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Deans of the professional colleges
earn higher median salaries than other
university administrators — including
presidents — according to a biennial
National Education Association
survey. o

In the portion of thesurvey devoted
to four - year institutions, deans of
medicine ranked highest with a
median 1969-70 salary of $37,333.
Deans of dentistry ($30,800),
veterinary medicine ($28,500), law "
(328,063) and engineering ($26,750)
also were higher than presidents
($25,979) in median salary.

Numbers in the sample varied
widely, however, since 969 presidents
were surveyed, compared with only
54 deans of medicine, 36 dentistry
deans, 18 veterinary medicine deans,
97 deans of law and 142 engineering
deans.

Three university presidents reported
salaries of $60,000 or more, and 72
others reported eaming $40,000 or
more. The median salary for
presidents was up 16.5 per cent over
two years ago.

More than 22,000 administrators
and some 270,000 teachers at 1,791
colleges and universities were polled.
The survey included schools both
public and private, four - year and two
- year. Results were reported in The
Chronicle of Higher Education.
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Twenty - five of the 53 types of
administrators surveyed had median
salaries higher than $20,000 for
1969-70.

At the low end of the scale among
administrators at four - year schools
were directors of student financial aid
($10,409), directors of alumni -
services ($10,750), directors of

National survey shows salary levels

information ($11,158), deans of
women ($11,406) and registrars
($11,743).

Other administrative areas reporting
median salaries over $20,000 included
(all for 12 months):

Deans of forestry, $25,750; deans of
agriculture, $25,375; provosts,
$24,412; deans of arts and sciences,
$24,071; deans of business, $23.938;
deans of education, $23,625; vice
presidents for research $23,500; deans
of graduate school, $23,361;
executive vice presidents, $23,250;
deans of extension, $23,000; vice
presidents for planning, $21,536;
deans of home economics, $21,500;
deans of nursing, $20,600.
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AMONG FACULTY at four - year
universities, the median salaries were
(nine months’ rate): Professors,
$17,418; associate professors,

$13,316; assistant professors,
$10,980; instructors, $8,459. Those
salaries represent nearly 160,000
faculty at four - year universities.

Extremes in the university faculty
salary brackets range from 25
professors who report salaries of
$35,000 or more to 78 full professors
earning less than $10,000.

Overall faculty salaries included: All
four - -year institutions, $11,745;
public four - year institutions,
$12,078; nonpublic four - year
institutions, $10,908; all two - year
institutions, $10,626; public two -
year institutions, $10,850; nonpublic
two - year institutions, $8,190.

The complete report, “Salaries in
Higher Education, 1969-1970,” was
prepared for the National Education
Association in Washington, D.C.,
under the direction of William S.
Graybeal, assistant research director.

Letters

Retirement

To the Editor:

May I comment upon your reportin
the Faculty News of Oct. 20 concerning
the raise of retirement (noncontributory
plan) from the maximum $3,000 set in
1958 to a maximum of $3,300. A
financial specialist informs me that in
terms of current prices as compared with
the price index of 1957-58, $3,000 in the

1957-58 days would be fairly represented
today by an increase to $4,500, at the
very minimumt.

It would seem that faculty “who would
have been disadvantaged in 1958 by
changing over to TIAA (and) who were

(Editor’s note: Professor Hawkins has
raised some concems that may be shared by
others who will be relying upon their
participation in  the  University’s
noncontributory retirement plan.

The Academic Council last December
endorsed recommendations from the faculty
affairs committee thatincluded a request that
MSU “investigate the actuarial soundness:of
the old retirement system with regard | ito
either an increase in the maxunum
compensation and/or allowing the benefits to
increase at a more rapid rate.”

Based in part on that recommendation, fhe
University increased the maximum retu'ement
salary under the noncontributory plan from
$3,000 to $3,300.

A series of factors had to be considered in
increasing the retirement benefits. For one,
increasing the retirement salary in the
noncontributory plan involves administrative -
professional, clerical - technical and service
employe participants as well as faculty.
Faculty now constitutes a minority in the
University program. The increased benefits
must be drawn from a special retirement fund
that is separate from the University’s a.nnua.l
state appropriation.

The retirement fund, according to Stephen
Terry, assistant vice president for business and
finance, works something like this:

Each payday, the University puts into the
fund 5 per cent of the salary of each person:
not in the TIAA-CREF retirement program.
Money in this fund is then invested for the
University by the Ann Arbor Trust Company.

Theoretically, University payments made
now will support future retirement benefits
for persons still working. In order for the plan
to provide for prospective retirees, it must
remain “actuarially sound” — its investments
must perform well. To insure acturarial
soundness, the University zeviews the fund
every two years to verify that existing funds
can provide continued retiremement benefits.

The investment performance of the fund
allowed an increase in July in retirement
benefits. But Temry emphasized that the.
amount of that increase was limited by the
amount in the fund. An increase beyond the
$3,300 figure would .have required the
University to take money from the general
fund, he said, and this would have meant
cither higher student fees or lower faculty -
staff salary increases.

raise too low?

allowed to remain exclusively under the
noncontributory plan” are now being

increasingly disadvantaged — even when

the University makes a gesture of
generosity. I cannot help feeling that to
the promptings of the conscience of the
Powers that Be that asked for justice, the
reply was a pittance of charity.

Carroll Hawkins
Associate professor, political science

COGS meeting

The Council of Graduate Students
will hold an open hearing. on the
proposed document on graduate student
rights and responsibilities in the Owen
Hall small cafeteria Thursday, October
29, at 9:30 p.m.

Members of COGS will be available
for small group discussions of the
document, including explanation of the
proposal or any suggestions for changes.

The document must be approved by
both COGS and the Graduate Council
before being presented to the Academic
Council and Senate, and to the Board of
Trustees.

A limited number of copies of the
document is available in the Office of
Advanced Graduate Studies, Room 246,
Hannah Adminstration Building.

" physics —

Physics

(Concluded from page 1)

THE TERM “high energy” physics
generally refers to work dealing with
accelerators that “operate above 1,000
million electron volts (MeV). MSU’s own
Cyclotron, for example, reaches an
energy level of about 55 MeV.

The physicists here agree that the NAL
will be the center for world high energy
“the mecca for our business.”
In fact, it is the University’s proximity to
the NAL and to Argonne that helped
attract members of the high energy group
here.

Abolins and Sprafka (both from the
Lawrence Radiation Laboratory,
Berkeley), Ma (from Duke University)
and Smith (from the University- of
California, Berkeley) arrived about three
years ago. Chen came this fall from
Princeton University.

*“The University made a strong effort to
get this group here;” Smith says. “Those
of us who came felt that a strong group
could be built, and we liked the idea of
building it to our own tastes and
interests.”

The high energy group was organized
under former physics chairman
Sherwood K. Haynes, now professor of
physics.

Says current chairman Blatt: “When
you set out to build a program in this
field, you need to be sure that the people
you bring here are going to be in the
forefront of the field.”

Acceptance’ of MSU projects for the

Beethoven program opens
with concert next Monday

Michigan State’s Beethoven Festival
begins next Monday (Nov. 2) with a
concert by pianist Daniel Barenboim and
cellist Jacqueline du Pre.

Miss du Pre, Barenboim, violinist
Pinchas Zukerman and the Chicago
Symphony Orchestra will participate in
the week of concerts presented by MSU’s
Lecture-Concert Series.

Barenboim, whorecorded the 32
Beethoven piano sonatas, will be heard in
concert Tuesday, Nov. 3, at 8:15 p.m.
performing four of the sonatas.

The Chicago Symphony will be
conducted by Barenboim. An open
rehearsal where faculty, staff and
students can watch the orchestra prepare
for the concert will be at 3:30 p.m.
Wednesday (Nov. 4).

The orchestra will present two concerts
with Miss du Pre as soloist. Wednesday at
8:15 p.m., the Chicago Symphony will
perform Beethoven’s “Symphony No. 3
in E Flat” (Eroica) and Dvorak’s
“Concerto for Cello and Orchestra in B
Minor.” Friday (Nov. 6), Beethoven’s
“Symphony No. 2 in D Major” and Saint
- Saen’s ‘‘Concerto for Cello and
Orchestra” will be heard.

Zukerman, in his recital at 8:15 p.m.
Thursday, will include Beethovens
“Romance in G Major, Op. 40" and
“Romance in F Major, Op. 50,” plus
works by Brahms, Bartok and Chausson.

All performances will be in the
Auditorium. Tickets are avaﬂable at the

Union Ticket Office. o

group

NAL is evidence of the group’s standing
nationally and internationally, Blatt
emphasizes.

The five scientists agree that they
wouldn’t be here if it weren’t for the
teaching opportunities, students and
atmosphere of a university campus. They
acknowledge financial support from both
MSU and from the National Science
Foundation.
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ALL THE RESEARCH involves a
study of the structure of matter in its
smallest regions. Chen will investigate the
smashing interactions of mu - mesons
with protons, in order to test a
fundamental concept of scale at these
regions.

While the region of study is extremely
small, the physical scale of the
experiment is so large that its recording
and analysis equipment alone require a
40 ft. by 120 ft. building at MSU. Much
of his equipment will come from
Princeton and from federal resources.

The Abolins group, concerned with
neutron - proton interactions — bouncing
particles off each other like billiard balls
— will continue work they have begun at
Argonne.

Abolins and his colleagues have been
given two years to prepare for their NAL
project, and, he says, the work is so
complex that the lead time is not an
overestimate.

The Smith - Sprafka — Ma team is
involved in bubble chamber research.
They are studying what are called
““catastrophic” collisions among nuclear
particles in a bubble chamber, where the
results of such collisions can be recorded
and analyzed. To gear up, they’ll have to
move a 120 - ton piece of equipment
from Argonne to the NAL.

Smith says such experiments are seen as
“fundamental to our understanding of
the forces responsible for the structure of
matter,” because they involve collisions
within distances that are the smallest yet
studied by man: less than one - millionth
the size of a hydrogen atom.
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Toward ‘flexible rigidity’ on the campus

(Editor’s Note: Following are excerpts from a sneech — “Toward an Era of
Flexible Rigidity for Crisis Sake” - delivered recently by Paul L. Dressel, assistant
provost and director of institutional research at MSU. He made his remarks during
the “Share-In” conference that commemorated the 25th ‘anniversay of the
University’s Counseling Center, of which he was the first director. Dressel is also
the current president of the American Association of Higher Education.)

For nearly three centuries, much of what has occurred in American higher
education was based on the Protestant ethic and done for Christ’s sake . . . Today,
much of what we do is based on the protest ethic and is done for crisis sake . . .

There is more here than an amusing similarity in the sounds of the phrases.
Actions taken either for Christ’s sake or crisis sake are alike in other respects.
Administrators have been brought to their knees in prayerful attitude for both
sakes — and for the same reason. They have sensed a power which they do not
understand and with which they are unable to cope effectively . . .

It may be cogently argued that the earlier rigidity of colleges based on a
classical curriculum sanctioned by teligious considerations gradually shifted to a
rigidity enforced by a priesthood designated as Ph.D’s. I am convinced that this
latter - day rigidity has led in part to the crises of the day in higher education.

My concern is that in trying to avoid one rigidity, we do not simply invoke
another . My thesis is that extreme flexibility is as undesirable as extreme rigidity.
And hence I assert that what we should seek in higher education is flexible
rigidity.

#* ok %

FLEXIBILITY, whether in a woman’s girdle or a college curriculum, is not a
virtue when it permits an individual to emerge unchanged in shape or character.
Rigidity, whether in the structure of a bridge or in the standards and policies of an
educational institution, is not a vice when it permits an individual to attain a
desired goal or acquire a new capability.

A college exists to educate individuals, and it serves both individuals and
society in so doing. Equally, it has obligations to both the individuals and to
society. If every individual were truly capable of educating himself, we would
need no schools or colleges. Obviously, most individuals do not have this
capability or society would not have found it desirable to establish colleges.

But colleges have erred in becoming too prescriptive in regard to all aspects of
student behavior, and especially in unnecessary and unrealistic curricular
requirements.

Some structure is essential to avoid complete chaos, but over - concern about
structure, often based upon the bias and convenience of faculty and
administrators, destroys flexibility and individuality.

(What) emerges (is) the concept of a flexible rigidity — a dynamic structure
which adjusts to stress but continues to perform its essential functions and attains
its specified goals. AL

THE PLANNING of university programs is and always has been a search for
structure. We started with a completely required curriculum, based on mental
discipline by exposure to a classical education. This mental discipline view of
learning, aptly designated as faculty psychology, is still in modified form, the
learning psychology of the faculty today. )

The psychology of the faculty insists that the diet of students be balanced, and
balance is equated to control. And so a new structure is sought, based on faculty
conceptions and convenience more than on a considered conception of what an
education should be. The structure which emerged and which is still largely found
in our universities is based on:

1. The organization of knowledge into disciplines and some type of
requirement whichenforces student contact with various groups of disciplines. The
emphasis is on the student knowing something about the disciplines rather than
acquiring any significant and useful competency;

2. Requirements which purport to insure breadth and depth but interpreted as
unrelated experiences with disciplines rather than as qualities of an educated
individual; :

3. Course and credit requirements — a deceitful packaging conception of
education rather than a flexible but planned and cumulative set of experiences
productive of meaningful competency;

4. Grades, honor points, and simplistic arithmetical computations based on
them, which are used to measure progress, eliminate students, and award honors
and degrees;

5. Rules in the operation of residence halls, registration, transfer of credits, fee
payments which are based on financial concerns and administrative or faculty
convenience rather than on educational considerations;

6. A calendar which demands completion of prescribed units of work in specific
periods of time, and places more emphasis on attainment of some minimum
knowledge in these inflexible units than on the attainment of mastery:

7: An organization of courses which in content, timing and placement is based

on faculty interests and convenience tather than on the demands of student
learning;

8. An organization of the university into a maze of departments and colleges
with artificial distinctions, contrived entry requirements, and meaningless degree
standards which force student choice among these units rather than in reference
to personal interests and goals;

9. An administrative pattern which separates the management of structured
learning experiences from the extracurricular, the financial and the living
experiences of the students;

10. A conception of learning in which the student gets three credits when the
Professor lectures three hours per week but is given credit only after great
hesitation when he does work on his own.

Of course we impose all of these rigidities in the name of efficiency and of
standards, and view them as in some manner related to the outcomes of college
education . . . + & e

WE TALK occasionally about learning, but we spend most of our time, so far as
undergraduate instruction is concerned, in arguing about teaching loads,
evaluation of teaching, and improvement of teaching. We concentrate on what the
professor does almost to the exclusion of what the impact is.

We forget that what a professor does has significance only in terms of what it
encourages students to do, and no matter how good the performance of the
professor and how strong the evaluation made by his students, that professor who
has not modified their insights, viewpoints or behavior has not really taught
anything to anybody. :

Our trouble is that the structures that we would impose have little to do with
the results that we seek. We are much more adept at imposing classifications,
categories and rules on our students than we are in educating them.

ANY COMBINATION of courses into a curriculum developed by faculty
committees is contrived. It is based largely on existing college and departmental
structures which have a historical rationale but little relevance to the future.
Individuals must have freedom with advice to develop a curriculum of their own
which may turn out to be far more significant for their own interests and their
future roles than rigid curricula which fill the many pages of the typical university
catalog. -

But these individual programs must be justified by their relevance to the
development of useful competencies and a prospective field in which they will be
used. Such programs will cut across departments and even colleges.

A significant element in the structure (the flexible rigidity) which emerges is
that one of the educational experiences of the student is that of defining his own
education and taking responsibility for it.

Another element . . . would require appraisal of the students progress toward
the competencies and planning of experiences appropriate to further progress.

In this pattern I should not care whether the educational experiences which
produced progress were in scheduled credit courses, in community services, on the
job, in the counseling center, in extracurricular activities or in social activities.

One inspired to learn can do so in many contexts, and learning which takes
place in realistic contexts is more likely to inspire application and continued
learning than is the traditional classroom.

WE SHALL, from time to time, continue to have crises, and so long as the
crises are in part generated out of the rigidity which presently exists in American
higher education, we shall always be on the defensive in dealing with them.

For a college education to have meaning, there must be structure and hence a
certain amount of rigidity. But the structure and the rigidity should be related to
the competencies to be achieved by attending college.

Hence rigidity should be imposed not in terms of requirements and courses and
house, but by insisting that the individual recognize that certain competencies are
required to get a degree from an institution and that certain progress must be
evidenced at various stages, else the individual and the institution are both wasting
their time and resources.

Within this framework there can be a great deal of variation in what individuals
do, and so the structure can provide for flexibility, but always flexibility in terms
of a choice of experiences selected with regard to their probable significance in
producing growth toward the agreed upon goals . . .

' Canadian studies group formed

An Association for Canadian Studies
in the United States, representing
colleges and universities across the
country, was established at a meeting
here last week.

According to Victor Hoar, associate
professor of English and chairman of the
Committee of Canadian - American
Studies at MSU, the association will
‘““seek to récognize and encourage
scholarly research and publication and to

advise in curricula, research and library
developments involving the study of
Canadian history and culture in
American schools.”

Also planned is a series of biennial
conferences of interested scholars and
private citizens.

MSU’s Canadian studies program was
formed in 1956 and has worked in both
curricula and faculty - student
exchanges with Canadian universities.

— Photo by Dick Wesley



