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will study the world and other languages
“not because of enlarged requirements…
but as a result of a new set of opportuni-
ties.” Less onerous course requirements
and other changes have the aim of “bring-
ing our students and faculty together in
intensive, inescapable ways,” particularly
in small classes and learning groups.

Lofty though those these aims are,
Kirby warns that the “history of our cur-
ricular reforms in the past century shows
that Harvard has been better at making
large curricular statements than it has
been in improving the teaching of its un-
dergraduates.” At this juncture, “We
should be pleased for this Faculty to en-
gage in a firm defense of the ideals of lib-
eral education…but only if…we really im-
prove what we do here.”

His letter also raises, indirectly, some of
the chief obstacles. The proposed ap-
proach to general education depends on
“summoning the Faculty to mount a new
set of foundational courses to serve as por-

tals to large and important
areas of knowledge”—not
always a priority for pro-
fessors intent on pursuing
research and training
graduate students. Simi-
larly, given “our severe
deficiencies in academic
advising”—a problem that
looms larger if students
exercise more freedom to
choose courses—something tangible has
to come out of the report on that subject.

Faculty members in fact devoted their
December 6 meeting to advising. Harvard
College dean Benedict H. Gross began the
discussion by announcing the appoint-
ment of Monique Rinere, who has been at
Princeton, as the first associate dean of
advising programs. The new position,
overseeing all undergraduate advising,
was recommended by the curricular-re-
view advising committee.

Ford professor of human
evolution David Pilbeam,
chair of the committee, re-
viewed its recommenda-
tions, which extend from
informing pre-freshmen
about possible course se-
quences to assisting upper-
classmen with concentra-
tion concerns. He noted
that one-quarter of first-

year students, at most, have advisers who
are academic personnel—just 60 or so lad-
der faculty (of 700) participate. He hoped
to more than triple that number, and to
invite informal advising, too, such as
through panel discussions. Most of all, he
urged colleagues to consider advising “an
integral part of our role as teachers.”
Doing so, he acknowledged, requires both
adviser and advisee to overcome a “culture
of mutual avoidance.”

Dillon professor of international a≠airs
Jorge I. Domínguez described an ethos of
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Distributions from the endowment now make up the
largest source of Harvard’s operating revenues: $855 million, or
31 percent of University income, in the fiscal year ended June
30, 2005. So the Corporation’s annual decision on how much
money to make available from the endowment is of pressing im-
portance to the faculties. In the current fiscal year, a new two-
tiered distribution formula yields a “base” 4 percent increase,
plus as much as 4 percent more for agreed-upon “incremental”
spending plans negotiated by deans and President Lawrence H.
Summers (see “The Payout Payoff,” March-April 2005, page 61).

Apparently satisfied with this approach, the Corporation in
November again authorized a stepped increase in the distribu-
tion. For fiscal year 2007, beginning July 1, faculties can expect a
5 percent general increase in funds received, plus as much as 6
percent more for the targeted priorities. According to Ann E.
Berman, vice president for finance and chief financial officer, the
Corporation also issued “planning guidance” for fiscal years
2008 through 2010.The base distribution would rise 4 percent
annually; the incremental distribution would be 4 percent in
2008, declining levelly to half that by the end of the three-year
period.

In an interview, Berman noted that the richer distribution for
2007 is driven by the current low payout—the percentage of
endowment market value distributed—which is, in turn, “driven
by the endowment results.” Very high returns on endowment
investments in the late 1990s and the successful University
Campaign (which raised $2.6 billion) prompted very large distri-

butions to fund University operations. When returns turned
negative in fiscal years 2001 and 2002, as Summers took office
and began to set new priorities, the distribution was slashed to
a low-single-digit rate of growth. Now, following double-digit in-
vestment returns for three consecutive fiscal years, the payout
rate for 2006 has fallen to 4.3 percent of endowment value—
the lowest figure since 2001, and below the Corporation’s long-
term goal of 4.5 to 5.0 percent. If the faculties are able to make
full use of the base and incremental distributions in 2007,
Berman said, the rate could rise toward 4.6 to 4.7 percent, as-
suming normal endowment investment returns.

This year, she said, the incremental funds have been applied to
financial aid in every school. In addition, the funds were used to
add faculty, or to boost faculty support (for example, in the form
of summer research monies and resources for international
work). Focusing on these priorities, she said, demonstrates that
the University is using its available funds in a targeted way, be-
fore prospective donors in a future capital campaign are asked
to lend additional support toward such goals.

To enforce that discipline, Berman disclosed, the incremental
distributions come in the form of a separate pool of money
each year, and will be similarly segregated in subsequent years,
rather than rolling into each faculty’s main stream of endow-
ment revenue. In this way, the extra funds will have to remain
dedicated to the purposes deans and the president negotiate, so
long as the Corporation hews to the two-tiered system of dis-
tributing money to the schools.

Sharing the Wealth

Monique Rinere
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