salaries of academic and 

comparable staff in the international comparator universities. The student: staff 

ratios have risen, as also has the average number of courses taught on average by 

an academic staff member. 

 

7.9 It may be noted however, that USP is funded not just by the Member 

Governments, but also Donor Countries
4
 (primarily Australia, NZ, Japan and 

Canada), fees from partially subsidised private students, and full-fee paying 

students. 

 

 

 

8 The Financial Mandates of USP Council and the Finance Ministers 

 

8.1 It would be useful for the Member Governments if the USPCSI is constructed in 

such a way that Council decisions or approvals within a triennium, does not force 

Member Countries to increase their financial obligations, significantly beyond the 

commitments they have made through the triennial funding exercise. 

 

8.2 But given that USP salaries are the largest part of the operating costs of the 

University, any major realignment of salaries (driven by international salary 

comparisons) would have a major impact on total funding requirements. 

 

8.3 To ensure that unfair pressure is not  placed on USP Council for major salary 

adjustments, the author recommends that major readjustment or realignment of 

salaries at USP  (relative to comparator international and regional salaries) be 

undertaken as an essential and integral part of the triennial funding decisions.   

 

8.4 Should financial constraints over-ride other relevant factors such as the need to 

maintain quality of staff and teaching infrastructure, then associated  

recommendations, if any, on limits to total enrolments, could be made 

simultaneously, and publicly justified with reference to the underlying funding 

decisions.  This should enable USP to better withstand public criticisms, such as 

                                                        
4  Donor countries like Australia, NZ and Canada have long-term spinoffs from USP, as they have been and 

continue to be the recipients of thousands of USP graduates as emigrants. 
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those which have arisen lately out of the difficult decisions on quotas for new 

enrolments. 

 

8.5 Adjustment within the triennium, can then be reduced to the smaller problem of 

reflecting past annual changes in the cost of living (suitably moderated as 

recommended below), and more easily approved by USP Council. 

 

8.6 It is also important to have an index that is relatively simple to administer, not 

requiring costly and burdensome annual exercises in international data collection 

and the  region. 

 

8.7 It is recommended therefore that the international comparator University salaries 

(and the regional reference salary) be used to recommend the USP professorial 

base, at the beginning of each triennium only. 

 

8.8 It is recommended that the annual cost of living adjustments within the triennium 

be determined as two thirds of the percentage change in the Fiji CPI for the 

previous year. 

 

8.9 This may not be popular with USP staff since it effectively will mean that USP 

salaries will not only have a one year lag behind the changes in their cost of 

living, but during the triennium, they will be compensated for only two-thirds of 

the increase in cost of living. 

 

8.10 But, it may be noted that the suggested formula will give Member Governments 

some assurance that they will not automatically be required to pay fully for cost of 

living adjustments, regardless of their ability to pay.  Member Government could 

be in financial difficulty should the annual increases in their national budgets 

(total revenues and total expenditure) not fully keep pace with the Fiji CPI, 

although currently, this is unlikely to be the case.
5
  

 

8.11 USP staff may also take some comfort from a semi-automatic, even if partial 

compensation for changes in their cost of living.  This has often not been the case 

in the past, when approvals for salary adjustments have been delayed for years, 

usually long after the increases in the cost of living have taken place. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
5 Fiji currently seems to have some of the lowest rates of inflation in the Pacific, and the Government 

expenditures of other regional Governments are probably rising at higher rates than that of Fiji's CPI. 
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9 Recommendations on Methodology of USPSCI 

 

9.1 It is recommended that the USPCSI be constructed as a triennial exercise: 

 

(a) the base professorial salary for the beginning of each triennium is 

calculated as a weighted average of :  

 

(i) the average of the average professorial salaries of the universities 

in  Australia, NZ and UK (given a weight of 40%) 

 

(ii) the base salary of the Permanent Secretary in the Fiji Public 

Service (given a weight of 60%) 

 

(b) the annual movement of the base salary every year within the triennium be 

approved by USP Council as two thirds of the change in the Fiji CPI for 

the previous year. 

 

(c) the base professorial salary be revised every triennium, as part of the 

triennial funding decisions of the Finance Ministers of the Member 

Governments. 

 

9.2 The USPSCI as recommended will therefore effectively provide a mechanism to 

enable the University to conduct a triennial review of USP salaries whose 

recommendations are immediately approved by the highest decision-making body 

of USP regarding financial matters (the triennial meeting of the Finance Ministers 

of the Member Governments).  There will also be a systematic adjustment 

mechanism for COLA adjustments, which may be confidently approved by the 

annual Council meetings. 

 

 

10 Implementation of the USPSCI for 1 January 1999. 

 

10.1 The USPSCI is implemented in two parts. The first constructs the base reference 

professorial salary using the essential components recommended by Porter, with 

the exception of the Fiji CPI.  The second uses the CPI to recommend the annual 

COLA adjustments. 

  

10.2 Porter recommended that the international comparator professorial salaries be 

drawn from representative universities in Australia, NZ and UK. 

 

10.3 This information was obtained for six universities in Australia for the period 

around the end of 1998 and beginning of 1999 (see Table 4, Appendix, for the full 

list and data for the six Universities).   These salaries were converted into Fiji 

dollars.
6
 

                                                        
6 The exchange rate used was A$1 = F$0.77 
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10.4 Representative average professorial salaries for NZ and UK were obtained from 

the results of a survey conducted by the Commonwealth Higher Education 

Management Service.   Table 7 (Appendix) gives a list of the NZ and UK 

universities included in the CHEMS Survey. 

 

10.5 The CHEMS survey used a slightly different methodology to convert the UK and 

NZ salaries into US dollars.
7
   The CHEMS averages for UK and NZ were then 

converted into Fiji dollars.
8
. 

 

10.6 Table 1  gives the comparisons with the mid-point of USP professsorial salaries.  

The first three columns are data from the Porter Report,  while the last column 

gives the current data, which may be interpreted as representing international and 

the regional comparator salaries prevailing around 1 January 1999. 

 

10.7 Table 1 (line 7) clearly indicates that the USP professorial salary has fallen 

grossly out of line with the international reference point recommended by Porter.  

Having been as high as 88% (pre-Brash) and declined slightly to 82% (pre-

Porter), it has plummeted to 68% around the beginning of 1999.   

 

10.8 The international comparison very strongly suggests that USP salaries are 

urgently due for revision upwards and by significant percentages. 

 

10.9 The data for 1998/99 also make clear that were Porter's Recommendation 8 to be 

followed (that the USP professorial salary be within the range of 80% to 85% of 

the international average of Australian, NZ and UK salaries), then there would 

need to be extremely large increases (of between 17% and 25%) to achieve 

Porter's target range.  It is unlikely that the budgets of USP Member Governments 

can sustain such increases, especially as the economic growth of Pacific Island 

countries have not kept pace with even the moderate growths of Australia, NZ and 

UK, which ultimately underlie their current University salary levels. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
7 The CHEMS survey used World Bank's "purchasing power parities" to convert into US dollars.  

Purchasing power parities compare the amounts of local currencies that are required to purchase a standard 

internationally comparable basket of goods and services. 
8 The exchange rate used was US$1 = F$0.50. 
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Table 1         International and Regional Comparator Salaries (F$) 

 Data from the Porter Report   

 pre-Karmel pre-Brash pre-Porter  Data 

 1989 1994 1997  1998/99 

      

1.  Australian Univ. Average 74500 78604 90345  119793 @ 

2.  New Zealand Univ. Average 75800 71955 82048  117692 + 

3.  United Kingdom Univ. Average 59727 70417 81970  112186 

      

4.  Average of Aus/NZ/UK 70009 73659 84788  116557 

      

5.  USP Prof. (middle of scale)* 48729 64814 69112  79364 

      

6. Permanent Secretary (Fiji PSC)# 35800 53900 55517  69329 

USP Salary As Percentage of      

      

7.  USP as % of Aus/NZ/UK Average 70 88 82  68 

      

8.  USP as % of Permanent Secretary 136 120 124  114 

      

* Inclusive of 15% gratuity and 11.3% housing benefit                     @ Personnel Office Survey 

# Inclusive of 12.5% housing benefit                                                  +  CHEMS Survey 

 

 

10.10 However, Table 1 indicates that USP professorial salaries have also fallen grossly 

out of line with that of the most appropriate regional comparator salary- that for 

Permanent Secretaries in the Fiji Public Service.  As a proportion of the PS salary, 

the mid-point of the professorial salary dramatically plummeted from the high of 

136 percent in 1989, to 124 percent in 1997, and a mere 114 percent in 1999.  It 

must be kept in mind that it is the mid-point of the professorial salary which is 

being compared with the starting point of the PS Fiji Public Service, not the 

bottom.  This deterioration against the local comparator salary is quite 

unacceptable. 

 

10.11 Given the qualifications and experience required of USP professors, in 

comparison to that for Permanent Secretaries in the Fiji Public Service, the 

significant decline of the margin from 36% in 1989 to 24% in 1997 and a mere 

14% in 1998/99, is a clear indication that USP professorial salaries have fallen 

grossly out of line even with the local comparator salaries. 

 

10.12 If one assumes that the mid-point of the professorial salary could reasonably be 

expected to have a 30 percent margin over the  base salary of the Permanent 

Secretary (Fiji Public Service), then it is clear that USP professorial salaries (and 

others)  require a significant upwards adjustment (of 13.6%), if they are to recover 

relativities established in 1989.  This would require that the base of the USP 

professorial salary (inclusive of gratuity) be increased by 13.6% from $67,649 to 
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$76,849 (in order to maintain the 30% premium over the salary of the Fiji 

Government Permanent Secretary. 

 

 
Table  2      Recommended Mid-point of USP Professorial Salary (F$) 

 pre- pre-Brash pre-Porter Prevailing Recomm.  

 Karmel Brash Porter at  for 

 1989 1994 1997 Jan.1999 Jan 2000 

1.  Average of  Aus/NZ/UK universities 70009 73659 84788 116557  

      

2. Permanent Secretary (Fiji PSC) 35800 53900 55517 69329  

      

3.  Existing USP Prof. (middle of scale) 48729 64814 69112 79364  
      

4.  Rec. Ref. Salary:  (40% of (1) +  (60% of (2) 49484 61803 67225  88220 

      

5.  (4) as Percent. of International  Aver.   71% 84% 80%  76% 

      

6.  (4) as Percent. of PS (Fiji Pub.Serv.) 138% 115% 121%  127% 

 

 

10.13 Table 2 (line 4) estimates the recommended mid-point of the USP professorial 

salary, in relation to the international and regional comparator salaries, according 

to the recommended USPSCI formula. 

 

10.14 The average salaries (bottom of the scale) from Australian, NZ and UK salaries, 

have been weighted by 40%, while the regional salary of the PS Fiji Public 

Service) has been weighted by 60%. 

 

10.15 As calculated here, the estimates suggest that the recommended mid-point
9
 of the 

professorial mid-point at the 1 January 1999, should be $88,270 (inclusive of the 

11.3% housing benefit and the 15% gratuity).  Alternatively, it should be $90,128 

if the University is to maintain a 30% premium over the salary of the Fiji 

Government Permanent Secretary. 

 

10.16 This suggests that the international and regional comparator salary 

recommendations arising out of Porter's Report require that  the USP professorial 

(and all other) salary scales be increased as of 1 January 1999,  

 

(i)   by 11.2 percent. (according to part (a) of the USPSCI index); or 

 

(ii)  by 13.6 percent (according to (b) of the USPSCI- in order to maintain a 

30% premium over the salary of the Fiji Government PS). 
 

                                                        
9 It is unclear to this consultant why Porter used the bottom of the international and regional comparator 

scales to derive the mid-point of the USP professorial scale. But his convention has been followed here. 
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The resulting bottom of the base professorial scale (inclusive of gratuity) would 

therefore rise from the current  $67,649 to $75,225, or to $76,849 (with the 

second proposal). 

 

10.17 It must be emphasised that this recommendation is an extremely conservative 

estimate and implies a slippage from standards set previously, for three reasons.   

 

10.18 Firstly, the recommended USP salary scale, as a percentage of the international 

average comparator salaries, is way below Porter's recommended range of 80% to 

85%.  It will stand at only 76% of the international average, if the salary 

adjustments recommended here are accepted by Council. 

 

10.19 Second, the recommended professorial reference point (middle of the scale) is 

only 27% above the reference salary for the Permanent Secretary of the Fiji 

Public Service. For both the proposals, the bottom of the professorial scale will 

still be below the 30% premium that has been suggested as desirable, over the 

mimimum local comparator salary.  

 

10.20 Third, these estimates, which have been derived from Porter's Recommendations 

(as the author was commissioned to do), have not taken account of differentials in 

"take home pay" arising out of differences in taxation systems between Fiji, UK, 

Australia and NZ.     

 

10.21 Crude estimates (without taking into account tax deductions and allowances) 

suggest that Australia's proposed tax structure for the year 2000, is far more 

generous at the lower levels than is Fiji's 2000 tax structure.  Table 6 (Appendix) 

suggests that Australian "take home pay" is 22% more at F$30,000; 15% more at 

F$50,000 and 11% more at F$70,000.  NZ take home pay has similar though 

slightly lower margins (Table 6b, Appendix). 

 

10.22 This suggests that the lower salaried academic and comparable staff at USP (at 

the assistant lecturer and lecturer levels especially) have a significantly lower 

after tax income than is indicated by international comparisons of the gross salary 

scales.  This factor may need to be given more serious consideration in the next 

full review of the USP salary structure. 

 

 

11 The USPCSI Part II:  Adjustment Within The Triennium 

 

11.1 The second part of the USPCSI, for recommending adjustments required within 

the triennium, is essentially derived from the Fiji CPI.  

 

11.2 Table 3  (line 1) gives the annual changes in the "cost of living" as indicated by 

the Fiji CPI.  Line 2 gives the full percentage adjustment required if the previous 

year's change in the cost of living is fully compensated.  Line 3 gives the two-

thirds adjustment, if only partial compensation is allowed, thereby giving Member 
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Governments some financial breathing space within a triennium, should their 

national budgets not be able to sustain the increases sought. 

 
 

Table 3         Fiji CPI Adjustments Required Within Triennium  

 1996 1997 1998 1999 

1.  Fiji Consumer Prices Index (average for year) 106.1 109.7 116.0 118.3 

     

2.  Rate of Inflation (year on year): full adjustment  3.4% 5.7% 2.0% 

     

3.  Two thirds salary adjustment (for following year)  2.2% 3.8% 1.3% 

 

 

11.3 Table 4 indicates that the cost of living adjustment for January 2000 should be 

either the full 2% or 1.3% (two thirds compensation), or some proportion in- 

between. 

 

11.4 The inflation rate for Year 2000 is currently running at around 0.4% so that the 

salary adjustment required for the year 2001 may be around an insignificant 

0.25%, should the Fiji CPI continue on current trends. 
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APPENDIX 
 

 

Table  1         USP Performance Indicators: Enrolments and Academic Staff 

 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

        

Equivalent Full Time Students (EFTS) 3915 4576 5215 5278 5833 6634 6880 

Equivalent  Full Time Acad. Staff 191 197 219 253 237 249 236 

        

Student:staff  Ratio 20.5 23.2 23.8 20.9 24.6 26.6 29.2 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2        USP Expenditure Patterns (Nominal and Deflated) 

 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

In Current Prices        

Total Expenditure by USP (F$000) 28729 30262 35800 40197 43456 46815 48583 

Salaries  Expend. by USP (F$000) 19483 20044 21567 25040 27974 29170 31347 

Member Govt. Expenditure (F$000) 25319 26492 26907 28720 31166 33492 32264 
        

Total Expenditure per EFTS ($) 7338 6613 6865 7616 7450 7057 7061 

Member Govt. Expend. per EFTS ($) 6467 5789 5160 5441 5343 5049 4690 

Salary Expenditure per EFTS ($) 4977 4380 4136 4744 4796 4397 4556 

        

Salaries as % of Total Expenditure % 68 66 60 62 64 62 65 

        

        

In Real Terms (deflated by Fiji CPI) (1994 prices)      

Total Expenditure per EFTS 7338 6472 6522 6998 6474 6013 6002 

        

Government Expenditure per  EFTS 6467 5666 4902 5000 4643 4302 3986 
        

Salaries Expenditure per EFTS 4977 4287 3929 4359 4167 3747 3872 

        

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3       The Fiji Consumer Prices Index (annual averages) 

 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

        

Fiji Consumer Prices Index   100.8 103.0 106.1 109.7 116.0 118.3 118.6 

        

Average Annual Inflation (%)  2.2 3.0 3.4 5.7 2.0 0.3 

        
Implicit CPI Deflator 1.000 1.022 1.053 1.088 1.151 1.174 1.177 
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Table  4     Australian Professorial Salaries (bottom of scale) 

University  1998/99 2000  

     

Australian National University Jul 1999 91038   

University of Adelaide Jan  1999 92026   

University of Sydney Oct 1998 92036   

Melbourne University May 1998 92048   

Monash University 1999 91957 93796 Mar  2000 

UNSW Jan 1999 94337 95280 Mar  2000 
Queensland University   94117 Jan  2000 

     

Average of Above Universities ($A)  92240 94398 Perc. Incr. 

    1999/00 

Average of Above Universities ($F)  119793 122594 2.3% 

     

Exchange rate used: A$1= F$0.77)     

 

 
Table  5        Other Regional Comparator Salaries (F$) (tax-free) 

 Jan 1 1999 May 1 1999 

 SPC Forum Sec 

 Suva  

   

Secretary General 126425 130900 

Deputy Secretary  General 110602 114516 

Director of Division 92482 86326 

   

Housing allowance 14040 20000 

Education allowance (maximum) 33687 22200 

Life Insurance (times base salary) twice three times 

   

 

 

Table 6      Differentials in "Take Home Pay": Fiji,  Australia and NZ 

Fiji Salary Level (F$) $30000 $50000 $70000 $90000 $110000 

      
Fijian Tax Rate10 0.31 0.32 0.33 0.34 0.34 

Aust. Tax Rate (on equiv. A$)11 0.15 0.22 0.25 0.26 0.30 

NZ Tax Rate (on equiv. NZ$)12 0.19 0.24 0.27 0.31 0.35 

      

Fijian "Take Home Rate" 0.70 0.68 0.67 0.74 0.66 

Aust. "Take Home Rate" 0.85 0.78 0.75 0.74 0.70 

NZ "Take Home Rate" 0.81 0.76 0.73 0.69 0.65 

      

Perc. Diff. In Favour of Aust. 22% 15% 11% 11% 5% 

Perc. Diff. In Favour of NZ 16% 12% 10% 3% -1% 

      

                                                        
10 The Fiji tax rates used are applying for the year 2000. 
11 The Australian rates used will apply after July 2000. The Fiji salary levels were converted to A$ and their 

relevant tax rates applied. 
12 Tax Rates as prevailing in 2000.  Fiji income levels converted to NZ and prevailing rates applied. 
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Table 7        Universities Surveyed in CHEMS Survey  1998/99 

  

UK Universities  

  

 City 

 Dundee 
 Keele 

 Leeds 

 Sheffield Hallam 

 Southampton 

  

NZ Universities  

  

 Auckland 

 Canterbury 

 Lincoln 

 Massey 

 Otago 

 Victoria 
 Waikato 

  

 
CHEMS: Commonwealth Higher Education Management Service,  

John Foster House,  

London. 

 


