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Resolved, That an unpaid special commission, to consist of three members of
the senate to be designated by the president thereof, five members of the house of
representatives to be designated by the speaker thereof, and three persons to be
appointed by the governor, is hereby established for the purpose of making an
investigation and study of the laws relating to the budgetary powers of the trustees
of the University of Massachusetts. Said commission shall, in the course of its
investigation and study, consider the subject matter of current house documents
numbered 1803, relative to the administration and personnel of the Lowell Tech-
nological Institute of Massachusetts; 2076, relative to the powers of the trustees
of the University of Massachusetts; and 2376, relative to providing tenure after
three years of service for persons employed for actual instruction of students by
the University of Massachusetts. Said commission shall be provided with quar-
ters in the state house or elsewhere, may hold hearings, may travel within the
commonwealth, and may expend for technical, clerical and other assistance and
for expenses such sums as may be appropriated therefor.

Said commission shall report to the general court the results of its investigation
and study, and its recommendations, if any, together with drafts of legislation
necessary to carry such recommendations into effect by filing the same with the
clerk of the house of representatives on or before the fourth Wednesday of Janu-
ary, nineteen hundred and sixty-two. Approved May 10, 1961
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REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION ON BUDGET-
ARY POWERS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHU-
SETTS AND RELATED MATTERS.

January 24, 1962.

the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

In accordance with chapter 92 of the Resolves of 1961, we herein
file our report concerning budgetary matters of the state-supported
institutions of higher learning, and related matters.

This report proposes certain changes in the administration of
special financial matters relating to the state-supported institutions
of higher learning, in particular the University of Massachusetts
and Lowell Technological Institute.

Such items as the present day
education, problems encountered
central staff agencies, attracting
herein.

trend of thought toward higher
by the schools in dealing with
staff, and tenure are discussed

the result of considerable study.The proposals in this report are
The proposals herein submitted are the Commission’s but they are
not necessarily original. These recommendations are based partic-
ularly upon the writings of experts in this field and the many dis-
tinguished citizens of the Commonwealth who appeared before the
Commission, and the opinions of the members of the study Com-
mission.

We wish to express our thanks for appearing before the Com-
mission, in particular to Mr. Shepard of the House Committee on
Ways and Means; Mr. Rigney, the Budget Commissioner; Mr.
Kelly, Director of Personnel and Standardization; Mr. Ronan,
Deputy Comptroller; Commissioner Kiernan, Doctor Gillespie,

Aand Doctor Guindonof the Department of Education; Mr. Sullivan,
Comptroller; Mr. Bixby, Consultant to the Commissioner

of Administration and Finance; Mr. Zeo and Mr. Zeigler of the
Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers Association; President
Lederle and his staff from the University of Massachusetts; Presi-
dent Lydon of the Lowell Technological Institute; and to Mr. B. L.
Bunschaft for making available a research paper dealing with state

Cfte CommontoealtJ) of Massachusetts
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controls and the University of Massachusetts. A transcript of the
testimony before this Commission is available in the State House
Library.

The subject of this report is not only immensely important to
the State of Massachusetts, it is also complicated. The under-
signed make the following recommendations and urge that they be
given careful consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

MAURICE A. DONAHUE,Sen.
Chairman.

SUMNER Z. KAPLAN,Rep.
Vice-Chairman.

JOLIN E. HARRINGTON.
PHILIP A. GRAHAM.*
GERARD F. DOHERTY.
JAMES R. NOLEN.

Sen.
Sen.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Dr.

ALLAN McGUANE.
SIDNEY Q. CURTISS.
GEORGE H. ELLIS.
MARY I. BUNTING.
BRUCE B. BENSON.

Dr.
Mrs,
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No one questions the General Court’s right to determine the level
support state educational institutions are to receive from the

’•State. This report is concerned with the problems that arise after
this “level of support” has been determined by the General Court
but before the funds are spent. The problem is this: Should the
specific use of appropriated funds be controlled in detail by the
central control agencies of the State or should the specific use of
state funds be left to the discretion of the educators and adminis-
trators responsible for the institution?

This Commission has attempted to make a reasonable reconcilia-
tion to the problem of state central control agencies and their need
for information and the philosophy which the institutions describe

the “efficiency of freedc The control agencies claim that
unless they receive adequate in-
§encies, including the higher edu-

they cannot do an acceptable job
formation from the various state a

cational institutions. The schools counter that without authority
commensurate with responsibility
viding first-class education for the

they cannot do the job of pro-
citizens of the Commonwealth.

After considerable study this Commission arrived at the conclu-
iion that the University and Lowell Technological Institute should

operate under four essential controls. Beyond these reasonable
limits, further restrictions on the authority of the trustees can lead
to impairment of their ability to manage the institution as the pub-
lic requires. These reasonable limitations upon the trustees are the
following :

I. The General Court has the ultimate authority to determine
public policy for the University and implement that policy

through legislation and appropriation.
11. Budget requests should be submitted in any prescribed form

which the Governor and the Legislature believe will aid them in
making wise decisions on the allocation cf public funds.

111. Complete management and financial reporting is essential to
the control agencies so that there may be adequate knowledge con-

Cfce Commontoealtft of Massachusetts
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coming state operations and to promote public understanding en-
gendered when people know that their tax dollars are being spent
to secure the maximum educational benefits.

IV. A post-audit of all accounts, either by the state auditor or
by certified public accountants, is both necessary and desirable in
accounting for public funds.

The areas of University management in which the central control
agencies exercise a good deal of control include the following: A.
Personnel. B. Fiscal Management. C. Purchasing. D. Construc-
tion. E. Travel. ,tion. il .. i ravel. «

The State of Massachusetts has a national reputation for its exer-
cise of state control over educational personnel. The University has
been granted considerable relief in this area with the passage of a so-
called ‘‘Freedom Bill”. This freedom is granted to most of the
nation’s state-supported educational institutions of the University’s
caliber.

Our recommendations regarding professional employees permit
the University and Lowell Technological Institute to fix the classi-
fication, title and salary of all professional staff. For non-profes-
sional employees our only recommendation permits the University
to fill temporary positions without prior approval as long as they
remain within the established quotas and titles of the appropriation
act.

These recommendations will enable the schools better to meet the
recruitment problems they now face. Lowell and the University
must recruit in a national market. The present system has many
faults which prevent the schools from doing an adequate job of re-
cruiting and then holding top-flight educators and research people.

A separate problem relating to personnel is the tenure situation.
The University gives tenure to the professional staff after three
years of service under the state veterans’ requirements. The vet-
erans’ tenure law injures the veteran far more than it rewards him
for the obligation he has fulfilled. Three years is too short a period
upon which to make an adequate judgment on a man’s ability to do
creative research. This is especially true when the individual iif
volved is still working to complete his dissertation or thesis. Under
this system young instructors who have not been able to prove
themselves in three years are not offered the fourth year contract
because the risk is too great in relation to the probable investment.

We have recommended that the trustees be permitted to estab-
lish a new and uniform tenure policy for all professional personnel.
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The effect of the Massachusetts budgetary control system is such
that decisions on the allocation of the appropriation are subject to
the approval of agencies who are not responsible for University
management. The entire fiscal system shows a lack of confidence
in the trustees to control their own funds. Such lack of faith is
unjustified in that the trustees manage trust funds and federal appro-
priations which total one-third of the operating income. This one-
third area, subject only to state audit, has been conducted efficiently,
economically and effectively. This commission believes that the use
of the four controls listed above is all that is necessary to afford the
Legislature ample control over the use of appropriated funds. When
the audit and reports are compared with the detailed budget re-
quests, the Legislature has a full picture of University operations
for the year.

It has been argued that the University need be autonomous only
in the scholarly phases of its operation; that non-academic activities
can be externally regulated without risk to educational freedom.
But the fact is that virtually every activity on a college campus has
academic implications. Imprudent intervention of state agencies
into non-academic areas can quickly penetrate to educational policy.
Teaching and research simply cannot be measured in customary fis-
cal terms.

We have recommended that the trustees be permitted to transfer
funds between subsidiary accounts. The only requirement being
that they report in the proper manner such changes to the control
agencies in the Commission on Administration and Finance, as well
as to the Joint Committee on Ways and Means. Also, the trustees
should be permitted to request and receive appropriated funds at
the time of most pressing need.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts operates under a central
purchasing bureau. This control agency no doubt performs a tre-
mendous service to all state agencies including the schools. Prob-
lems arise from the woefully inadequate twenty-dollar limit. All
purchases of over twenty dollars must be placed with the purchasing
bureau. Purchases of scientific and research items are often slow
and inadequate in that the University must prepare the specifica-
tions and much of the paper work only to receive inferior equipment.
We have recommended that the twenty-dollar limit be raised to
five hundred and that certain items such as scientific equipment be
exempt from central purchasing regulations.

We have recommended certain changes in the printing law which
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requires the approval of the purchasing agent on items to be pub-
lished at state expense.

All permits for out-of-state travel must be authorized by the
Governor. The Commission believes that out-of-state travel should
be approved by the President of the University and not subject to
any further approval. Who is better qualified to determine if a
request is appropriate than the man charged with the responsibility
of managing the University?

This Commission in making its recommendations adheres to the
principle that a trustee is one who occupies a position of trust. We
have attempted to give the trustees authority commensurate with* '

their responsibility and then trust them to do the best job possible
with the funds available. It is this Commission’s opinion that to
do otherwise will deny the State of Massachusetts a really “first-
class” university.

For a brief comparative study of the controls placed upon New
England state universities see Appendix C. This study in the areas
of budget and finance, personnel, purchasing and printing, and con-
struction and maintenance clearly show the degree of outside control
placed upon the University.

Pre.ambli

No function of state government is of more concern or importance
to the people and their elected representatives than the function of
providing adequate opportunities for higher education. This has
been the case in the past and is certainly true of the present. As
civilization becomes more complex, as knowledge becomes more
extended, and as the challenges facing our society become more
critical, education must become even more responsive to the needs
of society. As the philosopher, Alfred North "Whitehead, has pointed
out, it is no longer possible for any
ignorance.

society to escape the penalties of

The fact that the people of M isachusetts are sensitive to the
need for higher education is sharply reflected in the mounting enroll-
ments in our institutions. It is also reflected in the increasing finan-
cial support which the Legislature has provided for public institu-
tions. These are trends from which we can derive encouragement
and pride in meeting the formidable challenges confronting us.

There is one element, however, about which there is cause for
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grave concern. A larger share of the responsibility for providing
higher educational facilities and services now lies with our public in-
stitutions. Not only the quantity but also the quality of oppor-
tunity offered by public institutions is of vital importance. It is
essential that these institutions be strengthened in every possible
way and that this be done as speedily as possible. This has been
the central concern of the Commission.

The problem of governmental control over higher education is
"not a new one. Many of the implications of this problem have re-

cently been realized in New England where, traditionally, private
schools carried the brunt of educational xesponsibility. Yet, higher
education has long had an important place in Massachusetts state
government. The Federal Land Grant Act of 1862 led to the estab-
lishment of state-supported higher education in Massachusetts, as
well as in many of the other States.

There is little doubt that as a part of the Commonwealth and re-
ceiving the majority of its support from the State, a state institution
of higher learning should have responsibility and accountability to
that government, and through the government to the public. The
educational institution should be subject to such controls as are ap-
propriate to its function and status. At some point, a determination
must be made as to what are the appropriate checks and controls.
It is at this point that the level of consensus rapidly disappears
among the general public, educators, legislators, and those respon-
sible for administering higher education.

The work of this Special Commission was to determine which of
the budgetary controls placed upon the state-supported schools
need remain and which controls can be lessened in order that “the
efficiency of freedom” can operate.

The basic question before the Commission is which among the
present-day administrative controls need to be changed or eliminated
at the state-supported institutions of higher learning in order to

the purpose and objectives of public higher education in
the Commonwealth?

There is a widespread belief in the country at large that higher
education can be more effectively performed in an autonomous
status with regard to certain fiscal matters, as well as educational
questions. Several reasons for this belief are as follows: the nature
of its management, its non-political character, its employment of

Chapter I. Introduction.
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professional and technical personnel, and its ability to carry out its
own administrative activities without interference or unnecessary
controls. Certainly, no one would question the schools’ right to
determine answers to educational questions. Yet, there seems to be
an opinion that the schools can have an autonomous position re-
garding education and still be strictly controlled on fiscal and man-
agement matters. The fad remains, that beyond certain reasonable
limits, central fiscal and management control virtually always has
academic implications.

The highest and most desirable level of autonomy, from an instk
tutional standpoint, would be a provision in the State Constitutioir-
placing authority and responsibility within the governing board of
the institution. This has been done in seven States. 1 The fact that
other States have gone far in the direction of autonomy is evident
from the following quotes:

1. Twenty-three give constitutional recognition to higher education, whereas
few other departments other than constitutional officers are so recognized.

2. Forty states confer corporate powers on their higher educational boards [few
other departments have this].

3. Elections or appointments of hoard members are for longer than usual po-
litical offices [most common being six years, some as high as 12]. Their selection
is almost universally on a non-political basis, in contrast with the procedure in
other agencies.

4. Many boards have been given direct borrowing power rarely given other
divisions [chiefly for extra educational facilities, but about 20 are for other fa-
cilities].

5. Many arc given power to appoint treasurers and select their own depositories
and disburse funds directly, especially institutional funds, a condition very rare in
other state agencies.

6. A substantial number are given complete authority over all purchasing, even
when general state purchasing is otherwise centralized.

7. Higher education boards almost universally are given wide discretion and,
in many instances, complete autonomy over policy and activity matters such as
admission requirements, programs, courses and degrees to be offered.

8. Almost all States leave to higher education boards full authority over all
matters relating to academic and professional personnel. Most States require
more or less complete personnel reporting in connection with the budget but leaqj
final determination to the boards after the appropriation is made. This is less
universal as to service personnel, but many have this authority in addition.2

1 See State Constitutions: Minnesota, Sec. 54; Michigan, Art. XI, secs. 3, 4, 5; California, Art. IX, sec. 9;
Idaho, Art. IX, sec. 10; Oklahoma, Art. XIII, sec. 1; Georgia, Art. 2-6701; Utah, Art. 10, sec. 4.

2 Morey, Lloyd, “Governmental Control of Public Higher Education”, Transactions and Proceedings of
the National Association of State Universities, 1956, pp. 30-41.
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Modern administrative theory recognizes that major divisions
must have a degree of autonomy in the performance of their func-
tions and the planning of their policies. Today most state univer-
sities have a staff adequate to handle their own budget making,
pre-audit work, purchase of supplies and personnel management.
Since budget making and planning are virtually the same, the de-
tails of budget making must remain with the university if planning
is to be an administrative function. The level of support, which the
university and other state-supported bodies of higher education

a are to receive, should be determined by the Legislature in compari-son to the needs of all state agencies and the available funds.
Any outside pre-audit, however well-intended, develops into an

instrument of delay, duplication and confusion to the administrator
responsible for the activity. This pre-audit should not be confused
with a post-audit which is universally recognized as both desirable
and necessary.

Centralized purchasing becomes an area of conflict when educa-
tional institutions with sufficient staff to handle many of their own
purchases are forced to use centralized purchasing for all items.
The educational institutions wish to use centralized purchasing only
when real economies are obtainable and delay is not a problem.

There is general agreement with the point of view that the high-
level decision —as to what portion of the state’s income shall be
invested in higher education and what portion belongs to other
state functions should be made by the Governor and Legislature
as the representatives of the people. School administrators and
many others believe that the specific use of these funds should be-
come the complete responsibility of the elected or appointed trus-
tees and the administration of the school.

When this pattern is not followed a natural result is conflict. By
virtue of their position and the present laws which they must
enforce, central control agencies have been led to assume roles of
continuous criticism. 3

The resistance of college and university administrators to the in-
trusion of state officials in the day-to-day operation of the institu-

tion arises from the firm conviction that these controls do not
accomplish what they set out to do. They feel that state fiscal offices
can be a tremendous help in showing the large outlines of the state’s
fiscal situation to the institutions, but the central official’s job is

* Malcom Moos and Francis Rourke, The Campus and the State , John Hopkins Press, 1959, p. 331
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not to control to the extent that it interferes with the management
of the schools. The prevailing trend in both private management
and the Federal government supports these administrators. The
trend is toward decentralization, or the placing of decision-making
at the level that must live with the decision, as being the most ade-
quate approach to school management. 4

While the college administrator objects to the controls, the state
official is equally as hardpressed to argue for the laws he is com-
pelled to enforce upon all state agencies. In the viewpoint of busi-
ness and taxpayer groups central fiscal and management controls
promise savings in public expenditures. Legislators are concerned
with the above problems plus the problem of co-ordination among
state schools competing with each other for both programs and
students.

The reorganization movement in state government has been ac-
tive during the past decade. It was found that in certain situations
reorganization could help achieve a lowering of costs or, more
likely, an improvement of services, especially through a reorgani-
zation of fiscal procedures. The state control officials therefore
have tended to defend their systems as being means of promoting
“economy and efficiency” in government. This attitude, in some
States, has had a substantial and adverse impact upon day-to-day
operations of public higher education.

The emergence of agencies of central control has seldom occurred
as the result of irregularities or abuses within colleges or univer-
sities.6 Yet even with this commendable record of self-management,
many state control officials are unwilling to see educational institu-
tions removed from the restrictions of centralized state adminis-
tration. These state officials have a strong desire to preserve uni-
formity in administrative practice. For there is the constant fear
that any exemption from the central control agency will constitute
a precedent which will lead to gradual demands from other agencies
to be free from central control.

As a matter of sound policy for both government and higher edu-
cation the Commission feels that the State could grant mere au-*
tonomy to its University and still maintain a reasonable degree of
control.

4 M. M. Chambers, Voluntary State-Wide Coordinate
1961, pp. 5-6.

n Public Higher Education, University of Michigan

5 M. M. Chambers, The College and the Courts, Ci
New York, 1950.

Foundation for the Advancement of T
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The issue at hand is which of the present controls can be changed
or eliminated and how can this be accomplished to the benefit of the
citizens of Massachusetts.

It is with these factors as a general background that we further
Pursue the problems of budgeting and fiscal control, tenure and
related matters as they apply to state-supported schools of higher
education in Massachusetts.

Chapter 11. Powers and Limitations.i
1 laced upon Governing Boards of the Tniversity oi
Massachusetts and Towell Technological Institute.

The States have used many different methods in selecting their
trustees, but each method reveals a clear attempt to achieve the
goal of relating higher education to the needs of the society, while
protecting the institution from undue and adverse influence. Many
of these boards were also created at a time when diffused authority

is the rule and not the exception in state government, although
independent governing boards have been the tradition tl

t days of higher education in America
The Board of Trustees of the Massachusetts Agricultural College

" as created in 1863, with the power to hold all land and gifts,
make certain investments, incur obligations, sue and be sued, set
educational policy, control personnel, collect and retain all income,
and perpetuate the members of the board. 6 A series of events took
place during the first two decades of the twentieth century which
caused the loss to the trustees of many of these original powers.
This loss was incurred by the need for co-ordination of state govern-
ment and the centralization of the often unorganized, sprawling
mass of state agencies. In Massachusetts this centralization process
reached a peak with the constitutional reorganization of the state
government in 1920 whereby a, hierarchy of twenty departments

created. Subsequently controls were extended through the•Governor and the Commission on Administration and Finance.Whether or not this process has been justified, the fact remains that
higher education was to a great extent placed under these controls.

The Committee on Government and Higher Education under-
took in 1958 and 1959 to study the problem of state controls over

See, Massachusetts Acts of 1863, chap.



[Feb.HOUSE —No. 3350.18

*

public higher education. This Committee in its findings and in the
research 7 upon which its findings were based clearly points out that
higher education has a distinctive character which should exempt
it from many of the controls placed on state agencies. The distinc-
tive character of higher education is that it thrives in an atmosphere
of academic freedom, and becomes mediocre in an atmosphere of
excessive government ccntrol.

Accepting the Committee’s conclusions on the necessity of free-
dom, there is a second reason to support the authority of the trustees.
This reason has been labeled the “Efficiency of Freedom”. 8 Presi-
dent Lederle of the University of Massachusetts, speaking of his
experiences as Comptroller of the State of Michigan, stated before
the Commission:

It is my honest belief that we will get more for our tax dollars if we who are
carrying on the Institutions and the Trustees are given greater freedom in the
management of our affairs. 9

The President’s Committee on Government and Higher Educa-
tion bears out this statement on the “efficiency of freedom”. [See
footnote B.]

In addition to these basic premises, self-management for public
institutions of higher learning in the framework of state govern-
ment is recommended because of;

1. The public trust of the Board of Trustees.
2. The traditional non-political and non-discriminatory character of the Uni-

versity.

3. The complexity and diversity of higher education which makes standardiza-
tionand uniformity impractical.

4. The size of the University and the distance from centralized control units.
5. The historical policy of the traditionally independent governing boards at

all levels of education.
6. The need to handle effectively an increasing number of young people without

establishing undue administrative burdens.
7. The fast changing nature of higher education and research.
8. The proved record of the trustees to guide with efficiency and economy that

portion of the University not under central state controls.

Today, nearly one hundred years after the Act creating the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts, the trustees are no longer incorporated.

7 Malcom Moos and Francis Rourke, The Campus and the State, Johns Hopkins Press, 1959, p. 331.
8 “The Efficiency of Freedom" is the title of the last chapter in the Moos and Rourke publication

footnote 2.] It is also the title of a separate pamphlet published by the Committee on Government
Higher Education in 1959, summarizing the conclusion of the lengthier staff report.

From testimony before the Commission, p. 6 of Transcript.
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Iliey have no property, are controlled strictly in the use of state
tunds and are limited by state controls over personnel. 10 It is this
Commission’s recommendation that administrative control and
responsibility be placed in the Board of Trustees which is best in-
formed and equipped to make management decisions. In this way
trustee authority becomes commensurate with trustee responsi-
bility.

the Board ol Trustees has theresponsibility of guiding University
giowth and development along the lines indicated by public policy,

g of insuring the maintenance of quality education and services, and
of safeguarding public funds assigned to its care by the Legislature.

In meeting this responsibility, it is recognized by the Commission
that:

I. The General Court has the ultimate authority to determine general publicpolicy for the University and implement that policy through legislation andappropriation.
( 11. Budget requests should be submitted in any prescribed form which theGovernor and the Legislature believe will aid them in making wise decisions on

the allocation of public funds.
111. Complete management and financial reporting is essential to the centralagencies so that there may be adequate knowledge concerning state operation andto promote public understanding engendered when people know how their taxdollars are being spent to secure the maximum educational benefits.
IV. A post-audit of all accounts, either by the State Auditor or by certified

public accountants, is both necessary and desirable in accounting for public funds.

Beyond these reasonable limits, further restrictions on the au-
thority of the trustees can lead to serious impairments of their
ability to manage the University
trustees have been disturbed over

as public policy requires. The
their lack of sufficient authority

to manage the University to the extent required by the responsi-
bilities which they have been assigned. Management authority
foi many specific purposes is often vested in other administrative
units of state government. These units do not have as their assigned
duty the responsibility for operating the University. The public

not hold these other units accountable for the development of
the University.

The University does, of course, have problems which are unique
to public higher education. Problems such as how best to handle
the wave of students wishing to gain access to the University and

'“For an excellent description of the emasculation of the trustees’ power see an unpublished paper byB, L.Bunshaft “Powers of the Trustees of the University of Massachusetts”, Seminar on AdministrativeLaw, Harvard University, March, 1961.
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the improvement of teaching techniques, are strictly University
problems. However, the Commission found that a number of the
University’s problems can be traced to the present administrative
limitations placed upon the University. Many of these limitations
are unnecessary and distracting to an institution of the University’s
caliber. The Commission believes that any administrative restric-
tions beyond the four listed above are harmful in the process of
developing a first-class University which can offer quality higher
education to the deserving youth of Massachusetts.

The Commission was not able to place a precise price tag upon
the costs created by these problems. Much of the cost is hidden in
that it involves delay, duplication of effort and unnecessary work.
Regardless of how much the University, or for that matter any of
the schools, attempt to economize, it is seemingly inevitable that
the costs of higher education will still rise in the years ahead. Time
is a cost just as time can be an asset when used properly. In many
of the problems created by centralized administrative controls the
relatively enormous amounts of time consumed are critically im-
portant. The cost in time must be calculated not only in terms of
resources and energies diverted from education, but also in terms
of lost opportunities and a slowing of progress. Time is thus taking
its toll in terms of not providing the maximum educational progress
for each dollar spent.

The cases and situations which the Commission found to be cre-
ating unnecessary management problems can be broadly grouped
into the following areas: [A] Personnel; [B] Fiscal Management;
[C] Purchasing and Printing; [D] Construction; and [E] Travel.

No State goes so far as literally to select the faculties of any state
institution of higher education but Massachusetts is often used as
the primary example of state control over educational personnel. 11

hire League of Women Voters of Massachusetts has made this
tatement: “State Government controls over all personnel, both

faculty and staff, are among the most rigid anywhere in the United
States.” 12

[A] Personnel.

Limitations on the Trustees.

11 For a short description of the problem in Massachusetts, See Moos and Rourke, op. cit., pp. 157-160.
12 League of Women Voters of Massachusetts, Prospects in Public Higher Education , 1960,
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The University was granted considerable relief in its personnel
plight in 1956 with the passage of the so-called “Freedom Bill”.
The Freedom Bill did bring the University of Massachusetts slightly
more in accord with other state universities of which over half have
no state personnel controls over professional or non-professional
employees. This “Freedom Bill” permitted the trustees to hire
personnel within quotas established by the Appropriation Act.
Also, they are permitted to hire above the minimum grade without
prior approval.

A Regardless of the advances of the “Freedom Bill” certain per-
sonnel controls imposed by the Legislature and the Division of
Personnel and Standardization, continue to be a barrier to effective
personnel practices in a situation where there is extreme competition
in a national market for the outstanding faculty member.

The 1956 Act, while appearing upon first glance to present the
trustees with complete control over professional staff, contains the
following qualification: “within quotas and titles established in
the appropriation act by the General Court”. This statement thus
limits the trustees to decide merely which faculty member will be
promoted; provided, the Division of Personnel and Standardiza-
tion, the Budget Commission and the Committee on Ways and
Means has authorized the position into which the promotion will be
made. Without their authorization the University’s hands are tied
in attempting to retain top-flight professors who have reached the
peak salary under the present staffing arrangement or in attempting
to attract new staff when available, authorized positions are not of
a grade to equal the experience, ability or present salary of the
candidates. 13 The Director of Personnel and Standardization with
the approval of the Budget Commissioner and the Committee on
Ways and Means retains the authority to determine: (a) the num-
ber of faculty to be employed; (6) the proportion of faculty members
in each group such as professor, assistant professor and instructor.

The “Freedom Bill” does not apply to non-professional employees
Aof the University, who remain subject to sections 45 and 46 of chap-
iter 30, with the exception that they are exempt from civil service

laws. A reasonable argument can be made for state control over
non-professional employees in that they perform the same character
of service whether at an institution of higher education or any other
state agency. This distinction becomes rather cloudy when dealing

From testimony before the Commission, passim. See Transcript
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with a non-professional employee who is a special laboratory assist-
ant or one who does technical work. The only workable means for
handling this situation would be for the Division of Personnel and
Standardization to take a more liberal view of the present definition
of non-professional personnel. Professional personnel are defined
in the present statute as, “All persons employed for the instruction
of students and corresponding positions in the field of experiment,
extension, law enforcement and related activities.” 14

The Commission found that the controls exercised by the central
control agencies had the following effects on the employment of
professional staff.

For certain positions, which by the law of suppiy and demand are high sal-
aried, the University and Lowell Technological Institute have a difficult time re-
cruiting and keeping personnel. The Appropriation Act does not take into account
that the science professor is retained at a higher salary than the professor of hu-
manities since there is a much greater demand for his services. This means tha
the Legislature must constantly be “pushed” for across-the-board salary inc
when increases in certain fields or “spots” could solve the problem.

The University is exempt from hiring at the minimum in the salary schedule
for professional personnel, but they cannot exceed the maximum. Low maxi-
mums prevent the hiring of outstanding professors and thus seriously weaken
the University’s competitive position in the nation-wide market for teaching
scholars.

3. There are certain professors who are exceptionally outstanding in their fields
and who ought to be compensated accordingly. The present system of giving a
professor “Commonwealth status” although helpful does not adequately handle
the situation especially in regard to recruiting top personnel.

4. Automatic step-rate increases bring many employees to the top of their grade
while still relatively young, leaving themat a career “dead-end ” at that point.

5. The automatic annual increment (step-rate) from minimum to maximum of
classified salary for each position can lead to mediocrity. The limited range (in
practice only about 20 per cent spread at the professor grade) prevents reward
and retention of outstanding people.

6. Under present arrangements a man at a certain stage of his life can often
expect to become a department head. Once appointed to that position, he is
entitled to hold it for the rest of his life. There should be a periodic re-evaluation of
the man and the right to move him from academic administration to being a pre
lessor. The department head is responsible for the development of young scholars-
on the staff and thus holds a crucial position. For the best welfare of the Uni-
versity, such people should not be rigidly embedded in key positions as is now
required.

7. The present state system makes no distinction between heads of department
on the basis of different sizes of departmental staff or differing magnitude of re-
sponsibility. One department hqad is like every other department head under the

14 Mass. Gen. Laws, Annotated, chap. 75, sec. 13,
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law. The present system contains no allowances for differences in degree and com-
plexity of the job. The law makes no distinction between a department head of a
thirty-man department or the head of a three-man department. The department
head is paid for his additional administrative duties, but certainly a man in control
of thirty has a heavier burden than the man with three subordinates and this fact
ought to be recognized.

8. The effectiveness of the professional staff is handicapped by difficulties in
hiring non-professional temporary assistants. Temporary positions not to exceed
the fiscal year may be filled by the trustees, provided funds are available in the
account, and provided further, that an existing classified title is used. Often the
University must reduce the number of temporary personnel and then at a later
date reinstate the same. This requires the preparation and processing of forms
and justification for persons who have previously been justified and authorized.

9. Reallocation, reclassification, or up-grading of salary classification must
follow the same procedure as creating a new permanent position. This can be
done only by ways and means in an appropriation act annually on recommendation
of the Director of Personnel and Standardization, who can thus overrule the judg-
ment of the Board of Trustees.

This Special Commission is of the opinion that a number of pres-
ent controls over non-professional personnel are no longer necessary.
These temporary employees fill jobs at times of most pressing need
and thus play a major role in the operation of a higher educational
institution. We have decided not to recommend any major changes
in the area of permanent non-professional staff.

Recruitment. The above nine findings of the Commission in
many ways indicate the nature of the personnel problem. In
addition to the above points, the following should be brought to
light.

Under the present laws recruitment for certain technical fields
cannot be adequately accomplished. This is especially true at
Lowell Technological Institute where they do not have the powers
provided in the “Freedom Bill”. For example, trying to recruit
faculty for an atomic reactor within the present salary schedule is
difficult, to say the least, with all the competition for persons who
are experts in the field.

According to the present law, it is illegal to fill a position not yet
established by the Legislature. Therefore best candidates are lost
to the schools because it is late in the spring, at the earliest, when the
appropriation act is passed. Many of the top available people are
offered jobs at the winter and spring meetings of the professional
associations. The Lowell Technological Institute problem is accen-
tuated by the fact that, since they do not have the “Freedom Bill”,
they cannot make a definite statement as to a man’s salary until
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they gain clearance from the Division of Personnel and Standardiza-
tion regarding his credit for time spent in comparable employment.
This problem has been relieved somewhat by permitting them to
recruit before an actual appropriation is made by the General Court,
even though they cannot make a final commitment at that time.

At Lowell Technological Institute and the State Colleges, after a
thorough study is made of the candidate and action has been taken
to employ him, the schools must then wait for approval from the
Division of Personnel and Standardization, even though the Divi-
sion has no independent knowledge of the candidate, and does not
understand the particular assignment on the campus, it may and
does overrule the recommendations of the institution or college.
Lhider these conditions the candidates who have other opportuni-
ties, and usually the better ones do, realize that there is some risk
involved in all this delay and accept a position elsewhere.

Lowell Technological Institute and the University in particular
are competing in the national market for professors where maximum
salary ranges far exceed the maximum established in public insti-
tutions in Massachusetts. In order to provide quality education
Massachusetts institutions must be free to offer competitive salaries.

Under present circumstances it is rather absurd to expect a candi-
date of top caliber to select employment with the Commonwealth.

Employing top-flight professors can often be an economy rather
than an expense. This economy can result from the attraction of
able young teachers and top graduate students to the institu-
tion at a lower rate of pay in order to study under the recognized
leader.

Tenure. The principle of academic tenure is well-established in
academic life. It has been developed over the centuries, and ap-
proved by society, as a means of ensuring the imaginative and
productive research and teaching on which our society depends for
progress. Adequate policies to provide tenure that will encourage
scholarly effort are necessary for any university striving for ex-
cellence. The principle of tenure is to protect the scholar so as
make academic freedom a reality. Academic freedom in turn per-
mits the scholar to do research and proclaim his findings even though
such findings may be unpopular.

At the present time the trustees of the University of Massachu-
setts have the power to “elect necessary members of the professional
staff and define their duties and tenure of office, have complete
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authority with respect to the selection or appointment of officers
and professional staff, including their respective ranks and duties”. 15

The statutes also provide that the “trustees shall make reasonable
rules and by-laws consistent with law, with reasonable penalties,
for the government of the University and for the regulation of their
own body”. l6

Overriding this authority is the Veterans’ Tenure Statute which
provides lifetime tenure to a veteran after three years of state
service. On the theory that one institution cannot establish and
fairly administer two tenure systems for personnel in the same
activity, these veterans’ laws are used for all academic personnel.
There does not appear to be any clear law which applies to non-
veteran academic personnel at the University.

The young instructor launching his professional career, and
usually under the strain of completing his dissertation or thesis,
finds the short three-year tenure period often a disadvantage. The
system is neither fair to the young person beginning his career nor
is it fair to the University. The young man or woman is being
asked to demonstrate to the school’s satisfaction that he has creative
qualities for research and that he is an outstanding teacher in just
23d> years. Very few can demonstrate these qualities in such a short
period. Yet the University must make a decision which will commit
the taxpayers of Massachusetts to a multi-thousand dollar invest-
ment. The present law works to the detriment of veterans rather
than rewarding them for the obligation they have fulfilled. Many
a young instructor who is a veteran must be “let go” because the
risk is too great.

Tenure is the system by which the academic community protects
the scholar. Present tenure laws are inadequate at the University
in that the probation period is too short for veterans, while under
the present law non-veterans are excluded from any of the present
personnel regulations regarding tenure and dismissal. 17 Discussions
with the University administration indicated that the tenure policy
recommended by the American Association of University Professors
will be adopted if the freedom to do so is granted.

16 Mass. Gen. Laws, Annotated, chap. 75, sec. 13,
16 Mass. Gen. Laws, Annotated, chap. 75, sec. 10,

17 See Mass. Gen. Laws, Annotated; chap. 73, sec. 4B; chap. 74, sec. 22E; chap. 71, sec. 41; and chap. 30
sec. 9A.
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The Massachusetts statutes require the University to submit
budget requests, like any other state agency, to the Budget Commis-
sioner. The purpose of this detailed budget is to assist the Governor
in preparing the executive budget. This requirement is a good one,
for without this detailed information it would be even more difficult
to determine what proportion of the state’s revenue should be de-
voted to higher education.

Conflict develops between the state government and the state’s
higher educational institutions by the requirement that “appro-
priations by the General Court, and any allotment by the Governor,
shall be expended only in amounts prescribed in the subsidy ac-
counts, if any, established for the several appropriation accounts in
schedules established by, and on file with, the Joint Committee on
Ways and Means”. 18

The importance of this provision is that there are twenty (20)
subsidiary accounts which include such items as salaries, clothing,
travel expenses, office supplies, maintenance and food. In addition
to the subsidiary accounts, provided for by statute, the Comptroller
has the authority to establish further minor categories within these
subsidiary accounts. 19

The effect of the Massachusetts budgetary control system is that
the decisions on the transfers between subsidiary account appro-
priations are subject to the approval of the office of the Budget
Commissioner in the Commission on Administration and Finance.
Due to the length of the budgetary process the budget from which
the subsidiary account appropriations are made was probably con-
structed at least 18 months prior to the start of the fiscal year. It
can hardly be claimed that funds will be most efficiently utilized
in relation to current needs and conditions if they must be dispersed
on the basis of detailed budget figures at least 18 months old.

The situation is made more inflexible by a recent clause in the
appropriation act which allows the Budget Commissioner to make
transfers from one subsidiary account to another only in a case of
“unforeseen emergency”. 20

Decisions on the transfer of funds between subsidiary accounts
can best be made by the Trustees who are knowledgeable about

[B] Fiscal Management.

8 Mass. General Laws, Annotated, chap. 29, sec. 27,
9 Mass. Acts of 1953, chap. 675.

Mass. General Laws, Annotated, chap. 495, sec. 15
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the needs of the University. They must, of course, remain within
the total figure appropriated and submit to state audit.

The Trustees are authorized by statute to fully manage trust and
endowment funds and federal appropriations. These total over
one-third of the operating income. Subject only to state audit,
these funds are otherwise completely free of centralized state con-
trol. This one-third area has been conducted efficiently, economi-
cally and effectively. There has been no criticism, and considerable
praise of this operation.

Although the Commonwealth operates under a general appro-
priation act, the number of restrictions attached thereto cancel a
good share of the benefits. Another limitation placed on fiscal
matters is an allotment system under which the Governor must di-
vide “each fiscal year into allotment periods of not less than one
month or more than four months”. 21 The purpose of the allotment
system could often be accomplished with less delay and wasted
motion by responsible self-management at the University.

As a further limitation on the general appropriation act, no money
can be paid from the Commonwealth treasury without a warrant
from the Governor drawn in accordance with an appropriation
after the account to be paid has been certified by the Comptroller. 22

This pre-audit is one of the most controversial of the fiscal con-
trols. The Legislature’s intended purpose in requiring the system
was to insure that agency expenses do not exceed the allotment, and
to insure that obligations in excess of the allotment do not impose
any liability upon the Commonwealth. The State University is
large enough to handle this pre-audit function. The University’s
business office conducts its own continuous pre-audit of disburse-
ments; thus any additional pre-audits to review the validity of an
expenditure are superfluous. This is not to state that reports of
expenditures need not be made to the Comptroller; rather the
contrary is true. The Comptroller and other central control offices
need full reports in order to do an acceptable job of guiding the
over-all state financial picture. The public audit and the public
report are inherently just. They review the expenditure of annual
appropriations of the University for the benefit of the Legislature
and the public. It is these controls, properly applied, which afford
the Legislature ample control over the use of appropriated funds.

21 Mass. General Laws, Annotated, chap. 29, sec. 58.
22 Mass. GeneralLaws, Annotated, chap. 20, sec. 20.
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When the audit and reports are compared with the annual detailed
budget requests, the Legislature has a full picture of University
operations for .the year.

This desirable post-audit with the semi-annual audits of the
accounts which the trustees are required to conduct has been sub-
verted by the additional requirement of a pre-audit. The pre-audit
extends beyond the ministerial interpretation of what is legal under
the appropriation act. The “second-guessing” comes after the
goods or services have been rendered. This expenditure control is
in addition to the rigid limitations placed on the use of University
funds by the Ways and Means Committee, the Budget Bureau, the
Purchasing Bureau, the Division of Personnel and Standardization,
the Division of Building Construction, other provisions of the
Genera! Laws, executive orders and the requirements of a post-
audit. The whole procedure of pre-audit as it relates to the Uni-
versity is a clear example of driving a basically sound idea (proper
accountability for public funds) to illogical and unnecessary ex-
tremes. The cost of compliance becomes excessive in relation to an}

benefits derived from the service,
If the University continues to submit an annual budget in detail

the General Court in arriving at a just figure for the totalto

appropriation, if the trustees are required to remain within tl
clear limitations of the Legislature not to spend beyond the total
annual appropriation or pledge the credit of the State and, as longe and, as long-

as the trustees’ accounts are subjected to a post-audit, the intere;
of the State in fiscal responsibility is protected and the interest of tl
University in flexibility and freedom from outside management
controls is protected.

[C] Purchasing and Printing.
\ system for channelling all state purchases has long had an

attraction for the economizer. It provides a means by which sub-
stantial savings may be made through volume buying. A good
central purchasing agency cuts down on the number of personnel Q
the line agency must employ to deal with vendors. It helps to
create a high standard of administrative rectitude in the purchase
of supplies. All this, in theory at least, central purchasing can do
without sacrificing the quality of goods.23

Moos and Rourke, op. cit., pp. 113-14,
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Frequently cited as difficulties arising from centralized purchasing
are the following; Delays fatal to educational projects; seldom does
it show the economies claimed; the needs of the institution are
inadequately filled due to arbitrary decisions on brands and speci-
fications.

The Commissioners of the Commission on Administration and
Finance, sitting as a Board, are given extensive rule-making powers
to “govern the manner and method of the purchasing, delivering
and handling of, the contracting for supplies, equipment and other

24 This group has established a twenty-dollar limit above
w which all items must be “let” through the purchasing agent. This

limit could be raised to five hundred dollars by executive order of
this group.

A few of the complaints made to the Commission were these:
1. All specifications are prepared by the school for bids and recommendations

on awards are often made by the school. Thus the University bears the cost of
operating under a system where the advantages are not commensurate with the
disadvantages.

2. The twenty-dollar limit is woefully inadequate in view of the present price
levels.

3. The Commission has a documented list of cases showing extreme delays in
filling purchase orders.

4. Adequate quality control is lacking on many items compelling the University
and Lowell Technological Institute to test and check many items, a responsibility
which is lodged by statute with the Division of Purchasing.

5. Purchases of substitute scientific and research items, delays in needed re-
search supplies and equipment, often until the semester is nearly over, cause ob-
vious problems.

Many States have made arrangements with those schools that
are large enough to handle much of their own purchases at volume
levels which place the use of the central facilities on an optional
basis. This is also the recommended procedure of the Committe
on Government and Higher Education. 25

Printing. Section 15 of Chapter 7 of the General Laws requires
a the approval of any document, printed, mimeographed, or prepared

in any other way, by the purchasing agent. The document is also
required to have the cost per copy stamped on the face.

Strand’s survey of land-grant institutions condemned this
practice:

4 Mass. Gen. Laws, Annotated, chap.

25 Moos and Rourke, op. cit., pp. 113-4,
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In our judgment, the most serious control that has been enacted over higher
education . .

. has to do with publications
... We refer to cases where it has

become necessary to get approval of a non-educational state official before material
on any subject can be published by an institution . . .

... It is not done in the name of censorship but could easily result in such an
objective. It is done in the guise of saving money for the State by eliminating
unnecessary publications. 26

An excellent example of this system at work is the situation at
Lowell Technological Institute. The president had to solicit private
money from alumni to publish unofficial bulletins which the Com-
monwealth should publish. Lowell is also not permitted to publish
an annual catalog because of lack of funds in the printing account
and the inability to transfer from other accounts. Many otherwise
unnecessary problems arise from the limitations on catalogs alone.

There is a great deal of truth that many trivial pamphlets de-
serve to be turned down by the University or other schools, but this
does not justify a fiscal official having the authority to pass on the
scholarly significance of a proposed publication.

The Commission found that the present printing regulations cause
delays. For example, the annual Experiment Station bulletin at the
University required by Federal law is always 10-11 months in the
printing stage. It is claimed that the quality of the printing and
binding under state contracts has on occasion been definitely in-
ferior for the price paid. The law constitutes a threat of censorship
which could be used to suppress information under the proper con-
ditions. Having scholarly and research publications approved by a
state bureaucrat downgrades the University in the eyes of the
academic world.

The General Court and the State of Massachusetts have been
generous in their support of capital outlay projects in the Common-
wealth educational institutions.

In order to facilitate this building program and others, a Division
of Building Construction has been used to preserve orderly balanced
development, to hold a restraining hand over the construction of
buildings and the acquisition of land for all projects, and to reduce
the architectural fees connected with construction. In fact, it would

[D] Construction.

16 A. L. Strand, “Land-GrantColleges and the State", Proceedings of theAssociation of Land-Grant Col-
leges and Univcrsitie Ohio, November 10-12, 1953, p. 224.
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appear that the trend toward centralized building controls is gaining
momentum as more and more States rely on this type of control. 27

In general, these central building control agencies have been suc-
cessful. In certain cases, as one would expect, problems have
arisen between the authority and the campus. In Massachusetts
these problems have not been exceptionally great, but the Uni-
versity administration complained about certain items.

The complete authority of the Commission on Administration and
Finance to select the architect is a source of controversy especially

jjwhen the commission selects an architect who is not fully adapted
to special problems of educational construction.

Secondly, final interpretation of plans and specifications rests
with the Division of Building Construction. Having both archi-
tects and clerks of works employed under the Division of Building
Construction makes it difficult for the schools (University and
Lowell) to control the aesthetics of design, the quality of work-
manship, and the materials and workmanship supplied under the
contract.

Also, movable furnishings and equipment must be approved by
these agencies, while it is claimed that none of these agencies has
any special competence in school teaching methods, basic and ad-
vanced research techniques or educational environmental facilities.

The Commission has not had ample time to consider all points
of view concerning construction and therefore is not making any
recommendations on this matter.

[E] Travel.
Separate but of special interest to the University is the present

travel control policy of the State. 28 The travel situation can be-
come a serious morale problem as was sharply pointed out in the
study by the Committee on Government and Higher Education 29

and by the president of the University of Massachusetts.
The law prescribes that the Governor must authorize all out of

A state travel for employees before the trip is taken. A problem
arises when a number of professors wish to attend their yearly pro-
fessional conferences and the Governor by way of the Commis-
sioner of Administration and Finance arbitrarily limits the number

Moos and Rourke, op. cit., pp. 130-135.
Massachusetts GeneralLaws, Annotated, chap. 10,
Moos and Rourke, op. cit., p. 115.
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of persons who may attend even though funds are available. To
the dedicated professor, nothing is more important than the yearly
get-together with fellow professors doing work in the same area.
This provides an opportunity to keep abreast of the changing
academic worlds as well as meeting and attempting to “recruit” up-
and-coming young scholars. A professor who is isolated from such
opportunities for professional growth soon seeks employment at a
more astute institution. Certainly the president of the University
is far more capable to decide who should go where and when than
is an official in the Commission on Administration and Finance. %

In terms of efficiency this requirement is practically useless,”
while in terms of economy the manner in which it is currently
applied must cause the hidden cost of administering it to outweigh
any economical benefits. When the ruling is made preventing
travel because of a shortage of funds in that account, the tight
transfer policy becomes an obstacle which makes for more hidden
costs.

A guiding principle which this Commission has sought to follow
in its recommendations is that of recognizing the increasing respon-
sibility of the State to establish appropriate procedures through
which educational responsibility can be met with efficiency and
imagination. At the same time we have been fully conscious of the
principle that such procedures should insure full accountability
and responsibility for the use of public funds. Our recommenda-
tions have been squarely based upon these two fundamental
principles.

In the judgment of the members of this Commission it is time
that a new policy should be added to the present function of provid-
ing broad educational opportunities to the people of the Common-
wealth. This new policy should clearly stipulate that education
and policy affecting education are to be carried out by the
with a maximum amount of self-control over their own responsi-
bilities.

States across the country are acknowledging the need for responsi-
ble decentralization of university management. Besides those
granting constitutional exempt status to the university 3o many are

Chapter 111. Recommendations,

A. The University of Massachusetts.

»° See footnote 1
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authorizing greater freedom. Maryland in 1957 released its State
university from administrative controls almost identical to those
in Massachusetts. 31 Earlier, Rhode Island and Vermont exempted
the University from or reaffirmed the University’s exemption from
centralized administrative controls. 32 In the eyes of the members of
this Commission the University has the tools for good management
so necessary for efficient operation. These tools include such prac-
tices and procedures as certified pay rolls, cost analysis, punch card
accounts, space utilization studies, experienced purchasing officials
and advice of experts on the University faculty. The administra-
tion is composed of skilled administrators and the trustees have an
outstandins record of service to the Commonwealth.

The laws governing the University (Chapter 75 of the General
Laws) have not been modernized in any substantial manner since
1918 when the institution was a small agricultural college. The
University is now large and diversified having some 7,000 students
in eight schools and colleges. The University must be equipped
with a statutory frame work thatrecognizes and takes full advantage
of its maturity and potential. The time has arrived to provide the
University with the necessary authority for self-management in
proportion to the requirements and responsibilities for educating
many young people, for providing broad professional and liberal
training, for serving as a major research and service center for the
State, and for serving as the capstone of public higher education in
the Commonwealth. With these ideals in mind, this Commission
makes the following recommendations:

General Recommendations
The Commission recommends the spelling out of the authority

and powers of the Trustees, as well as stating that they shall not be
superseded in their authority by any other board, bureau, depart-
ment or commission, except as stated in the legislation. 33

The purpose of the University, now considerably different in
many aspects, than it was in 1918, needs to be clarified and stated
in more up-to-date terms. In doing this we have recognized both

11 Annotated Code of Maryland, Art. 77, sec. 249[e] 1£
12Rhode Island PublicLaw, chap. 2686, 1951. For Vermont, see Acts and Resolves of 1955, No. 217.
13 See Appendix A for a copy of the proposed legislation relating to the University of Massachusetts; the

first 15 sections have been revised and sections 31, 32 and 33 have been added to or altered. Present sections
16 through 30 are to remain unchanged.
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the University’s present position in the State’s higher educational
framework and its future position. The Trustees need to be given
clear authority to establish and abolish such items as courses,
curricula, departments, schools, etc., in meeting the needs of Massa-
chusetts higher education.

The present authority of the Trustees to make rules and regula-
tions is adequate but a revision is recommended so as to place this
authority in one unified section of the General Laws. This authority
is presently scattered throughout the first fifteen sections of chap-
ter 75. The right to delegate authority must be stated in precise
terms. The Trustees should be limited in their authority to delegate
responsibility to the University administrators in those areas where
such a delegation would not subvert the purpose of their existence.

In any change in budgetary and fiscal responsibility the Commis-
sion strongly reaffirms the need and desirability for a detailed
budget, complete and accurate reporting of all data, and the annual
audit. The proposed legislation contains sections clearly stating
our position on these matters. The Commission further recom-
mends that two sections covering reporting on the part of the
University provide information similar to that required in the pres-
ent laws including a requirement for maintaining an accounting
system suitable for reporting information required by the State
Comptroller. In addition, an annual report should be made to the
General Court and Secretary of State as well as to the Governor,
and outmoded provisions regarding the format of the report should
be deleted.

In making its recommendations on fiscal management the Com-
mission has sought to keep the University within the framework of
the Commonwealth’s fiscal system, while removing from the Uni-
versity those impediments which can contribute to delay, duplica-
tion, and unnecessary restrictions upon the operation and develop-
ment of the University.

Our recommendations would enable the Trustees to direct the
periodic allotments of appropriations to be made at the time of most
pressing need. Similarly we recommend that the Trustees be en-
abled to transfer appropriations for operation and maintenance of

Specific Recommendations.
1. Fiscal Matters.
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the University within and among subsidiary accounts as established
in the annual appropriation act on file with the Ways and Means
Committee.

Our recommendations include authorizing the Trustees to direct
that advances from the State Treasury be made, as is presently
done, for such purposes as payment of payroll in order to expedite
paying state employees and other obligations. For similar reasons
the Commission recommends that the Trustees be authorized to
direct disbursements upon certification of the State Comptroller.

q This practice of permitting disbursements only upon certification
w is presently followed in the Commonwealth.

These recommendations in no way compromise the Legislature’s
control over public funds. The basic control over public funds and
the right to designate the amount or level of support, the general
adherence to establish procedures, and the demand for full account-
ability are still there. Only those factors which provide roadblocks
to efficient and effective administration are to be removed.

The University will continue to operate under the present fiscal
system following procedures basically as at present enabling the
Comptroller and others responsible for fiscal administration to keep
as fully informed as under the present system. With this knowledge,
the. Legislature and other officials would have no difficulty in dis-
covering any violation of legislative policy. The right to determine
the legality or the availability of funds by the Comptroller and
others is not impaired. The Commission’s recommendations
would, however, insure that no discretionary decisions on the part
of state fiscal officers regarding need or desirability of an expendi-
ture would be allowed to interfere with University management.

The Commission recommends that the Trustees continue to have
the authority over trust funds as now granted under sections 5A
and 7of the General Laws. These sections are in need of modern-
ization. This modernization includes the changing of the term re-
volving funds to trust funds, and the inclusion of trust funds that
have been authorized by prior appropriation acts. In addition to
those trusts already provided in the appropriations act and the
present law, we recommend the authorization of the following new
trust funds; foundations, dormitories, and student and faculty
apartments. This would, in effect, extend trust funds to self-
amortizing projects and self-supporting activities.

The authority to enter into contracts and agreements with the
Federal government, other colleges and universities, foundations,
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corporations and interstate compact agencies is a power usually-
granted higher educational institutions. We recommend that this
action be taken regarding the University so as to permit the crea-
tion of trust funds, if such are required within these agreements.

In regard to purchasing, this Commission recommends that the
present statutory exemption on purchase of $5OO or less be applied
to the University without exception, and purchasing for certain
items without limitation of amount be excepted from centralized $

purchasing. Among these items are library books and perishables
which are already exempt by regulation. The Commission recom-
mends the addition of periodicals, educational and scientific supplies,
printing, emergency repairs and replacement parts to the above two
items, The University should be directed to follow modernfpur-
chasing procedure which should include competitive bidding,
quality control, quantity purchases and securing of appropriate
discounts. The University should remain within the statefpur-
chasing system on all other purchases so as to take advantage of
those areas in which state centralized purchasing can be an asset.

3. Pers

In view of the critical importance of effective personnel manage-
ment the Commission believes the Trustees should be given the au-
thority to define within clearly specified limits professional and
non-professional staff of the University.

Professional Staff.
In order to develop a first-class University the Trustees should

)e granted extensive responsibility for management of professional1-

nay be in a better position to
and scholars.

staff in order that the University
obtain and retain eminent scientisi

dule of the State the Trustees
e the professional staff and to fix

Within the general salary sch
should have authority to determir
their classifications, title and salar
the extent that actions taken on
placed on file with the appropriate

yr . Insurances should be taken to
professional personnel should be
state officials. Steps should also

be taken to insure that no present employee should be denied the
current expectations in his present rank, including step increases.

2. Purchasing and Printing.
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Non-Professional Staff .

Recognizing that non-professional personnel play a vital role in
the effective operation of the University, the Commission neverthe-
less believes that non-professional personnel should continue as
state employees under provisions of chapter 30. The recommended
change in procedures for non-professional personnel is that au-
thority be given to fill temporary personnel and part-time positions
within existing titles and rates within the appropriation. Perma-
nent positions should be filled without prior approval but withinpositions should be filled

quotas and titles.

4, Tenure.
rod used to give academic freedomA.s academic tenure is the nu

its vitality to engender new ideas and new knowledge the Commis-
sion believes that a sound tenure policy is essential. Along with
this policy we recommend that no present vested or contractual
rights, as well as all future rights which may accrue, shall not be
denied any University employee who is employed by the University
as of the time the recommended legislation is enacted.

The Trustees should be instructed to establish and publish a
policy for faculty tenure which provides for removal only for cause
and which permits judicial review if requested.

5. Additional Matters.
Commonwealth Scholarships. The University is authorized

under section 31 of chapter 75 to grant certain scholarships. We
recommend that the number and amount of these scholarships be
removed from the law and left to the General Court in its Appro-

eneral Court will be able to decide
to be awarded after a study of the
,nd the need.

priation Act. In this way the (

the number of these scholarship:

Commonwealth’s fiscal positioi
ay not be of critical importance but
, hard feeling is travel. For this

Travel. A problem which m
nevertheless often causes mud

President of the University be gjiven
decision regarding the travel of an

reason we recommend that the
the authority to make a final
employee at state expense. He is in the best position to make this
judgment based upon the University’s travel budget and the reason
for requesting travel at state expense. Certainly he is in the best
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position to determine if a “phony” or unnecessary trip is being
planned at state expense.

B. Lowell Technological Institute.

In order to avoid repetition in its recommendations this Commis-
sion is of the opinion that many of the recommendations made re-
garding the University of Massachusetts are equally applicable to
the Lowell Technological Institute.

In no area can this be more vividly shown than in the area of
recruiting and employing professional personnel. Legislation giving
the Trustees complete control over professional personnel has been
introduced by this Commission. 34

On the advice of the Board of Trustees of the Lowell Technologi-
cal Institute, this Commission has not submitted any additional
legislation regarding the Institute. The Trustees are unable to
concur with any changes beyond those regarding personnel for a
number of reasons.

First, they wish to see the amount of their over-all appropriation
raised. This, in their opinion, is the most pressing need of the
institution.

Secondly, the Trustees believe that they do not have the funds to
institute changes which should be made if more complete recom-
mendations were accepted by the General Court at this time.

Furthermore, the Lowell Technological Institute is not as diversi-
fied as the University. Therefore, in certain areas, such as purchas-
ing and printing, they would not be as capable of handling their own
business as completely as under present circumstances.

We recommend that the Lowell Technological Institute be in-
cluded in any further study made of the State’s over-all educational
picture. At such time the Trustees of the Institute will have had
additional time to study and recommend further changes in their
management structure.

As this Commission was not authorized to investigate the State
Colleges, we have not made any specific recommendations or at-
tempted to introduce any legislation on this matter. In fact, we

C. State Colleges.

Appendix B for a copy of the legislation,
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make only one general recommendation: The State Colleges should
be granted the typo of freedom now granted the University under
chapter 556 of the Acts of 1956 regarding professional personnel.

In undertaking its assignment for this study the Special Com-
mission has been keenly aware of the critical importance of public
higher education to the welfare and future growth of the Common-
wealth. We are firmly convinced that unless appropriate provi-
sions are made now for promoting the orderly and effective growth
of our educational system, the State will bo in default to its citizens
and youth. Wo believe that our proposals can constitute a signifi-
cant forward step in meeting the heavy responsibilities we face.
The basic approach which we advocate, of granting a large measure
of responsible self-management to the University and more flexi-
bility to our other institutions of higher learning, will enable Massa-
chusetts to move to the fore in providing widespread and excellent
educational opportunities for all.

Chapter IV. Conclusion.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Sixty-Tw

An Act relative to the administration of the university

OF MASSACHUSETT!

1 Whereas, The deferred operation of this act would tend to
2 defeat its purpose which is to provide for administrative changes
3 at the University of Massachusetts, therefore it is hereby de-
-4 dared to be an emergency law, necessary for the immediate
5 preservation of the public convenience.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General

Court assembled, and by the authority of the same , as follows:lion

1 Section 1. Chapter 75 of the General Laws is hereby

2 amended bv striking out sections 1 to 15, inclusive, and in-
3 sorting in place thereof the following fifteen sectk
4 Section 1. University of Massachusetts, a State Institution. —

5 The state university for the commonwealth shall be the Uni-
-6 versity of Massachusetts and shall continue as a state institu-
7 tion in the department of education but not under its control
8 and shall be governed solely by the board of trustees of the
9 University of Massachusetts established under section twenty

10 of chapter fifteen. In addition to the authority, responsibility,
11 powers and duties specifically conferred by this chapter, the
12 board of trustees shall have all authority, responsibility, rights.
13 privileges, powers and duties customarily and traditionally
14 exercised by governing boards of higher learning. In exercis- ),

15 ing such authority, responsibility, powers and duties said board
16 shall not be subject to, or superseded in any such authority
17 by, any other state board, bureau, department or commission,
18 in the management of the University’s affairs except as herein
19 provided.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION

Appendix A.

Cfje Commornucaltij of Massachusetts
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Section 2. Purpose of the University. The major purpose
of the university is to provide without discrimination educa-
tional opportunity in such fields of higher education as the
trustees may determine including, hut not limited to, arts and
sciences, engineering, business administration, agriculture, home
economics, education, nursing, physical education, military

20
21
99

23
24
25

science, and shall provide such services to the commonwealth26

as the trustees may determine or as are provided by law. The
university shall be the commonwealth’s major center for re-
search, graduate and professional education, and for dissemina-

27
28

29

end, the trustees shall maintain,
it the university and shall have
;h, locate, support, consolidate or

30 tion of knowledge. To this
high educational standards31

32 complete authority to establ
33 abolish classes, courses, c
39

icula, departments, divisions,
■ersitv wherever and whenevc34 schools or colleges of the u
of the commonwealth in35 required in meeting thoo required in meeting tne neeas oi ine cummuiiweaiuii m wn

36 fields of public higher education. The trustees shall establish
37 for the university the appropriate qualifications and standards
38 for admission, promotion and graduation and shall award aca-

nd confer honors as is custon39 demic degrees and diplor

40 in American unive;
ding amLaws. Notwi41 Section 3. Rides and I:

42 other provision of law to the contrary, the trustees shall
43 make, adopt, amend or abolish policies, rules, regulations and
44 by-laws, with reasonable penalties, for the government of the
45 university, its management, control and administration of its
46 affairs, for its faculty, students and employees, and for the
47 regulation of their own body. The trustees shall publish and
48 make public rules and regulations that have been adopted and
49 shall place copies on file with the governor, the commissio
50 administration and finance, and the joint committee on wa
51 and means.
52 Section 3A. Delegation of Authority. The trustees may,
53 except as provided in sections two, three, four, five and six,
54 delegate their authority or any portion thereof to the president
55 or other officers of the university whenever in their judgment
56 such delegation may be necessary or desirabl
57 Section 4- Trustees, Meetings, Quorum. The trustees shall
58 determine the time and place of their meetings and the manner
59 of giving notice thereof. Nine members shall be a quorum.
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1

»

00 Section 5. Common Seal of University. The university
61 may have a common seal, which may be altered by the trustees.
62 Section 6. Audit. There shall be an audit of all accounts
63 of the university annually by the state auditor.
64 Section 7. Budget. The trustees shall prepare and submit
65 a detailed budget in such form and manner, as the governor
66 and general court may direct.
67 Section 8. Appropriations and Expenditures. Notwith-
-68 standing any other provision of law or special act to the con-
-69 trary, the general court shall annually appropriate such sums
70 as it deems necessary for the maintenance, operation, support,
71 capital outlay and development of the university; and such
72 appropriations shall be made available by the appropriate
73 state officials for expenditure through allotment, transfer within
74 and among subsidiary accounts, advances from the state treas-
-75 ury, or for disbursement on certification to the state comp-
-76 troller, as may be directed by the trustees or an officer of the
77 university designated by trustees.
78 Section 9. Insurance. The trustees may insure the memo-
-79 rial building and its contents in such amount as they deem
80 sufficient.
81 Section 10. Financial Reporting. A complete financial re-
-82 port covering all receipts and expenditures shall be made an-
-83 nually to the governor and the general court. Monthly state-
-84 ments of receipts and expenditures shall be made to the state
85 comptroller. The trustees shall see that there is maintained
86 an accounting system suitable for the reporting of information
87 required by the state comptroller and for the management of
88 the university.
89 Section 11. Management of Special Trusts; Investment of
90 Funds. —■ (1) The trustees shall administer property held in
91 accordance with special trusts, and shall also administer grants
92 or devises of land and gifts or bequests of personal property
93 made to the commonwealth for the use of the university, and
94 execute said trusts, investing the proceeds thereof in notes or
95 bonds secured by sufficient mortgages or other securities.
96 (2) The trustees shall have the authority to assent to federal
97 laws designed to benefit the university and to enter into agree-
-98 ments or contracts with the federal government or agencies
99 thereof, as well as into agreements or contracts with agencies

100 of other governments, other colleges and universities, founda-
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101 tions, corporations, interstate compact agencies and individuals
102 where such agreements or contracts, in the judgment of the
103 trustees, will promote the objectives of the university. (3) The
104 trustees may, from time to time, establish and manage trust
105 funds for self-amortizing projects and self-supporting activities
106 including, but not limited to, the operation of the boarding halls,
107 student health service, research institutes and foundations,
108 dormitories and student and faculty apartments. All income
109 received from such projects or activities shall be held in trust
110 by the trustees and expended for the purpose for which the
111 trust fund was established. The trustees may, for the purposes
112 of this Section, group together several or more projects and
113 activities into one or more funds as is, in their judgment, re-
114 quired to best effectuate the purposes of the projects and ac-
115 tivities and the purposes of the university. Any unrestricted
116 balances remaining in a trust fund upon its termination shall
117 be used as directed by the trustees for the general purposes of
118 the university. (4) All receipts from student activities, in-
119 eluding the operation of the university stores, student union,
120 student operation of the home economics practice house, dra-
121 matics, debating, musical clubs, band, athletics and other like
122 activities, shall be retained by the trustees in a trust fund or
123 trust funds and shall be expended as the trustees shall direct in
124 furthering the activities from which the receipts were derived.
125 Section 12. Management of University Property. The trus-
126 tees shall, on behalf of the commonwealth, manage and admin-
127 ister the university and all property, real and personal, belong-
128 ing to the commonwealth and occupied or used by the university,
129 and shall keep in repair houses, buildings and equipment so
130 used or occupied.
131 Section 13. Purchasing and Printing. Notwithstanding
132 any other provision of law or special act to the contrary, the
133 trustees or officers of the university designated by them shall
134 have the authority to make any purchase or purchases in the
135 amount of five hundred dollars or less, and to purchase without
136 limitation of amount library books and periodicals, educational
137 and scientific supplies and equipment, printing and binding,
138 emergency repairs and replacement parts, and perishable items,
139 without recourse to any other state board, bureau, department
140 or commission; provided, that in so doing the university shall
141 follow modern methods of purchasing and shall, wherever prac-
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142 ticable, invite competitive bids. Except as herein provided,
143 the state purchasing agent shall on the certification of avail-
-144 ability of funds purchase all items specified on requisitions sub-
-145 mitted to him by the university; provided, that the university
146 shall have the right to review all bids received on university
147 requisitions and to make binding recommendation on the award
148 of the contract based on the judgment of the university as to
149 which of the bids best meet the university’s specification on
150 which the bids were received.
151 Section IJ/.. Personnel. (1) Definitions. —As used in this
152 section the following words shall have the following meanings, *

153 unless the context otherwise requires:
154 “Professional staff”, all officers of the university and all per-
-155 sons, except those whose duties are clerical, custodial, security,
156 labor, maintenance and the like, employed for teaching, re-
-157 search, administration, extension, enforcement, control laws
158 and regulatory services, technical and specialized academic
159 support staff, and such related activities as shall be determined
160 by the trustees of the university.
161 “Non-professional staff”, all persons employed who are not
162 otherwise classified as “professional personnel” such as clerical,
163 custodial, security, labor, maintenance and the like.
164 “General salary schedule”, the pay plan of the common-
-165 wealth as contained in section forty-six (1) of chapter thirty.
166 (2) Officers and Professional Staff. The trustees shall elect
167 the president and such other officers and members of the pro-
-168 fessional staff of the university as they may determine neces-
-169 sary and shall fix their classification, title and salary within
170 the general salary schedule and shall define their duties and
171 tenure of office without limitation of any other provision of
172 law. The president shall receive a salary ofnot less than twenty
173 thousand dollars nor more than twenty-five thousand dollars,
174 the amount to be determined by the trustees.
175 The trustees shall have complete authority with respect to
176 the election or appointment of the officers and professional staff
177 including terms, conditions and periods of employment, com-
-178 pensation, promotion, classification and reclassification, trans-
-179 fer, demotion and dismissal within funds available by appro-
-180 priation of the general court or from other sources. The clas-
-181 sification, title, salary range within the general salary schedule,
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and descriptive job specifications for each position shall be de-
termined by the trustees for each member of the professional
staff and copies thereof shall be placed on file with the governor,
budget commissioner, director of personnel and standardiza-
tion, and the joint committee on ways and means. A notifica-
tion of each personnel action taken shall be filed by the presi-
dent or other officers of the university designated by him with
the director of personnel and standardization and with the
comptroller. In establishing the classification, title and salary
plan for the professional staff of the university, the trustees

IS2
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191

#192 need to establish and maintainshall give recognition to the
appropriate academic ranks
for higher education in order 1
scientists and teachers who v
centive to students and other

id titles as may be appropriate
provide for outstanding scholars,

193
194

ill serve as an inspiration and in-
members of the faculty.

195
196

1 by the president or other officers
>y him with the governor, budget
ittee on ways and means a listing

Annually there shall be file
of the university designated
commissioner and joint comi

197
198
199

200 of all positions at the university, including the name of the
201 incumbent, the classification and title, and the rate of pay.e of pav

prior approval and within limits
signers, lecturers, students, other
n-employee services, at such rates
as they may determine necessary

The trustees may, without
of appropriations, engage de
professional personnel, and nc

202
203
204

id for such periods of time205
206 for the operation of the universit
207 (3) Non-Professional Personnel. The non-professional per-
208 sonnel of the university shall continue as state employees under
209 the provisions of chapter thirty; provided, however, that the
210 university shall have the authority without prior approval and
211 within the limits of appropriations to establish and fill tern-
212 porary, part time and seasonal positions within existing titles
213 and rates within available appropriations for the fiscal year
214 A notice of action taken in filling all such positions shall be
215 filed with the director of personnel and standardization and

with the comptroller.
217 (4) Vested Rights. All officers and employees, professional
218 and non-professional, of the university shall continue to be
219 employees of the commonwealth irrespective of the source of
220 funds from which their salaries or wages are paid. They shall
221 have the same privileges and benefits of other state employees
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222 such as state retirement, group insurance, industrial accident
223 coverage, and other coverage enjoyed now and in the future by
224 all state employees.
225 The trustees shall establish and make public a policy on
226 faculty tenure which provides for removal for just cause, hear-
-227 ing upon dismissal, and judicial review.
228 Section 15. Reports. The trustees shall annually as of the
229 end of the fiscal year cause the president to make and publish
230 a report for the university that shall be available to the public,
231 copies of which shall be filed with the governor, state secretary
232 and the general court. Special reports and bulletins may bf
233 issued from time to time as determined by the trustees.

1 Section 2. Said chapter 75 is hereby further amended by
2 striking out sections 31 and 32 and inserting in place thereof
3 the following three sections;
4 Section 31. Commonwealth Scholarships. The university
5 of Massachusetts is hereby authorized and directed to grant
6 certain scholarships annually in the number and amount as set
7 forth in the appropriation made therefor, to be known as the
8 commonwealth scholarships, to worthy students who are resi-
-9 dents of the commonwealth, and who possess the requisite

10 ability, and who are in need of financial assistance.
11 Section 32. Travel. The trustees shall have complete au-
-12 thority in determining the university’s travel policy. Such
13 power shall include the right to determine who among univer-
-14 sity personnel should travel at state expense and where such
15 personnel shall travel.
16 Section 33. Regulation of Campus Traffic . The trustees
17 shall have the authority to make rules and regulations for the
18 control of traffic and vehicles on the campus of the university
19 and on all other land in the custody of the university and to
20 make, adopt, amend or abolish reasonable penalties not to ex-
-21 ceed ten dollars for each violation of such rules and regulations.
22 All fines so imposed shall be collected by the university an(j{ '
23 deposited to the scholarship trust fund of the university for
24 scholarship purposes. The trustees may appoint as police offi-
-25 cers persons who are in the employ of the university who shall
26 have and exercise throughout university property the powers
27 of constables, police officers and watchmen, except as to service
28 of civil process.
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*

Section 3. The classification, title and salary of each member
of the professional staff of the University of Massachusetts in
existence on the day prior to the effective date of this act shall
remain in effect until changed by the trustees as herein provided,
except that nothing in this act shall be construed to prevent
the payment of annual increments or steps in the salary schedule
to which the individual shall by reason of length of service
be entitled within the grade currently held as of the effective
date of this act.

1

6

1
3

6

i

8
9

Section 4. Nothing contained in this act shall be construed
to deny to any employee employed prior to the effective date
of this act any of his vested or contractual rights as a state em-
ployee.

1
9

3
4

Section 5. This act shall take effect July first, nineteen
hundred and sixty-two.

1
2



HOUSE —No. 3350. [Feb.48

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Sixty-Two

An Act relative to the administration and personnel of the*
LOWELL TECHNOLOGICAL INSTITUTE OF MASSACHUSETTS.

1 Whereas, The deferred operation of this act would tend to
2 defeat its purpose, which is to provide for immediate changes in
3 personnel administration at Lowell technological institute,
4 therefore it is hereby declared to be an emergency law, neces-
-5 sary for the immediate preservation of the public convenience.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Chapter 75A of the General Laws, as established by chapter
2 407 of the acts of 1953, is hereby amended by striking out sec-

3 tion 12 and inserting in place thereof the following section
4 Section 12. The board of trustees shall elect the president,
5 the necessary professors, tutors, instructors, teachers and other
6 officers and assistants of the institute and shall define their
7 duties and tenure of office. The president shall be paid an an-
-8 nual salary of fifteen thousand dollars.
9 The board of trustees shall have complete authority with re-

-10 spect to the election or appointment of officers, assistants and
11 professional staff, including the dismissal, promotion, demotion
12 and transfer, including the assignment of their respective ranks
13 and duties. For the purposes of this section, professional staff
14 shall include all persons employed for actual instruction of stu-
-15 dents and corresponding positions in all related activities of thef
16 institute.
17 The board of trustees may hire such professional personnel
18 at a rate above the minimum and within the grade to which the
19 position is allocated upon determination of the board of trustees
20 that the person to be so employed has served satisfactorily in a

Appendix B.

Cf)t CommonVuealtj) of stfjassadjusetts
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21 comparable position for a period of time equivalent to the period
22 required by the general salary schedule had such service been
23 rendered entirely in the service of the commonwealth.
24 The board of trustees may, without prior approval, within
25 the limits of appropriation made therefor, engage consultants
26 and lecturers and employ such temporary professional employ-
27 ees at rates and in titles corresponding to permanent positions
28 authorized for the institute as they shall determine necessary
29 for the operation of the institute for periods not exceeding the

fiscal year.
*1 Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph four of section

32 forty-six of chapter thirty, the board of trustees shall have full
33 authority to grant or to withhold as therein provided step-rate
34 increases for officers and professional employees; provided,
35 however, that each such employee denied a step-rate increase
36 as authorized in the general salary schedule shall be notified
37 and shall have the same right of appeal as provided in said
38 paragraph four.
39 The board of trustees may, notwithstanding the provisions of
40 section twenty-one of said chapter thirty, authorize the payment
41 of overtime or extra compensation to such professional employ

42 ees, within the limits of appropriations made therefor, for such
43 services rendered in summer sessions or other periods outside
44 the normal session periods of the academic year; provided, that
45 the board of trustees shall determine that such services shall not
46 interfere with the regular full-time activities as provided by law
47 required of such professional employees.

*
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HOUSE No. 3350. [Feb.52

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts in the past few years has
invested millions of dollars in its State University at Amherst.

We have erected one of the finest equipped State Universities in
the East. We must now make it a great educational institution.

This Commission has worked hard and efficiently in order to
formulate a policy that will give the University proper guidance.
The State has been fortunate in having such distinguished
serving on the Commission as Dr. George H. Ellis, Dr. Mary I.
Bunting and Mrs. Bruce B. Benson.

I have signed the Commission’s report, recognizing the effort made
by all of its members to render true service to the State and give
guidance to the proper growth of the University of Massachusetts.

There is an efficient administrative staff at the University, and I
realize that University Trustees made a wise choice in selecting
President Lederle as its new President.

I concur with the findings of this Commission for complete free-
dom in selecting its academic staff and investing in the Trustees
complete responsibility for its academic standing. However, I feel
this Commission in its desire to aid the University has lost sight of
the need for administrative control on the part of the State, in
order to protect the taxpayers of the Commonwealth who are its
main source of income. This contention can best be proved by
reading the first sentence in paragraph two on page 5 of the Com-
mission’s report, which reads "The effect of the Massachusetts
Budgetary Control System is such that decisions on the allocation
of the appropriation are subject to the approval of agencies who
are not responsible for University management. The entire fiscal
system shows a lack of confidence in the Trustees to control their
own funds.”

The above quotation is typical of what might be said by profes-
sionally trained department heads in any of the branches of the|
state government. Massachusetts must have budgetary contror
over all state departments, for the State is but a manager of the
funds derived from a levy on its taxpayers. All of its various de-
partments should be striving for excellence to name but a few:
Education, Mental Health, Public Health and Public Safety. But
the State must have a budgetary control system, in order to keep
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them all in balance; and sound budgetary controls are not “a lack
of confidence in the Trustees to control their own funds”, as stated
in the Commission’s report, rather this is a sound business practice
exercised by the Commonwealth.

I dissent from the Commission’s recommendations only under
the following classifications:

Fiscal Management.

£ Subsidiary accounts are set up to protect the Commonwealth.
They may well be a nuisance to administrators, because they are
set up 18 months in advance and must be adhered to. They can
only be changed by agreement between the Budget Commissioner
and the Department involved. Of coux-se, it would be convenient
for any administrator to be able to transfer surplus from one sub-
sidiary account to another without consulting budget experts in
Boston, but it is the people’s money that is paying the major cost
of this Institution, and it should be guided by budgetary controls
set up by the State.

Purchasing

The State has a central purchasing system. Here again if any
administrative changes are going to be made, they should only be
done after a careful study by administrative experts and not on a
piecemeal basis, as various department heads find them inconvenient.

Construction.
While no definite recommendations are made here, this section

carries out the same general theme; as this is an educational insti-
tution, proper administration from the state level is an expression
of LACK OF FAITH. With this I disagree.

As sections 8, 10 and 13 of the proposed legislation under Ap-
pendix “A” deal with administrative problems, I recommend that

be deleted from this proposed bill.

I am in complete accord with the recommendations of this Com-
mission insofar as academic freedom is concerned, but cannot agree
that this includes the eliminating of administrative controls.

Conclusions.
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This Commission has pointed out what appears to be some un-
necessary administrative procedures. I agree some of them should
be eliminated, and this should be a subject for some other Commis-
sion to study. If changes are to be made in our administrative law,
let them be made for all state agencies. But we should not break
down our administrative controls on a piecemeal basis, as individual
department heads find them inconvenient.

January 24, 1962.

>

Sen. PHILIP A. GRAHAM.
t






