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Current Trends in
Higher Education Philanthropy

Scott Biddy - 16 December 2017

.

Content drives large gifts

Institutional Affinity and Affiliation provides an
opening

Serious philanthropists are increasingly focused on
results and quality

Institutional Loyalty is in Decline

Higher Education Still Highly Regarded

Large, complex organizations are increasingly
viewed with distrust and skepticism

Institutions spend more time reacting to critiques
and scandals

Ability to communicate about Mission & Values
becomes limited

Institutional loyalty is driven by Mission & Values

Many large philanthropists remain committed to
the transformational power of universities

Research breakthroughs are a significant driver

The ability of education to transform lives and
unlock human potential still critical

Philanthropists generally appreciate the global
perspectives that universities embody

Large gifts dominate the landscape

Limited fund raising resources drive us to focus on
big gifts

Big data has made it easier to identify prospects
with capacity and appropriate interests

Historically, broad relationships were built by
institutions to ensure loyalty of those who would
produce great wealth; that approach is declining

Small gifts can be inefficient

Donor Relationships can be Intersectional

While small gifts can be inefficient, donor
communities are interconnected and individuals
share their stories

Large donors often insist on broad-based support to
indicate community support and endorsement

Smaller gifts can be transformational for smaller
programs
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The Role of Campaigns is Changing

Generally, campaigns are marketing initiatives that
have a additional affect of inspiring philanthropy

Campaigns often are the trigger for university
strategic planning

Most global universities are in a perpetual
campaign

When effective they lead to steady growth without
disruptions between campaigns

Fundamentals Still Matter!

Large gifts emerge most often from authentic, long-
term relationships built on shared values

Chasing dollars is perilous; often result in “gifts that
keep on taking”

Success is equally measured by gifts not sought or
accepted

A gift “gone wrong” takes enormous time,
resources, and credibility

First Question: From Whom?

Know the prospects well

What are their interests and philanthropic
objectives?

What motivates their philanthropy?
Be realistic about their capacity

Who will join them? Donors rarely want to support
a project alone.

Cultural and Geographic Context

Understanding a donors approach to philanthropy;
legacy, influence, prestige?

Increasingly, serious philanthropists are less
concerned about recognition and more concerned
with results

Any expectations of quid pro quo?
Effect on other donors

Local tax considerations / funds transfer issues

Second Question: For What?

What are the institutions strategic priorities? Be
adaptable and open, but don’t stray too far afield

How will the proposal have impact and how will it
be measured?

How will the program be sustained?

Is the institution capable of delivering the
objective? Failure reverberates far and wide

Build a Culture of Philanthropy

Most everything a university does is a joint venture
relying on many financial sources

Donors’ confidence is raised by transparency in the
financial model of the institution and project

Philanthropy is not a hand-off function; all
university personnel must get comfortable with
fund raising

We are all stewards of gifts and donor relationships
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NOTE: 8 SLIDES ARE MARKED ‘IMPORTANT’

Part 1. Changes in Financial Resources
at American Research Universities

To set the context, we attempt to answer the following
guestions:

1)How have the financial resources available to
select US universities changed over the past 14
years?

Universities included in the analysis

Private — Large Endowment

« Virginia

« Johns Hopkins

* Northwestern

* Rochester

* U Chicago

« UPenn

¢ USC

« Vanderbilt

« Wake Forest

* Washington U/St.Louis

« Michigan + CalTech « Harvard
« Obhio State « Carnegie Mellon « MIT

« UC Berkeley « Cornell University * Princeton
< UCLA « Dartmouth « Stanford
« U Texas Austin * Duke « Yale

Changes in Financial Resources Over Time

Notes on Methodology:

All financial data is adjusted for inflation using Higher Education Price Index
(HEPI); all dollars reflect 2014 value

Each year reflects a 5 year rolling average to smooth volatility (except
where noted)

Growth rates calculated as “CAGR” (compound annual growth rate)

Collected from Outside Data

Source: Collected from Schools:

Student Income
State Appropriations
Healthcare Revenue*
Other Resources

Sponsored Research
Gifts
Investment Income

[~ epending on legal and accounting relationships, may include all consolidated hospital and clinc revenues, revenues ransferred from hospials 1o university,of nothing at all
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Student Income

« Student income per student has increased more quickly at public schools
than private schools, and has actually decreased at large endowment
schools

Student Income per Student (net of financial aid)

2001-2014
HEPI-adjusted; 5 year rolling averages
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State Appropriations

« Since their most recent maximum in 2002, State Appropriations to public
universities have dropped, leaving inflation adjusted resources today at a
level much lower than in the 70’s, 80’s, and early 90’s

Average State Appropriations for Public Universities
1976-2014

HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages
$0.70 1976-2001 CAGR = 0.4%
A
r

$0.60

y  2002-2014 CAGR =-3.7%

F""‘““““J“““““““W

$0.50

$0.40

Billions

$0.30

$0.20

$0.10

$0.00

1980
1981
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

8
3

1976
1077
1078
1979

This chart represents the of 5 public b Pl Tor this category from 1072-2014

10

« All public universities in our data set have seen significant declines
« UC Schools have seen some of the sharpest declines, but UCLA
maintains the highest absolute level of State Appropriations per student

State Appropriations per Student by School
2001-2014

HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages
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« IMPORTANT SLIDE #1 --- Student Income and State Appropriations per
student have had an inverse relationship, but the growth in Student
Income has not fully offset the decline in State Appropriations

Public Universities: Average Student Income and
State Appropriations per Student
2001-2014

HEPLAdjusted, 5 year rolling averages
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Sponsored Research

* CAGR from 2008-2014 was 1.0%. Universities saw strong growth in
Federal Research funding in 2009-2011, but federal funding has declined
from 2011-2014 at about 4.1% per year

Average Sponsored Research

1972-2014
HEPI-Adjusted
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13 Note: 2014 data is projected based on data available in the AAUDE database 14
« Over the last 30 years, Vanderbilt and Duke have grown their funding most
quickly, thereby gaining Sponsored Research share
* Large endowment privates have grown at a rate well below average
Sponsored Research Funding for Science & Engineering
30 year CAGRs — 1984-2014 10 year CAGRs — 2004-2014
HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages
Vanderbilt 6.2% Vanderbilt 5.1%
Duke 6.0% Duke I /6%
Dartmouth IR 4.6% 41%
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Harvard I 2.2% WashU IS 1.2%
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« Healthcare services has grown more quickly than any other revenue
stream over the past 4 decades at 5.8% over inflation
Average Healthcare Services Income
(for universities with any)
1976-2014
HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages
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« Large endowed privates have managed to maintain some growth over the
past decade; other private schools have been nearly flat

Average Gifts
2003-2014
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Investment Income
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« Investment Returns are by far the most volatile source of income for « Private-Large Endowment schools maintain a clear advantage in this
Universities category
Average Investment Return (%) Average Investment Return ($) Average Investment Returns
1976-2014 1976-2014 2001-2014
HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages HEPI-Adjusted; 5 year rolling averages
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This chart represents the aggregate data of 18 universities submitting complete data for this category from 1972-2014 21 This chart represents the aggregate data of 24 universities submitting complete data for this category from 2001-2014 22
IMPORTANT SLIDE #2 --- On a per student basis, public universities are at a distinct
funding disadvantage compared to their private peers
We've seen little growth on a per student basis, net of inflation, in the past 10 years
Average Total Resources per Student by Source
2001-2014
HEPI-adjusted; 5 year rolling averages.
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Stanford is exposed to sponsored research risk, but
generally more diversified across sources than peers

Moderate
research
exposure

Sources of Revenue as % of Total Revenue
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STANFORD, SPECIFIC: Investment and Healthcare Income have grown as
% of revenue, while Sponsored Research has decreased

Stanford - Revenue Source as a % of Total Revenue
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To Summarize

< Public universities increased tuition to offset falling state
appropriations; expanded fund raising; tried to add
endowment

Privates expanded their Health Care revenues, but do
not have sufficient endowments to compete with the
wealthier universities
» most of the Health Care revenue likely stayed in their
medical schools

Large endowed universities are using enhanced
investment returns to widen the gap

Stanford has a diversified mix of revenue sources

Part 2: Stanford Management Structure
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Stanford’s Organizational Structure — High Level
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IMPORTANT SLIDE #3 --- The Roles of the President and
the Provost

In some American universities, such as Stanford, the president is
heavily focused on fund raising and external matters, while the provost
is focused internally

At Stanford, the Provost serves as chief operating and academic officer
We call this the ‘Strong Provost Model’

« The Deans of the Schools report to the Provost

* The Provost is the chief budget officer of Stanford

« This has been a long standing and successful model for Stanford

This structure is not always found at other American universities




Provost’s Reporting Structure The Role of Boards

Ovgasication Chstt: Prrvent

« The Board of Trustees is the legal governing board of Stanford

» The Board has 30+ members, principally from business community;
mostly graduates

« Public universities also have governing boards. Members are elected
and/or appointed by the governor of the state

» Many universities also have advisory boards for schools/faculties/
departments and programs

« Advisory boards serve to expand the connection to businesses and
potential donors

32

Consolidated Budget FY18 — By Line ltem
CONSOLIDATED BUDGET FOR OPERATIONS, 201718
) O TR
o6 WOGT ROSCTED
ACTIALS 106 2016 AT
Revenues
857 8% 903 Student Income 537 1.6%
1005 10% 1046 University Sponsored Research 1,085 3.8%
448 o (2] SLAC Speasored Research 559 ~13.2%
1034 1177 1123 Haalth Care Services 1.283 116%
. ’ H H ELTRE TR Y Gifts and Net Assets Released
Part 3: Stanford’s Financial Structure and w0
1406 1288 1389 Investment Income 1519 126%
B u d g et s40 53 so8 Special Program Fees and Other Income 516 15%
5680 5881 5965 Total Reveauns 6,261 5.0%
Expenses
3123 3323 3389 Comgentation 1622 7.6%
70 286 286 Fimancisl Aid 298 a43%
185 208 199 Debt Service 199 01%
1,541 1,781 1,781 Othae Operating Expense 1734 2.6%
5118 5504 5625 Total Expenses 5,853 41%
S62 287 340 Operating Results 408
Gae e 8 Transbers 243
216 121 152 Operating Results atter Transters 145
2990 3238 3206 Beginming Fund Balances 3,358
3,206 3359 3358 Endieg Fund Balances 3,52
33 34
IMPORTANT SLIDE #4 --- Consolidated Budget FY18 — By
Fund Type FY 18 Consolidated Budget — By Unit
ADGARY &
@ox GATSAO ST ANTIR
TUADS DISGNATD  FESTRXTID  CONTRACTS ACTITES o

Revenues and Other Additions
Undergraduate Programs %9.2 392
Graduate Programs 3666 72 3137 - . .
foom and Board 1048 S 2017/18 Consolidated Expenses by Academic Unit

Student Income 7358 72 0.0 0.0 1945 937.4 .

Auxiliary
Direct Costs—University 8068 8068 $403.4 Million HES 11%
: . 00
Indwrect Costs 278.0 2780 \ SLAC12% )

University Sponsored Research 278.0 3068 1,0848 Engineering 8%

SLAC Sponsored Research 559.4 559.4

Health Care Services 364 11635 125 409 1,2532 Administrative ) GSB 5%

Gifts and Net Assets Released from Restrictions 3.8 3874 3912 $1,195.8 Million \ Dean of Research 5%
Endowment Income 2613 582.1 12434 S ‘% B\
Other Investment Income 19.4 1532 24 02 05 2758 :: ;‘i‘;"::ﬂl‘;&ﬁ . - quther, 4?%

Investment Income 380.7 1532 984.5 0.2 05 1,5192 i Meg‘c'"e \ *la\lm rzaages

Special Program Fees and Other Income 61 396 44 02 1559 5162 8% | “Education 2%

Total Revenues 14507  1,663.5 13888 1,366.7 3917 6,261.4 SE31%

Expences * Dther is Hoover, VP for Undergraduste Education,
Compensation 9504 10918 5747 7269 27176 36215 VP for Graduate Education, and VP for Teaching and Learning.
Financial Aid 429 63 217 174 2982
Internal Debt Service 360 477 05 1151 1993
Other Operating Expenses 3232 2876 269.4 5731 2809 17342

Total Expenses 13525 14334 10764 13174 673.7 58533

Operating Results 981 2301 3124 493 2819 408.1

M 3
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IMPORTANT SLIDE #5 --- Financial Management Principles

Financial management dispersed and decentralized

Academic units (schools, departments, centers, individual faculty) encouraged to
generate their own funds:

* Research grants
« Gifts — expendable, facilities, endowment

« Other programs — e.g., technology licensing, executive education, affiliate
programs, conferences

Medical and Business Schools allocated General Funds by formula

‘Non-formula’ academic and administrative units allocated General Funds at
discretion of Provost

All units permitted to spend funds they generate or are allocated, though they
must comply with individual fund restrictions

Central monitoring of unit financial performance and fund balances

Stanford’s Budget Challenges and Considerations
Federal .
[RENEE )
Investment :
Markets
financial pressures on

Financial Aid
students and families
Housing & + High living cost in San
Transportation Francisco Bay Area

Challenges Considerations

Diversified federal and
overall sources of funding

Outlook for federal research
remains uncertain

Investment markets remain
volatile + continued global
uncertainty

« Sophisticated investment
team

« Low tuition dependency;
student income = 12% of
revenue

Greater need for aid to offset

Staff and faculty recruiting
Significant expense to
support housing subsidies
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Part 4: RESOURCE ALLOCATION

AT STANFORD:

- Management Culture

- Priority Setting

- Budgeting

- Consolidated (All Funds)
Budgeting

IMPORTANT SLIDE #6 --- Management Culture

 Key elements of Stanford’s management culture:

Hire the best faculty and support them

Incent faculty to be entrepreneurs

Lower departmental barriers

Provost as chief academic and budget officer

Central funds available to president/provost for targeted
investment

Actively engage with donors and potential donors

Address all sources of funds in budgeting process, with a formal
link to capital planning and budgeting

Priority Setting — THREE LEVELS OF PRIORITIES

¢ University Priorities:
» Housing
» Transportation

¢ Academic Priorities:
» For example: Enhanced presence in Neurosciences

¢ School and Administrative Unit Priorities
» For example, improving a department so that it ranks
more highly

Key Participants in Priority Setting

Individual faculty members
» Executive Cabinet

* University Cabinet

University Budget Group

» Consultation with Board of Trustees

Consultation with donors
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Examples of priority setting

« Expansion of Bio-engineering, circa 2000
« Multi-school effort to improve Stanford’s position in this growing field
« Geo-biology in the School of Earth Sciences
* A strategic planning priority within a school
« Enhancements to Graduate Housing
 University-wide priority
« Interaction with a major donor
« Expansion of Career Services Center for students
* An administrative/university priority

« The role of Independent Labs—enhancing collaboration outside of
departmental structures

* The Woods Institute for the Environment

Moving from Priority Setting to Budgeting: Key elements of
the annual budget process

¢ “Strong Provost” management model

* 75% of revenue is restricted or designated, so all funds must be
included in development of plans

« Budget process focuses on general funds in the context of a unit's
consolidated operations and university priorities

« Budget Group plays a key advisory role

« Emphasis on transparency and linkage of operating and capital
budgets

« Annual Stanford University Budget Plan is presented for approval to
Trustees and includes Consolidated Budget, Capital Budget,
Capital Plan

43
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IMPORTANT SLIDE #7 -- The Role of the University Budget Groupf

« Advises Provost on all major budget issues

» Comprised of a dozen senior faculty and 3-4 senior
administrators

* Meets 20-25 times per year, SO major time commitment

* Most members serve multiple years and take a
university perspective, rather than their own school

Capital Plan and Budget

Capital planning is integrated into budget planning

Stanford develops a 3-5 year capital plan and updates it annually

Multi year capital plan estimated at $2.9 billion

Annual capital budget is typically around $500 million

Stanford has minimal deferred maintenance on its facilities

Stanford budgets for the renewal and replacement of building
systems

The Stanford Experience prior to All Funds Budgeting

« We did not focus deeply enough on:

Sponsored research (at the time approximately 30% of the
university’s expenses)

Direct expenditures against restricted and school-controlled
funds (another 20%)

Auxiliary and service center enterprises (just over 10%)

Poor linkages between the capital planning and budget

The amount and use of central and school fund balances

Rationalized policies on reserve balances

IMPORTANT SLIDE #8 --- Essentials of All Funds Budgeting L

« Understanding of all funding sources by all levels of
management

* Rules for the accumulation and use of reserves

« Budget review discussions with Deans that include
consideration of all funds available for Schools’ use

« Strong local unit financial management and systems
support

 Trustee comfort with comprehensiveness of
information being presented

.




CONCLUSIONS

» All American universities being forced to become more
entrepreneurial and cost effective

* Investment income, fund raising, and more diversified revenue
] sources will be more critical in the future, as tuition and research
Key Conclusions will grow slowly

 Key structures and management principles that have contributed
to Stanford’s success:

Hiring the best faculty and incenting them to be entrepreneurs

Engagement (in all forms) with business and other constituents

'Strong Provost’ management model

All Funds Budgeting

advisory Budget Group

_________________________________________u

End
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Questions to answer

Building a Strong University (System)

* What role does the modern research university play in the U.S.7

John Etchemendy - How do you measure success of research universities?
Stanford University

» How did U.S. higher education become so strong?

- Case Study: How did Stanford transition from & good regional university to a
globel leader?

Mission(s) of Modern U.S. Universities

« Undergraduate education: produce educated, well-rounded cltizens,
prepared for workforce, but alse for tich, (ulfiling ives

- Professiona training: building on UG education, focused graduate Iraining for
professional career paths (e.g., education, medicine, law, business)
University Mission
- Research mission: conduct mosl of nation’s advanced sctenlific research and
irain next generation of scientists and Engineers

- Innovation: couniry's most fertile source of commercial innovation and
anireprenaurship

Related, synergistic, yet distinct

Measuring Success of Undergraduate Mission

- Qraduation Rates

+ Placement Rates

Note absence of

M ina S - Studant Satistaction direct measures of
s student learning

« Alumni Satisfaclion
- Employer Satisfaction

- Median Income of Gradualas
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Measuring Success of Graduate Mission

- Applicant Pools, Selectivity, Yield

- Intemational Demand .
Applicant demand tends
to be better informed at
‘graduate level

- Completion Rates {and TTD)

« Licensure Rales (medicine, law)

- Reputation in Field

= Satisfaction (Student/Alumni/Employer)

+ Periodic Program Revlews

Measuring Success of Innovation Mission
- Patents Issued and Licensed

- Startups by Students, Faculty, Alumri

- Porosity of University/Industry Boundary

+ Facully Consulting

Hardest Both
to Achieve
and to Measure

« Industnial Affiliales Programs

- Corporate Recruiting

How Strong is U.S. Higher Education?

- 2017 Academic Ranking of World Universities (Shanghai Jiao Tong)

8of top 10

22 of top 30 4730 1/30 /30 0/30 6/30

48 of top 100 9/100 3/100 2/100 4/100 11/100

This was not always the case.
How did it happen?

198

Measuring Success of Research Mission

- Awards, National Acaderty Memberships

+ Reputation Surveys
Publication counts
without field-specific
quality filters are of
little value

« Publications, Cltation Rates

+ Top 1%, Top 10%, Top 50%

- Numbet, percen!, and per capila

+ Competilive Research Grants

- Corporate funding/Reputation

Higher Education in the U.S.

U.S. Higher Ed: A patchwork quilt with no plan

- System arose wilh no central plan

- Religious wavs: denonunalions establish colleges as new land sellled

+ Government waves: state universities, land-grant colleges, nomal schools

+ Philanthropic wave: research universilies lollowing German madel

» No ceniral control or supervision
- Fifty stales, some with muliple systems

- Private inslitutions autenomeusly run

» Minimal oversight by federally-recognized, privale accreditalion agencies




U.S. Higher Ed: Federal funding post WWIi What makes U.S. Higher Education Strong?

+ Atter WWII, decision made to refy on universities for most basic research - Limited federsl role Cowntider |0k 6ty
(lhanks to Vannevar Bush) o i i
- Research tunding, student suppori, no federal ministry
+ Federal research agencies estamlished
+ Highly compsilitive |
- Most grants based on ment, determined by blind peer review IS T g

Qrest 2% o
« For sludents, lacully, research (unding Feie

+ After WWII, “Gl Bill" provides financial assistance for velerans lo complete

college « Institutional diversiy, llexibility -

Oownaide. Widkr

- Resulling infusion of federal dellars allowed expansion and strengthening of + System excels at capluring lalent eeldion In quaity

entire system, from liberal arts colleges 1o iarge research universities

- Practical lradition Downside: Sormetimes

+ Voluntary accrediling agencies “canscripled” lo cerlily ellgibility lor student |
aid (currently -50 recognized agencies)

ovirly Closs Tis.

Stanford in 1891-1950C

Case Study: Stanford University

In its first 60 years, Stanford
was a regional university serving mainly
“Chitdren of California”

Building a Strong Research University Building a Strong Research University

“Ample endowment may have been
provided, intelligent management may secure
large income, students may present
themselves in numbers, but in the end, the
Faculty makes or mars the University."”

Facuity

Facilities Funding
Leland Stanforg
Opaning Caremonies, 1891
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Building a Strong Research University

In the period from 1891 to 1950,
Stanford grew steadily in strength
and stature

By 1950, Stanford was an excellent
regional university
but still not ranked in the top 10

Building a Strong Research University

By 1966, Stanford's faculty were among
the strongest in the country

Faculty Reputation Rankings
1959

]
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Building a Strong Research University

Beginning roughly in 1955
Wallace Sterling and Fred Terman
set out plan to transform Stanford

Faculty: build steeples of excellence

Facilities: tap post-war expansion of federal
research infrastructure

Funding: rely on faculty’s ability to compete for
peer-reviewed research funding

Faculty Reputation Rankings

1925
3
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7
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Faculty Reputation Rankings
1966
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Faculty Reputation Rankings
1970

Berkeley Harvard Stanfod  Yale  Michigan Chicsgo  Prnceton
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Faculty Reputation Rankings
2006
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Faculty Reputation Rankings
1982
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Faculty Reputation Rankings
1925, 1966, 1982, 2006
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Building a Strong Research University

How do you bring about a transition
that you know will take
decades to complete?

Vision: provide clear, compelling vision that will
outlast you

Culture: create a culture that will permeate instituti
and perpetuate itself

Process: establish processes that support goal and
make it difficult to stray




Vision:

Culture:

Process:

Faculty

Tenure raquires basl in broadly!
defined field; not just besl
candidate or besl in cohort;
“Harvard of the West"

Funding

Universily provides
outslanding colleagues.
space, students,
faculty generales funding

Total maritocracy,
uncompromising standard of
excallance, preterence for
junior stars, wait for right
candidale

Anything possible,
enleprensurshp rewarded,
“eal whal you kill";
practical applicatons valued

Billet system for positions.
appointmenls only in
departments, appoiniiments

& tenure raquire ok ai

avery level

Research administration as
facilitators; Independent labs
for large, interdisciplinary
rasaarch; Office of Technology

Licensing

End

Building a Strong Research University

Long-term Transformation

Long-term transformation cannot
depend on individual leaders,
since leaders will change

To inittate this kind of change
leaders must provide seeds (vision),
soif (institutional culture), and
trellis (administrative process)
that will survive leadership change
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A7 -Or—FIVIZETEELEDOL L7 ([ EER) The German Excellence Initiative: Three Funding Lines

* The second phase (2012~2017): total budget € 2.7 billion (#3,600/&/7)
» Graduate Schools(GSC)

S Japan
— Mo -//---' - * Establish internationally competitive research training centres
? / a/\/_-__ /" -‘\_—“

China — L Sy, * Strengthen universities’ research activities/priorities

R p— e * Apply a multidisciplinary approach according to the needs of participating
" 4 # ; ; : disciplines, faculties, departments, etc

AT * Receive between € 1.0 and € 2.0 million per year

» Clusters of Excellence(EXC)

Establish internationally visible, competitive research and training facilities
Enhance cooperation among the participating institutions

Raise the profile and reflect the research priorities of the universities
Receive between to € 3.0 and € 6.0 million per year

i =

il e > Institutional Strategies(ZUK)

5 /\\\/-,_5 /"- =] * Promote top-level university research at an international level
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b i L i S PN R .
e \’7'-\.__“"*-“—\_ 2 universities’ areas of international excellence
S —— e = o

— - et - « Receive € 12.0 million per year (#715. 6{&F4-%)
' ! * Administered by the German Council of Science and Humanities(Wissenschaftsrat)

(HEKIRE) by Dr. Wiegner
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