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The followzng paper was delivered b'y Dr. Moos on
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LAST SUMMER, after the Umversuy of ane-
sota had begun what was to be a long .and arduous
atiempt at a new kind of budget planning process, the
Lawrence, Kansas, Daily Journal-World published a

favorable editorial about our efforts. The concluding .
* statement of that editorial sums u
¢ral situation in which we in hlghcn education find

ours¢ives relative to resource management allocation:
A frank, honest, and sincere appraisal of prl()uucs in

defining school budgets would help to rcqam the con-

s fidenge thatis sorely needed if higher education is to be-
come more mmmngful in American life.

I will not belabor what is ‘evident to us d]l The'

affluent Fifties and Sixties are behind us, likely never,

to return. The overflowing public coffers from which-
~we virtually shovelled out at will the - resources we "

felt ‘necessary to finance education have dwindled

while the competing clalmdnts for résources [rom

those same coffers have mounted.

Added to the changing economic face of. hxgher i

education, there is evident, particularly at state univer-
sitics.and.colleges, a

“oriented education (i.e., the humanities and liberal

arts) to a vocation-or lcntedv_(_‘,dt‘l(duon (i.e., the health
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" pubhc—-expldmmg and justifying ourpurposes, prac-

I think, the gen- -

a growing demand that these insti- -
wtions reflect” the goals of society as perceived by .
" society. Hence, there is a general drift away from value-
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sciences, pI‘O[eoSlOlldl schools
smcnces)

_What all this means is that we in hlgher education _
‘now find that we must spend far more time before our -

many consutuencnes—-legls"lauve, alumni, general

,z'ind applied Socjal e

tices, and processes. We are also reqitired to'do some
intensive internal programe review, and for ‘the: first -

- time, some painful setting of specific progldm goals
on u strict priority basis.

The “business. of communijcating and reporting
ubout resource allocation’ management therefore be-
comes increasingly important-to.all of us in Tigher
education. No one can make the case for education

- better than we can, and I'hope our recent experiences -
“at Minnesata- -will be of some help as one example of
vhow that can be done

A Unique Process in Progmmv Review

1 believe what we hdv'(' (ompleted isa. uniqué pro-

cess in the institutional review of programs and in the

“setiing of priorities for future growth and direction. '

That process grew out of the crunch we experienced

- after the 1971 legislative session, which dppropndted

for the 1971-72 and 1972-73 fiscal years. The university

- recetved $33 million or nmeteen percem more than the
prev 101&5 biennium. ‘ e

. That increase, however, was not available [or gen-
e xll instructional purposes. It went laxgelyMor normal
cost' increases, ongoing commitments, and more. spe-
cifically designated funds. Indeed, because the base
dppmph‘{uon for academic positions was actually cut
by one hundred full-time-cquivalenit posifions, the
university ‘found itsell faced with the need to retrench.
No (omlkgcncy plan was available to handle thé
© amexpected lelre\nc\hmcm so the 1971-72 budget was .
1

prepared on the Dasis o[ dlblll‘dl‘y, across- the board
\,
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(uts Academlc units were cut five percent and ddmm-

istrative Wnits ten percent to free the reallocable funds
necessary to iigiiel instructional needs. There was over-
whelmmg agre®nt that such a-procedure was de-
structive, - and the iMstitution determined that a plan
of program and pnonty review had to be dt'\ eloped o
d\'md this situation in the future.

- Academic planning must precede fiscal’ plannmg,
but it is naive to assume’ that fiscal stringency. auto-

‘mauca.lly produces the kind of planning, both long
and short-range, that will preserve and protect basic

educational goals. What.it may produce, instead, is a
conflict of interests that strangles planning-and results
in decnsnons made on grounds of sheer expedlency

" Recognizing the magnitude of the task before the uni-

versity, I asked our Studen=F aculty Senate for the help

“of two major Senate. commmees as consultants to the
. administration. '

In a joint report of thc Senate Gommmees on
Educational Policy and Résourcés and Planning, the
committees justified such input with the following

rec ommendation:

hcully-sludem participation in ulfliVél'Sily govern-

ance can significantly detennine educational policy -

_vnly insofar as these groups take an active role in the
I)u'dgel and planning process. The university is com-
peting with many other bodies for state.funds and must

justify its request for the additional resources needed 10
expand some prograins, restore or preserve -the quality -

" of others, and add such new programs zu\\i;rcjudged edue
(alionally desirable and he(cssm) In \developing the™
university's legislative request, some criteria niust -be
used to determine and rank priorities. The process of
priority-ranking and justification in devélpping a bud-

. get is inescapable. The issue before the Senate is_the de-
gree of faculty -student participation dn that ploccss
The University Senate'can help maximize
ipation by, first, rccoinmending to cen":;l administra-

* tion:suitable criteria for ranking program: requests, “and
second, assuring that the final decision’s are consistent
with these criteria by aulhommg a.continuing consul;
tation process by appropriate bodies which are accoum-
able to the Senate. : ;

The committees spent most of the summer’ “of 197'
composing the document that provldtd the base:on
which the budget planmnq was to be done for the
fiscal year 1972-73. That document, entitled “Account-.
ability and l:ducauonal Criteria: University Plannlng
for Selective Growth,” is.a landmark product of an
In it the:

origies be determined and set 1n pldnmng the 1972-73
budqct and suggested criteria against which collegmte
units could measure and evaluate “their programs
contributions to the university’s mission.

The University of Minnesota’s mission has (zvi)lved
over the decades as the state’s’ hlgher education became

"more complex. Ten' years ago the umversuy enrolled

almost half of the undergraduates: in the state who-
went on for post-secondary education. We now enroll

-less than one-third. Our role as a professional ‘and

lh_lS partic- .

¢

“

committees

graduate institution, however, has increased, and two
years ago the Board of Regerits determined that our
direction’ would be away from lower division under-
graduate instruction to upper division undergraduate,
pmfcsuondl and gmduate instruction. This evolution
‘of mlSsu)n will’ requne rigorous review. of . fundmg
.and program pnormes, a fact constantly borne in
mind by the committee members wha "proposed cri-
teria‘ based on the umversfiys overall goals’ and

- ‘abjectives.

. Concerned, also, with the obvlous need [or ac--
countability, 1he committees wrote:

Within a (.ollcge, chairmen and facul ties will rightly
demand that; in the. ordering of priorities, justice not
only’is done, but Zan be seen to be done. In our context, .
justice is defined By the contribution of a program to
the total educational mission of lhe (()llcqml(‘ unit and
the unlvl'lsuy S v S

: 3

Determimng ‘All-University Priorities

Each collegiate unit was asked to dévelop a plan . -

- which showéd how the unit would build or rebuild
_its prograins from its new and reduced (on-the basis of .

the across-the-board 1971-72 cuty budget base. All-¢*
university priorities would be.determined cenually
The document: suggested that “whether a college re-

_ceives any funds for its proposals must depend upon

the strength of the plan supporting. the high priority
status for the programs involved.”

Seven basic cmerm were. set forth by the (ommlt- '
twes: .

m demand zmd productivity at various

Hiqueness of programs; “ i
3) Cenlrdllty of programs to generdl umwersuy,
mission;
1) Instituuonal vuallty (le “vitality” of educa-
gtonal programs, faculty, and student body);
5) Redundancy, diversity, and. quall‘;y of life;
6) Non-institutional lesedlch and support units;,
T and . '
7) Program costs. *

The document thcn proposcd a budgct plan pro-
cess w hich:

) Cut six percent from &l(h C()llcgmtc, support
service, and adrmmstrduvc unit’s budget;
2) Reallocated. the [lrst three percent back to the
. units on. the basis/ ‘of program priorities and
. Justlflmtlons, detélmmcd hy the mdwndudl .
. units; ‘
3) Reviewed umg prOposals agamst proposals.
4+ determined to bé all-university needs (€.g., tui-
tion support, libraries, educallonal develop-
ment); and
- 4) Redllocaledsomew 4 million of the operduons ’
and. maintenance budget base (dpprommately
$90 million) to fund all-university needs which .
would otherwise have gone unmet.

%o .

NACUBO Professional File”;




s

Y PAFullText Provided by ERIC.

MOOS, 7 _'Budget Plamﬁng'

~Malcolm 'C. Moos is the innovative President of the Unwermy of | anesota A
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sity before mouving west to vecetve his Ph.D. in political science from the Uritver-
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sths, Dr. Moos was Dm’ctor of Policy and Planning at The Ford Foundation.
He is the author or co-author of (’\lgven books; mcludmg The Campus and the
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(,omm{}utes were estabhshed at all Ieve]s of the
university to determine the priorities of each educa-

tional unit. In addition, I expanded the Senate Con- -

sultative Commitiee of seven. students. and eleven
faculty o include a number. of  deans, members of
central administration, and more faculty and students.

"Together, this sub-group numbered about thirty-five-

and served with the Senate committees that prepared
the ““Accountability” document, as the major point
of consultation for the ‘process.

.The Flow of Cominuﬁib‘at,ibn and Consultatvz'on :

After budgels were formulated at unit levels, they,

" were -forwarded to ‘the ‘appropriate vice. president’s

office, which in wrn presenled them to the President
and Vice Presidents’ Group~for ‘the first ‘general re-

~view and discussion. At this point; and for the next

two steps, there was also input_from the provosts,

- deans,. Senate committees, and the- Office of Budget

Pldnmng and Information Services. :

The budgels then moved to the l:xpanded Conbul-
tative Committee, which reviewed -and discussed pro-
posald in workmg sessions, and o joint meetings of

- the Regents' Committees on Educational Policy and

Budget, Audit and Legislative Relationships. . The
Vice Presidents’ Group and I reviewed the budgets a

second time in terms of student-faculty input, and
made prehmmary recommendations that went to-

Regents' committees, the Expanded Consultative
Commmee, the deang, and the Studem Faculty Senate

for infofmation.

- We reviewed the budgets a ‘third time, and for-
warded our ‘fecommendations to the joint.Regents’"
commitiees, which held a némber of public meetings

and working sessions so that those who wanted addi-
tional input or who disagreed with’ lhe recommenda-
tions could be heard..

From there the Vice Presidents’ Group and I re-
v1ewed the budgets for final recommendations, ghlch

-we then sent to the Regents. for approval.

Neéedless to say, the process was time-consuming
and exhausung because of all she various elements of

input that it was necessary to m(lude We have not -

3
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conlputed the amount of tiine spent, but I am'sure the

" collective total .of. hours numbers in the thousands.
" Indeed, the Board of Regents only this month ap-
" proved the formal budgetary

document “for 1972-73,
although-the process of program review and budget
formulagion began more than a year ago.

Now, if I may ‘say something about the generaI
atmosphere in which the process took place, perhips
‘the words “ténse and uncertain” best characterized the
feelings of those involved. Begause the process was

* unprecedented, at least at Minnesot, few had any
clear idea of what it would be ‘like. Minnesota, like

" most other institutions of higher learning, had grown

used to incremental growth budgets, and had to re-

_ orient itself very quickly-to zero base conslderauons

through R and R deliberations. |

Many doubted the: viability of the proposed pro-
cess; some faculty and students suspected the motives
of the administration in undertaking it; and nearly ail
of us doubted that it would be done with the type of-
consultation and wnhrn the time schedule orlglnally
outlined.

, Much. of the pain and cOnfhct of our exercise
flowed from the simultaneous auempt to:

1) Deterrnlne the decrslon-makrng and consulta-
tion structure of the university for materlal re-
" source allocation; '
2} Set intermediate pIanmng goals
3).Establish programmatic - priorities and inter-
mediate-term objectives; and '
4) Carry out the programmatic and effncnency re-
" views and the resource-.balancmg funcuon of
budgetlng

. The process was s also marked by the concern: of
fac ult,y who asked why thosefof one discipline should
be: "nbl%toludge the programs of another. And, finally,
we had to cope with the anxiety produced because we -

liad never before had to justify our existence so thor-

’oughly in terms of overaII unlverslly m1ssron and

goals.
There is much o recommend extensive consulta-

" tion on all mattérs of program and’ budget decision-

makrng Fracuonauon dnd the dispersal of power to

+
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- ence centered around the suspicion that the®

 demic year 1970-71,
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actually make decisions, however have little to rec- -
ommend them. I have often felt that intérnal govern- .

ance would’ became more effective once the partici-
pants—students,. faculty, and administrators—under-

stood the ch{ferences between polrcy-consultauon,"

policy- making, and pollcy implementation. %

Some of the difficulty which attended ouig.experh
rocess
was a sham—used to legitimize decisions ajready
made. That suspicion will never be entirely eradré’i\led
but- nearly the wholé University: 6f Minnesota cgm-
munity of interests can be brought behind a rauo\N 1l
budgeting #nd plannmg system if we are very care u[

that the suspicion has nd foundation in fact. That:

mneans making staff work and the consultative process.

central to gur activity, and bemg very sure that they

are not merely decorative,
The creation of a new central structure, the Office

of Budget . Planmng and Information- Services, pro-

vided invaluable assistance in the. process, and is de-
signed. to make ongoing piogram planning posslble
~'The office served as a central location for all the uni-
- versity planning tied to’the allocation of resources. It
_furnished the universi’ty with a staff that had the neces-

" sary technical skills fo carry off the budget planning.

We' recognized the limitations of.. our data bases, and
set BPIS tg work bolsterlng dpproprldle mformauou
" reservpirs. For the first time, we are moving to a poi
“at which we can justify ‘programmatically our neeﬁY

. and. requests ‘according to cost figurés, enrollment
and general institutional analyses. We -
see BPIS functioning in the future not merely as a ser-

projections, a

vice arm of the central administration, but as a re-
source center upon which deans .and (olleqe level
planning groups can draw.

And it is significant,’ 1 feel, that we lmve lO(dl(d

the office under the-Vice President for Administration, |

and not within the bailiwick of the two vice presi-
dential offices that spend the most money: Academic
Administration dnd Flndnce, Plannlng and’ Operd-
tions.-

We feel it is more rmperauve than ever that ac- -

curate information be made available to all the par-
ticipamts -in the -budget planning  procgss. - Some.
“difficulties developed as a result of rmsmforma(ron,
. the "best example of which cemued on our human-
ities program. -

Frumanities. at the. Umvcrsrly of ancsota hdS
been largely an undergraduate program’ in which
mdny of the courses were taught by junior faculty and

teaching assistants_and asSociates. During the aca-

ing the program, and that commiitee made several
recornmendations early in 1971. The recommendations
 were incorporated iito a. proposed reorganization of
~.the program which sought to incregse- the number of
full-time faculty, reduce’ the number of teaching asso-
\(mtcs dnd assrsldnls cmployed eXpand the program’s

"

" and carried on the backs
of those not reh’lred ‘howeyer, viewed the decision as
pne of expedience; it is easier to get rid of non-tenured

a student-facuhy group was -
“formed to investigate the possibilities of strengthen- )

w

area of mﬁuence to mclude students from all parts of
the university, and plan for. future mvolvemem in

-graduate studies.

These recéominendations were mcorporaled into ,

“the College of Liberal Arts’ retrenchment and reallo-
‘cation plan, and the result was some general confusion

and anxiety because of misinformation and misunder- .

stood ‘decisions: Many teaching associates and assis-

tants ‘weré not rehired for academic year 1972-73
because it was decrded by student-faculty groups, that
reallocable funds wére instead to be channeled:toward

“getting a new director and .additional seniof faculty.

It was not felt that'a strong program could be built
f junior staff alone. Many

junior faculty thap tenure faculty.

L4 Afact that got lost in the confusion, however, was-
thai recommenda,’uons (lmi plans to strengthen’ the
program were made before a ‘retrenchment and reallo:
catiorissitnation” developed. \The imperatives of an R--

and R i:yrocess dictated that we follow through on

_those recan merﬁd‘luons as 'soon as possible o take
I

advantage of . what limited | resources and flexrbrluy
we might havq; Given the ]fmsmvuy of the rssue, I
cannot over(‘mbhauze how imiportant it was to main-

~tain open lines of\communlication and information.’

The Value of Instilutz'o‘nal}J‘,elj-Evaluation :
Not cveryonc, mcludrnL some key pdrtrcrpanls

feels the process was worth the effau One dean said it
was ““too nuch, too fast, tod soon.”” Another sald ‘the

‘administration should h’n/¢ taken a low-prohl ap-

proach to-the retrenchment instead of (allmq for an
‘lll -university evaluation.. Some faculty feel we did hot
go far enough 10 cause the kind of seif-evaluation the
university needs. One professor told me that her de- .

. partment migit end up changing some of its programs

and priorities if it were asked (0 cut sixty percent of its:
budget instead of six. And some of those most directly

* involved in the consultative process felt that the num-

ber of hours -they spem in ¢oinmittee’ meeungs and

hearings might have been overkill.

-'To the [irst observation, I must say that I think we

~did rcnunkably well, given our ¢normous task and®our

limited time schedule. I agree, however, that-had we
more time, we might have been able to lessen. the
anxieties-and allow for a more thoughtful and-reflec-
u&c process. With our’limited experience of one year, ",

we can beuer anticipate our future altempts at.a pro-
- gram budget and plannmg process. e

To the second; I think the University- of Minne-

'sota, and perhaps most institutionsof higher learning,

are long overdue in rigorous sélf-analysis and evalua- -
tion. Regardless of the motivation, I think the Univer-
:sity of Minnesota is a much hedlthrer institution for
lmvmg undergone. such mtensrve internal review.
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A To the third point, agxeml“pro
should be’an ongoing process, only begun \Mlh last
.yeurs budgct planning process. 1 do hot necessarily
Delieve that every department gnd program shéuld be
.completely reviewed every. smgle year, but I do- feel
that such review should occur regularly.

And to the last observation, to the fear that the -

‘ _pldnnnﬁﬁr and budget-building ‘processes distracted
: [‘lcully and students from’ the ¢real work of éduca-
tion, let me say that there can -be no more important

work for any organization than the.determination of.

its own .goals and the means for aéhlevlng them. To
be sure, 1 think an exuaordmary ‘amount of time and
energy was consumed in carrying out the process. 1
am certain an evaluation of the process will yiéld, some
proposals fon more efficient and effective use of faculty
- and student time.

As for the practical results of our e[forts-—-the pro-
cess, in the end, produced:

1) ‘The most. open and infdrmed debate on the
university’s budget in the institution’s history
(one faculty member ‘entitled- 1
You Ever Wanled to Know About Budgets but
- Were Sorry You Asked”);
The most finely-drawn budgel the university
‘ has had in modérn hlstory,
 ‘T'he best programmatic statements the univer-
sity has ever had with which te ]usufy budget
‘requests to the state tegislature;
The first'step toward a careful delineation of
legislative budget requests’ in terms of instruc-
tion, research, and administrative needs; and
Some substantial shifts in funding, which re-
~ flect, in part, the univers‘ily’s direction as deter-
mined by its various constituents.

We are now in dl]()lht‘l process, that of rev xewmg
and evaluating the effects of our past year’s experi-
~ences in budget planning. Both the Student-Faculty
_ Senate and members of my administr ative staff aré pre-

paring reports on their findings and récommendations .

about the course of future processes. Those reports

are not yet in, but T have a feeling the consensus will
* be'that we made some mistakes along the we ly’ laigely .
that we may ha\e to -

due to our Inexperience, dn(l
- modify our approach.

‘But overall, the process was a llsclul pmcucal
and (-nllvhu-mnq experience, one which “we
probably follow in the future and one which can stand
as an exampie to the rest of the country of a_univer-

sity’s decision to asswne u'sp()nslblhtv for m(m(lqmg J

its own affairs.

The followmq repr('.s('nt exc erpts from Lhe remarks of

 Vivian W.. Henderson, ‘Donald E. Garretson and
Joseph Soshnik who, as a panel, responded to Dr.
Moos’ presentation and to the larger qiestion of

Reporting and Communicating for more ('ffertwe'

: resourfe—ftllomtton management.

t: “Everything -

will

VIVIAN W. HENDERSON
“’ . N )
Pres‘zdt'nt
Clark College

—

'The question of how to effectively communicate
resource allocation and use is a natural outgrowlh of
the quest for information by various groups in society
and the “information explosnon tha,lt is under way all
around us. The communication. of decisions on re-
source allocation and use, as well as an understanding
of and a paruc1pauon in the process by which such
decisions are made,’is a sngmhcam challenge to higher
education. This has become quite clear during the

last four or- [i’ve'yeals Alumni, students, faculty, legis-
lators, community groups, and don(m seriously ques-
tion, in q variety of ways, how. resouirces are allocated
and used. Decisions in this regard ar¢ under increasing -
scrutiny and challenge. The extent fo which decisions .

on resource allocation and use are coinmunicated to °

the various consmucnaes, and the extent to which
these groups -participate: in the process of decision
/makmg, will largely determirie the nature: of relations
~ between administrators and their constituencies. This,
it seemsto me, is at the heart of the paper presented by
‘PTC'Slan‘l foos. .
“Colleges and universities. have only recemly be-
- gun to take seriously tfie question of connnum(dtmg .
pmblcms processes, and results of resourcé alloca-
tion and use. The budget and the audit, in ‘many
instances, are the most ‘closely guarded secrets in the
institution. Since deficits have engulfed so many pri- -
vate colleges and universities, administrators have
recently begun.to share and communicate information
~on l)udgg& and (llldllS to a wide spectrum ofr con-
stityencies. “Priorities” has become a well known
pmm of articulation, and the establishment -of pri-
~orities has become a- stdrung point for the involve-
“ment ()f constituencies in determining resource alloca:
tion and use. Institutional budgets are cast within a
- framework of pnonues
#'The budget is clearly'the institution’s most lmpor-
‘I{ll and slgmflc(lm statement. of resource dllomuon.
and use. However, it is also, in too many instances,
the most closely guarded” seeret in the institution.
‘Fhrough the budget, the president and the admin-
istration present an assessment of the - ‘institution’s
q)ml)lcms anually and, indeed, a pmposdl for deal-
ing ‘with them. State legislatures, in essence, require
this of public institutions. Prn'ne colleges also have
this r(-sp(msllnlnv
The budg?t i+ the vehicle [or (()mmum(aung the
. details of the plemlcm s assessment afid recommenda-
tions. It is the chiel tnstrument for forcing and record-




|
d
-;
|

ing executive decisions about institutional priorities—

objectives the institution should seek, the share of the -

institution’s resources that should be devoted to each,

and how costs should be distributed and underwritten.’

he_annual. review necessitated by the preparation of

- the budget also gives—the—president and. the admin-
.. istration- an opportunuy o welgh the éffectiveness
' ot the institution’s programs in achieving their pur-
poses, and to consider how they might be improved.

| "One aspect of the problem .was orice sharply
7 d'chotomlzed between . public and prlvate institu-
i " . tions—i.e.; sources of resources. At one'time, public
- institutions built their budgets and asked legislatures

for the funds, and legislatures levied taxes to support

:—!:e schools. The pubhc paid the taxes without too

‘much outcry. This is no longer the case. Public
colleges must now answer to a

-~ - justify their resource requests and use in a variaty of
* ways, The private colleges, on the other hand, had a
virtual monopoly on private philanthropy and de-
“pended largely upon that philanthropy and alumni

_for support. Today,” public institutions are seeking.

these same sources of income, anrd the private schools

i . are vigorous recipients of federal funds and are in-

‘ creasingly sceking state- funds for hlgher education:
VEE These developmients have extended ‘‘accountability”

| : for resource use and allocation beyond traditional -

B . boundaries for both sets of institutions. ,
‘From the perspective, of president of a:smallpri-

m‘atter, as I see it: .. v . 3

S

tion and-the processing of that determination;
2).The structure for delivering resul(s once de-
termination is made; and
" 3) Public relations.

resource allocation mclude the following:

1) Conventional wisdom-about fls( al lnformatlon
~ 2) Presidential ““power”; :
... '3) Fear of open (pubhc) scruuny, and

4) Anuquated mdchmery :

& z-‘

DONAI DE. (,ARRETQ()N
~Treasurer.
3M Corporation

Flrst let me say I am mdeed familiar with

his recommendations. Certainly, we can agree ou the
need for more careful allocation of resources dand for

R e

e e

a variety of pubhcs and

vate college, there are three essential ~aspects of thxs.

1) The structure for determmmg resource aIIoca-'

- lmpe(llmems to, the effective ¢communication of

o Presxdem Moos’ problems and concur ‘with md%t of .

~

rt_(
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more accurate, interesting and understandable’ ways.
of reporting institutional goals, priorities and budgets: .

This applies equally to the “private” college, and I

- would support his view that planning and budgeting
must be a ‘continuous process in this era of rapid -

Changes in our society and in our institutions. The
experiences of uncounted educational institutions
celtamly confirm the need:for conungency pIanmng

~in this-dynamic world.

There are, however, some additional things to
consider in generalizing about the needs of U.S. educa-
tional institutions.

1) ‘Sgronger and better tralned'admlmstmtors must
, bedeveloped in both the academic and business
;- areas.
acadeg
lével. These ranks are often filled by candidates
who-have excelled in the classroom who must

" unlearn old skills and allegiances and develop

new ones—a task which is not always achieved -

by.all “promotees.”’..
-2) Another area of concern involves the structure
*and function of- campus commitees. President
Moos spoke of a committee of thirty-five indi-
. . viduals. T submit that this is too large to be a
very _ effective forum,
committees are formed. President Moos, per-

haps inadvertently, also spoke-of a committee p
determining priorities or goals. In my view, "

policies and goals can only be recommended

" by the kind of hroad-based committee which ‘

“was evidéntly lnvolved

3) Addmonally, there is concern with the mef-
ficiency of most campus commitiees. The

: - amount of time and energy expended is exces- .

sivebin relauon to the authority and on-going
unpact of many of these committeés. Discus-
sions tend to be philosophical and even nit-
picking in nature, or inordinately concérned
-with semantics: By their nature, campus com-

mittees tend to degenerate into criticisms of -

fagltyy administration,. or’ other leadership.
A'gam BY their nature, they have: little com-
 peienéé (o make (or advise upon) the multi-
tudesf daily *decisions faced by any admin-
“istrator. Hence, they have limited -credibility
in criticizing such decnslons Real research and
the- marshalling of ‘pertinent fdcts -are all too

o[ten absent, remarkably so in view of the

academlc envtronrnem leld mvolvemem

Many sub]ects of campus dlssem ‘do constitute
educational opportunities—whether in the classroom
or in campus commnittees.” They . are opportumues
which, I feel, are being: completely missed.

.

represent a great chance to educate our young people

(and somg faculty members oo, I suspect) on the de-
wlo;’smem of the corporatc form past efforts to-

'.,_4 N RIS ‘E';"egr__d., R ARy

This is particularly apphcable to the
ic side and at the chief executive. office

unless vigorous sub-.

Proxy discussions on: many campuses for example, -




/] read and re-read the [ollowmg statement mclude
; .
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create a viable corporate democracy, certain aspects
of law; the history and functions of the SEC, etc.
Pollution concerns could lead to very meaningful
discussions of chemistry, blology, physics and other,

-scientific disciplines, not_to mention history and law.’

It might appear that this criticism; of a missed
educational opportunity is more approﬁnate for the

academic side of institutions. To the comrary, it has .
.distinctly financial implications.

Lyman Glenny, Acting Director ‘)f the Berkeley

Center for Research and Developmem* in Higher

Education, was quoted as explamm wanlng donor

‘support and lean appropriations by Saymg, “ngher:

Education isn’t at the bottom of anyone s list, but it

no longer is at the top, either.” An ar'lcle in the
. Chronicle of Higher Education in which this appeared

stggested that the impact of other costly social prob-
lems has moved education down on the priority lists
of donors and legxslators These individuals do not
see education as addressing itself, with any ‘real suc-
cess, to the solution of the social problems oﬁ the day.
Hence, they allocate funds elsewhere.

The theme of this conference is “Resource ‘Alioca-

_tion Management.” This theme- -suggests not only the
fiscal resources, but also the educational resources and

opportumues which I’ have briefly mentioned. By

“educational resources,” I mean the accumulated
knowledge and the research and teaching skills of the
academic side of your institutions.. Greater pertinence

and effectiveness in the use of educational resources

to propose solutions for and not simply hlghhghung "

our high-priority secial, problems would - contribute

"much to the resolution of our jzscal resource alloca-
~_uon problems. .

~ JOSEPH SOSHNIK -
< Vice Presidént and Director
' .Kirk‘pa ;I\ Pettis, Smnh

I was ve

of recent ev llLl"uon and planning efforts, both a
demic and firfancial, at the University of Minnesota.
In a real : irid pérsonal way I found myself reacung io
‘many ()lh(‘ observations and recommendations in-
(lud in.the “Joint Reportof the Senate Committeds

‘Education- Policy “and Resources and Planning.

n Dr. Moos' paper:

Within a (oll(g‘ chairmert and f.l(ulli(s wlll nthl
demind that, in the.ordering of prioritjés, justice no
only is done, but can be seen to be donc ln our context

-

Poli an , Inc., - '
fofntne. T

interested in Dr." MOOS accot:lu

e

- justice is defmed by the contribution of a plograrn o .
lhe total educational mission of the (oll(‘gldlc unit and
the univ: ersity.

I confess to being dra\vn especnally to lhlS state- -
ment taken from the “Joint Report” because it is ad-
dressed to one of the central .concerns 1 haye had

throughout my period of service as a university admin-
[istrator. The following,is a portion of a paper discuss-
ing budgel planning which T présented to the
Association of Govermng Boards _eleven years ‘ago:

One of the pcreunml pmblcms in budget pldnmng is .
the problem of “watered” requests. American tourists
abroad are intrigued with the multi-price policies which
they find as they visithazaars in Asia. American bureau-
cracy has developed.its own cowiterpart in the form of
“watered” budget requests. So” long as this practice
prevails, budget pl.inmng will retain an atmosphere
of doubt and suspicion. It should be pointed out, how-

- ever, that the prol)lem of “water” in budget-requests is -
one which govcmmq boards and central administritors
‘have in some instances helped to create. Across-the-
- board reductions in budget requests are an open invita-
ton to the inclusion of. “‘water’” for the next round.

Failure over a long period of time to dehydrate the

“watered” wquesls of gné division of the unlwrsuy

will cause “water” tg“seek a similar level” in other

',(ll\lSl()nb In budge/pldnmng, as in- other- organued-

endeayor, wnll}lgncss to make ‘concessions or sacri-
~ fices is condjtional. Unless all who are involved are

called upm/lo make concessions on anr equitable basis, -

(()()[)L‘ld{/()ll and acceptance will be withheld. There Is

n()}u(m' ingenious subterfuge than that which is prac- A

ticed~by a clever, administrator who is m()ll\’dltd by

E Tighteous m(hgnduon

e It goes without: saying that deviousness, secrecy
‘and mystery are not devices chulmr to any single
group onthe college or university campus. Suspicion
and conflict between academie and financial admin-
istrators, when encountered, has ge_nerdlly arisen
through application of the “mysti[iczlli()ll .principle"
on both sides.

Given my long- stan(llng views on the need for .
cooperation and trust in budget plannlng, it shduld
not be at all surprising that I have reacted so favorably .
+to the emphasns upon broxldly-bascd pdruapauon
described ‘in Dr. Moos’ presentidtion. . ;

Up terthis jpoint my obsewauons (on(ermng re-
porung and commumcaung have emphdsued the

“internal .publi¢” of the college or umversuy Any
consideration: of reporting and communlcaung ob-
viously should focus also on the many “‘external pub-
lics” with which educational institutions ‘must be
concerned. It is at best an understatement to point out -

~ that these “external publics’” are varied and diverse in
otheir awareness, interests, aspirations, loyalties, pre-
‘judices, and suspicions—all as relatéd to the nature -
and purpose€ of higher education:

Not too long agoa colleague of mine at the Um-
versity of Nebraska, in the mtroducnon to a book of
essays entitled: Percepnons in Public Higher Educa-
tion, emphasized the lmportance of public attitudes
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“tions’ objectives, responsibilities, and activities to the
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President Moos early in his presentation: “The oyer- ~
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E ~and expectauons to the [uture of hlgher educauon ln With regard to the workings of a college or. uni-
' péi’rl he‘wrote as [oIIows KN : S . versity, senior adininistrators must be ‘“bi-linguil.”
Never has the maiton the styeet expected more from pub- T'he college or university F",TG.S!d;ﬁll and thls.- senior
" Tic lngher education than he does today. In a very real associate are the®™channels’” between the academic . N
] sense, he expects our colleges and universitics to answer - community and g(\vemmg boards and the society at
L " -many of the unanswerable questions of our time . © .. large. . :
C Those of us associated with'higher education-must be- - Imﬁnrludmg my comments on report g and. -
. come more concernéd about interpreting our - institu- comitiumcating, I return to-an observation nlade bY

L public. We haye been complacent for too lpng. We must,. . flowing public. coffers from- which we virtud
' - .as Robert Goheen suggests, participate in a crusade to- shovelled out at will the.resources we felt necessary to
- “llllfdle "fOt Ol"l)’ the ﬁenerﬂdplllbhf» but-many of our  finance education have dwindled while the competing
| . students, faculty inembers, and administrators about the. - claimants for resources from those same coffers 'ave .
: ways and means of our ‘colleges and-universities. mnounted.”
f It should be clear from’ the emphasns that I ha¥e Scarcity of resources 15'1conunu1ng phenomenon,
g -placed upon communication wuh ‘external publics” .- a chromc condition in most non-profit endeavorgs. Pri-
.. . thatIdo not view institutional publlc relations asfthe omy cisions in dllocaung scarce resources, by defi-
- responsibility of a smgle individual or department- nition®are the fulcrum on which services rendered by
‘ withina college or unlversny Itis my view that major these enterprises will rise and [aa C‘Iearly, there are
: responsibility in this area rests upon all senior admin- no effortless solutions to the problems of ‘admin-
l istrators, specifically including business and finance istrators in-obtaining and managing the financial re-
officers. : sources neede(-l by the institutions they serve.
;s . . . o k]
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A " -7 coped to stimudate” professional communication, in which are ’ R :
[ - : presented articles believed o be of interest and vah 0w Olege and '8
university business officérst Articles are recofonended f[ORp1blica- ‘
-, L : Iin'n after careful revicw by NACUBO yepresentalives. ietsmand
information containgd op the articleS ave the responsibility of the
unlhor\ and their [m[;[nulmn does not signify unquullfu(l mupl-
ance 11\ N l( B0 or by its mmmllm\
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