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Meet Russ Ritter
TUMBLEWEED: Russ, perhaps you would describe exactly what it 

is the Development Office does and what; our job is as Director of 
Development.

RITTER: Well, eccentially our number one responsibility is 
fund-raising. Fund-raising takes place in many different ways. Usually 
we get a budgeted figure that we hope to raise during the fiscal year. 
Usually this runs from $100 to $140,000 a year. We operate under the 
umbrella at the Carroll College Foundation, which is a an incorporated 
foundation with its own separate Board of Trustees. It acts as a vehicle 
for seeing that Carroll College receives a donor’s gift and applies it as 
the donor requests. For example, say Mr. Jones of Butte gives us $1000 
and says, “I want it to be used to buy microscopes for the Biology 
department.” Then its our job to see that the money is then used for no 
other purpose.

We also raise money that has no strings attached, as the College 
needs money for its operational fund. We get that money from alumni, 
from friends to the college, from operations. We handle all gifts that 
come to the College. For example, we handle Century Club donations.

We also have scholarships of two basic kinds, endowed and cash 
grants. We see that these are awarded every year and that the donors 
are given recognition for their generosity.

The two major capital fund drives that we’ve run in the last 10 years - 
the P.E. building and the dental hygiene program- were both handled 
through the Carroll College foundation.

TUMBLEWEED: Who are the major benefactors of the school? Are 
they individuals or corporations?

RITTER: Well, there’s an old saying, trite maybe, but. . .“people 
give to people” , and so we like to relate as best we can on a one-to-one 
basis. Especially in corporate giving, you find that two or three 
individuals on the Board of Directors are sold on what we’re doing. We 
try to make them feel that Carroll is one of the things that they should 
be contributing money to.

TUMBLEWEED: Does that mean that we should adapt our policies 
in some way to make ourselves appear attractive to these particular 
interests?

RITTER: Well, of course we like to give them our best shot. I don’t 
think that means we have to sacrifice any areas of academic freedom 
or prostitute our integrity in anyway. If they can’t take us for our 
worth, then I suspect that we’ll have to look for somebody else. 
Obviously, you don’t want to, well. . .let’s take the example of DOW 
Chemical, which never happened here but if DOW was a major 
contractor for napalm, which was a moral issue in the war. . .tht 
doesn’t mean I wouldn’t call on DOW Chemical for a gift. I would hope 
that we wouldn’t have demonstrations going on about the same thing I 
was calling on DOW Chemical for a donation.

TUMBLEWEED: When soliciting gifts from corporations do you run 
into any problem because of the fact that several faculty members 
some of whom are socialists, directly oppose their philosophy?

RITTER: No, because I think that they’re aware of this. Anybody 
that’s a clear-thinking individual, I don’t care if he’s president of ITT 
or RCA or the local bowling alley, I think he realizes that the greatness 
of America has been as a melting pot of a lot of ideas. Now, needless to 
say, that company is looking at one thing. . .that’s it’s profit and loss 
statement. It’s going to be looking at donations where it can do it the 
most good. If we were a college which advocated the violent overthrow 
of private enterprise or things of this nature, I’m sure they look at us 
with a jaudicest eye, to say the least. By the same token, they realize 
that colleges are still colleges, and that’s where thought, ideas, and 
research and development goes on.

TUMBLEWEED: To go back for a moment to your comments about 
protecting and respecting the freedom of the academic institution, 
while at the same time putting your best foot forward. . .do you feel 
that when we are trying to set policy on. . .on something like parietal 
hours or in starting up a student newspaper, do you feel there is a 
consideration about how these things are going to be perceived by 
alumni or benefactors.

RITTER: Oh, I’m sure there are. It makes our job tougher, to be 
quite frank. I may accept the changes that are happening here, and I 
may not in some cases, but I’m here and see the reality of the situation. 
But maybe George Jone, who graduated in 1918, thinks well by God, 
that’s not the way we used to do things. So it makes it tougher in many 
cases, but if I had to sell my soul to qualify for a gift, if I had to lie about 
what’s going on here at Carroll, well I couldn't do it. Like many times, 
one of the first questions you get is, “are there drugs on Carroll’s 
campus?” I say, “sure there are drugs. I’m sure they’re not as big a 
problem as they may be in other schools. Our Dean of Students feels 
that alchohol is more of a problem than other drugs.”

TUMBLEWEED: To approach that question from a little different 
angle, like when we’re setting parietal hours or whatever, should the 
people who are formulating the policy stop and say, “well how is this 
going to perceive?”

RITTER: Well, I suspect that that could be one thing. Being 
idealistic rather than pragmatic I think that the decision should be for 
the well-being of the product that we’re trying to put out. If this is good 
for the 1976 graduate, then I think that should be the basis for the 
decision. If you can’t go out and! get a job when you leave this place 
because you’re not with it, then Carroll’s been no value to you. If you 
don’t leave this place with a good feeling about Carroll, well from a 
pragmatic point of view we’re not going to get any money from you as 
an alumnus.

TUMBLEWEED: I neglected to ask if the amount of money the 
Development Office brings in is a substantial portion of Carroll’s 
budget.

RITTER: A rule of thumb is that 10 per cent of the yearly operating 
expenses should come from these various sources. That would be 
somewhere between $250 and $300,000. We’ve never reached this mark, 
but we certainly have increased in the last 5 or 6 years. We’re looking 
very strongly at a major capital campaign within the next year. . .a 
building campaign. Probably if we do build, it would be a library. To 
zero in on a figure.. .well we’re limited in our alumni sources. Many of 
the private schools have had excellent alumni records. We have not. 
We’ve had problems with our computer, getting the information we 
need. . .

TUMBLEWEED: You mention having problems with alumni. What 
level of support do the alumni provide?

RITTER: Well, we started off at around a level of $4,000, the year 
before I came here. We’ve increased that to about $25,000, and this year 
we had a substantial increase. The big problem is our alumni are 
spread so darn far all over the country. It’s difficult to keep in contact. 
I think the real problem is that Montana has such a lousy economics 
base that we can’t keep our graduates here.

TUMBLEWEED: How about the more recent graduates?
RITTER: Well, there we don’t care so much how much they send, 

but that they let us know where they are and how they’re doing. Our 
statistics indicate that within the first 10 years a Carroll graduate 
moves 5 times. Of course he’s probably in an economic situation where 
he can’t afford very much. But we really appreciate a dollar or 2 
dollars because it shows us he really cares. Even if he can’t send us 
anything. . .let us know what and how you’re doing.

TUMBLEWEED: What role does an athletic program play in 
fund-raising?

RITTER: I suspect to a school like Notre Dame, which has a 
tradition of non-alumni contributors, it’s a big thing. Someone said the 
other day about Notre Dame’s new coach, Devine, having a 5 year 
contract. I said if someone wanted him out of there, 2 or 3 calls could 
buy his contract up. I think it is easier to raise money about athletics 
than for academics. Needless to say a winning football team certainly 
doesn’t hurt the college. If it’s a winning football team at the expense of 
everything else then yes it does hurt the college. You know Notre Dame 
lost $450,000 this year because they didn’t go to a bowl game. If the 
weather didn’t change, 90 per cent of us wouldn’t have anything to talk 
about. Wen we go to alumni meetings, if we couldn’t say, well the 
football team looks like this and so on. . .

TUMBLEWEED: How much money, roughly does the Century Club 
raise for athletics?

RITTER: This year they will raise about $25,000. That money is 
earmarked specifically for football scholarships, and maybe $400 or 
$500 for other expenses.

TUMBLE-WEED: Are there any other channels set up to aid a
specific segment of the college?

RITTER: Well, like the forensics team will come and say, “gee, we 
need 500 bucks to go to St. Louis for a meet. Can you heln rs out? Well, 
I’ve got a few aces I can go to, who’ve said to me, “hey, let me know 
when you’ve got a special case where I can help out. So I’ll go to that 
guy and say, “hey, I’ve got a good thing here and the kids can’t go 
unless they get some money.” Or some needy kid will come in, and he 
can’t qualify for work study or B O G grant, and he’s really up against 
it. . .well, I’ve got friends of the college I can lean on for maybe 500 
bucks.

TUMBLEWEED: In your postition you have a lot of contract with 
the community, so perhaps you can give us your views in the 
perception of Carroll by the community, the business community and 
the community as a whole.

RITTER: Well, I may be the worst person in the world to judge this 
because I’m so close to it. I’m involved in the community in many 
areas, and in this way I can keep in touch. I think the biggest asset we 
have is our relationship to the community. They appreciate the football 
team, and the basketball team, and the forensics team and the 
availability of night classes and our facilities, and the community 
appreciation banquet. Dr. Kerins is totally involved in the community. 
We’re interested in the community because we’re a part of the 
of the community. I feel that we’ve got better relations with the 
community than any other college in Montana has with the community 
in which it is located. I think that this community really thrives on the 
fact that Carroll is here.

Campus Forum
Editor’s Note:
In this issue we had planned to 

print a progress report on the 
College Council. In lieu of that 
report, we are printing this letter, 
submitted to Dr. Kerins by Bob 
McCarthy, which gives an ex
m em ber’s perceptions of the 
Council. Responses are encour
aged.
Dear Dr. Kerins:
I have decided not to continue 

wasting my time serving on a 
“ policy-making body” which 
does not take itself seriously. 
Despite repeated proclamations 
that it intends to become the chief 
policy-making body of this school 
(under the Board of Trustees) the 
College Council members are 
unwilling to sacrifice the small 
amount of time each week that 
accepting such a responsibility 
would necessitate. In its efforts to 
hear every side of every issue, 
while at the same time refusing 
to increase the length of fre
quency of its meetings, the 
Council has ensured that it will 
deal with an absolute minimum 
of significant issues. I hereby 
submit my resignation from the 
College Council, but I leave with 
the parting suggestion that the 
Council do one of three things:
1. Continue the current practice 

of meeting for two hours each 
month, but recognize the futility 
of attempting to be an effective

policy-making body and cease 
claiming a grandiose role;
2. Make a commitment to give 

sufficient time to the making of 
college policy; assume the re
sponsibility to make college 
policy decisions, knowing full 
well that every decision is not 
necessarily going to be readily 
accepted by every member of the 
community, and, for that matter, 
that every decision is not 
guaranteed to be the best one; in 
other words, take a chance and 
become the chief policy making 
body you claim to be; or
3. Cease to exist as the College 

Council and tell the students what 
some of my more realistic friends 
have been telling me all along. . 
.that students are here to go to 
classes, pay money, get a degree, 
and they have no business getting 
involved in school policy.
I believe you have tried to make 

the council an effective body, Dr. 
Kerins, as have certain other 
members of the council. I 
appreciate your devotion to 
making the council an effective 
body, and I respect those 
members of the council who 
share that dedication. Personally 
I have come to the conclusion 
that such expenditures of time 
and effort are in vain. I have 
concluded that certain members 
of the council have no interest in 
seeing it fulfill it’s potential. In
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addition, it would seem that the 
vast majority of students them
selves don’t really care whether 
or not they have a voice in 
formulating school policy.
At any rate, I believe that a 

change in attitudes, which only 
seems possible via a shake-up in 
council membership, is a pre
requisite for constructing an 
effective council. Unfortunately, 
such a shake-up, if t comes at all, 
will only come with time. Until 
then, I'm afraid the council will 
continue to lanquish.

SINCERELY,
bob McCa rth y

CAMPUS FORUM 
After reading last issue’s Cam

pus Forum, I requested the 
opportunity to reply to the views 
expressed therein. In that article, 
as you will recall, students were 
taken to task for demanding 
responsibility, which, in the 
author’s opinion, we’ve shown we 
cannot handle. While I respect 
Brenden O’Connell for starting a 
legitimate and, no doubt, widely 
held view, I feel that specific 
criticism s of that viewpoint 
deserve equal time.
1) The opinion was expressed 

that students show their irrespon
sibility through property damage 
in the dorms and around the 
campus. This may very well be 
indicative of irresponsible be
havior, but let us not ignore 
certain other factors. I would 
suggest that faculty or staff 
might behave in a sim ilar 
manner given similar circum
stances. As a matter of fact, I 
think we have inadvertently hit 
upon the perfect recipe for a 
variety of social ills, the least of 
which is property damage. Put 
several hundred adults (students 
or nuns, the difference is negligi
ble) in a run-down dormitory; 
mix in a generous amount of 
pressures, crowded conditions, 
and varied frustrations; attach 
the stigma of second-class citi
zenry ; run the subjects through a 
daily assembly line of classes, 
cafeteria, and study; etc. ad 
nauseum. Perhaps immaturity 
isn’t the primary factor?
2) In spite of the atmosphere in 

which we live, how many 
students really deserve to be 
called immature or irresponsi
ble? In my opinion, it is a small 
minority of students who are 
involved in property damage and 
theft. Is it right to penalize all 
students and classify everyone as 
irresponsible? That makes about 
as much sense as saying all 
politicians are crooks, based on 
the actions of a few.
3) Finally and most importantly 

what the hell are we doing here?! 
This is supposed to be a college, 
where students learn. What do 
you learn about responsibility 
when your life is managed for you 
by a group of administrators? 
Sure, many students like it that 
way because it’s so easy. But that 
is all the more reason why 
students must take responsibility 
for their education and for their 
lives.
These, then, are the specific 

criticisms I make of the argu
ment put in last issue’s article. 
My position is that students, or 
anyone else, for that matter, will 
never learn to exercise freedom 
responsibility un ,il they are given 
the opportunity to develop that 
responsibility. I would suggest 
that an academic institution 
which fails to recognize this fact 
and fails to encourage such 
development is in no way 
providing a total education.

BOB MCCARTHY


