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Officials disagree about
administrator continuity
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NU, the continuity of the university is dis-

rupted, so that administrators’ colleagues
and NU students are affected.

Some said that administrators’ leaving
has a favorable effect on the quality of
education.
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with Hoppner's views, He said that NU has
some quality administrators it cannot
afford to lose.

Token few

“And we need more than a token few
scattered around the university,” he said.
“I'm proud that they receive offers, but I
am upset about the exodus.”

Yet, what is being done to prevent this
exodus of top administrators?

According to Regent Raun, the regents
continually look at ways to keep top ad-
ministrators. He said they consider salaries,
fringe benefits and general working
conditions.

According to Regent Koefoot, although
there are waysof keeping administrators at
NU, state funds are needed from the
Legisiature,

However, nothing can be done in the
Unicameral, Sen. George said, because the
responsibility lies with the regents.

Administrator respousibility !
Others, including Sen,. Marvel, Sen.
Clark and Regent Kermit Hansen, said re-
sponsibility lies with the administrators:
themselves.

“Administrators should go through each
area with a fine toothed comb and cut out
the outmoded programs” Marvel said.
“That way we can support the new and ex-
isting programs.”

Sen. Savage said, “l don’t know the
answer for keeping administrators at NU. |
suppose the solution is to pay them more.”

All state employes, including those at
the university, received a $468 plus five per
cent raise for the 1975-76 fiscal year under
LB588,

“This response by the lawmakers
resulted from frustration over the subjec-
tive judgment evaluations of employes,”
said Eldin Ehdich, legislative fiscal analyst.

Ehrdich said that evaluations were based
on more than hard facts and therefore, the
merit pay plan could be used as an excuse
to give employes more money.

According to Marvel, regents complain
to the Legislature about the budget, but
the senators have to “take the heat” for
money that is raised.

“If those people are only interested in
getting a pay check, I wish tney would
move o:ft,” Burrows gd. m:}r'he: are

nty people to oes.
phSm. Marsh said she is certain salaries are

valid excuses for leaving NU, but added

“If administrators want to leave, so be
it. Let them go,” Goodrich said. “But if
they want to stay in a progressive universi-
ty and community, then we’re happy to
have them.”

Goodrich said there are some admin-
istrators he would like to see taking jobs
eisewhere.
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Comparisons
juestioned

One way to rate NU administrative sa-
aries is to compare them with those at
other Big 8 schools. However, some NU

Phiote by Ted Kirk

Gov. J. James Exon (left) and t Robert Prokop (right). The two
men said that NU has never had problems replacing administrators
and that the quality of education does not depend heavily on
administrators.

Big 8 administrators’ salaries

The following table comipares administrative salaries of Big 8 schools for the 1974-75 fiscal year. The table
was prepared by the NU Office of Business and Finance from 1974-75 Big 8 budget books. All salaries listed are
for comparable positions, according to Miles Tommeraasen, vice chancellor for business and finance.

“It’s a little easier for them to ask for
a raise than it is for us to give it to them,” |
he continued. “As far as expenses go, we're
on the firing line all the time.”

Hoppner said that administrators leave

Board of Regents members and state send-
tors said they doubt the validity of such
comparisons.

“The Big 8 is an artificial standard,” ac-
cording to Regent Robert Simmons of
Scottsbluff. “There is no common denom-
inator except the athletic aspect.”

Lincoln Sen. Harold , an Ap-

ropriations Committee r, said that
ﬁpu:mdwmy:cuhawdmy*ﬂ'
rson wants, and added thai he guestions
res when used to someone’s advantage.

We're being compared with Big 8
schools just as if we were competing with
the Joneses,” said Sen. John Savage of
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