
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 Tuesday, May 31, 1994 
 3:15 - 5:00 
 Dale Shephard Room, Campus Club 
 
 
Present: Irwin Rubenstein (chair), Mary Askelson, Mark Davison, William Gerberich, Karen Karni, 

Craig Kissock, Gerald Klement, Fred Morrison, Richard Pfutzenreuter, William Rudelius, 
Thomas Scott, Albert Yonas 

 
Regrets: David Berg, Mary Sue Simmons, Dianne Van Tasell 
 
Absent: David Dahlgren, Michael Hoey, Roger Paschke, Doris Rubenstein, Susan Torgerson 
 
Guests: President Nils Hasselmo 
 
[In these minutes:  Central administration reorganization; biennial budget advisory committee] 
 
 
1.   Central Administration Reorganization 
 
 Professor Rubenstein convened the meeting at 3:20 and thanked the President for joining the 
Committee on short notice; he asked President Hasselmo to restate the purpose of the reorganization 
proposal. 
 
 The President said the reason for the reorganization is that the administration has not been designed 
in such a way that it fits the demands of a large and complicated organization that needs to make changes. 
 He said he has reluctantly come to the conclusion that decentralization must take place and that the office 
of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs (hereinafter SVPAA) and Provost must be split up (the 
idea was originally Dr. Infante's).  He has also concluded that much of what central administration must 
do is in policy and in system or Twin Cities infrastructure; to have the SVPAA in charge of policy and 
infrastructure AND in charge of day-to-day responsibilities for colleges was not a job any one individual 
could perform.  In addition, there have been layers of administration introduced in recent years with 
responsibilities not well defined; the reorganization proposed will flatten the structure.  The plan sorts out 
campus and system responsibilities as well as line and staff responsibilities.  This plan says there are six 
major entities at the University--the three coordinate campuses and the three Twin Cities provostal areas 
(health sciences; arts, sciences, and professional schools; agricultural, biological, and environmental 
sciences). 
 
 One concern that appeared in the FCC minutes, it was noted, was about cross-collegiate concerns.  
Another is where promotion and tenure decisions will be made.  Those are University decisions, not 
college or unit decisions. 
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Regents. 



Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
May 31, 1994 
 

 2

 The President said that there must be lateral relationships and that they could be STRONGER with 
the division of the University into six components.  There will be integrating mechanisms, such as the 
vice presidents for research, undergraduate education, and outreach, and the Graduate School and 
University College.  In terms of promotion and tenure, the President said he is moving toward letting the 
provosts and chancellors make the substantive decisions, with the central administration providing only a 
technical review.  He agreed, however, that institutional standards remain an issue. 
 
 One Committee member inquired about the size of the unit headed by the arts, sciences, and 
professional school provost; will it be manageable, compared to the other units? It will be the largest unit, 
with nine colleges, the President responded.  But the provost's job will not include central policy-making; 
rather, it will be to interact with the deans on planning, personnel, and budgetary issues.  The health 
sciences will probably have six colleges plus the Hospital; the number of colleges under the agricultural, 
biological, and environmental sciences provost will likely be five, in addition to the Extension Service 
and the Experiment Stations.  The number of colleges in the latter two units will depend on the reporting 
relationships of the College of Biological Sciences and the College of Veterinary Medicine.  While the 
units would differ in size, they would be more manageable than what now exists. 
 
 Another Committee member raised a number of issues.  First, the documents concerning the 
reorganization need editing; they are top-down, with essential decisions being made by a small group.  
The provosts are "managing" the colleges, not leading in making decisions and creating positive 
environments.  The documents were prepared by people who advise the leaders of factories.  No doubt the 
President does not intend that perception, but if provosts are appointed within the framework of the 
documents, that would be a negative signal that could accidentally go forward. 
 
 Second, the documents do not get at one fundamental problem, which is getting the deans and 
faculty to push for advocacy of an overall institutional vision.  The proposal does not enfranchise the 
deans; they are left out almost completely and treated implicitly as functionaries.  They could be effective 
leaders but they are not involved in policy-making that they can then own.  The roles of the deans and 
colleges must be defined; they are key players, but treated here almost as an afterthought. 
 
 Third, it may or may not be a good idea for the research function to become a staff rather than line 
function.  But then the job characteristics of the provosts MUST include management of research 
sponsorship--they must provide the encouragement and support functions for research that have been 
performed by the Vice President for Research.  Perhaps it will be better to have three research provosts 
than one research vice presidents, but the provosts must be held accountable for teaching, fiscal matters, 
AND research productivity--and the last responsibility must be written in more strongly. 
 
 Fourth, while the reorganization looks good on paper, the President will need to be certain that the 
"staff" functions are staff, not more line officers whose approval must be obtained before decisions are 
made.  One can be concerned that this will be another layer of administration.  If they are really to 
become staff officers, one should PROHIBIT them from talking to the deans and provosts for six months, 
until they learn their function.  Otherwise what will happen is that decisions will go through the provost, 
then the President's staff, and then the President, leading to an expansion of management at the top of the 
University without the provision of additional service.  There cannot be both strong provosts and strong 
vice presidents, it was said, and the President must decide which he wants. 
 
 The President said that he has written job descriptions of the SVPAA and the provosts; there is no 
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lack of things to do, he observed.  He is trying to put in place a basic structure, he said, but recognizes 
there are a number of issues that must be dealt with.  He has mulled over the possibilities a long time, he 
told the Committee, and the fundamental assumptions involved lead him to believe the proposed structure 
is the right one.  He said he does NOT assume there will changes in faculty governance or participation 
and that he hopes the provosts will help intensify cross-collegiate relationships; right now he sees too 
much isolation.   
 
 The President also said that the culture and structure must match--he believes they would under the 
reorganization--and if they do not, people do not act as they should and the system breaks down.  The 
central administration would be responsible for institutional strategic planning, budgeting, and external 
relations; within the confines of the plans and annual reviews of them, the provosts would be executive 
officers (which is one reason why they should have responsibility for promotion and tenure).  The 
fundamental change is that the provosts should be responsible for the decisions.  Within the clusters 
headed by the provosts, he said he expects there will be strong faculty governance, decision-making, and 
communication-building.  That cannot be accomplished without manageable clusters.  At the same time, 
he said, he did not want to fragment the Twin Cities campus too much, and has rejected the notion of a 
provost for the arts and sciences and another provost for the professional schools. 
 
 One Committee member expressed concern about the reorganization given the goals of U2000.  
The reorganization should strengthen the University so it can carry out U2000  
plans--form should follow function.  If the University is to change, it should change in light of the U2000 
assumptions, and that relationship is not apparent in this proposal.  Research, undergraduate education, 
and outreach are identified as staff functions, and it seems those roles have been weakened. 
 
 That argument suggests the Vice President for Research leads research across the institution, the 
President pointed out, which has not been the case.  There was opposition to the research vice president 
playing that role.  Nor has the Vice President for Research taken over from the deans and vice presidents 
the responsibility for leading and sorting out research priorities or resource allocation.  The research vice 
president has had the function of promoting interdisciplinary relationships, development of policy, and 
management of ORTTA.  Those responsibilities are proper and would be exercised in the reorganized 
structure.  The provosts would lead in the development of research priorities, as would the deans and 
chairs; he said he does not see the Vice President for Research as a line officer for research. 
 
 What this reorganization will do to the research, student affairs, and outreach officers, it was 
insisted, is "remove them from the table" where significant discussions take place.  They will all be 
represented by the SVPAA.  At present there are two vice presidents (research, student affairs) to 
represent those interests at the table, and one can be concerned about the effect of the reorganization on 
the support for those two areas.  The President replied that he has heard a number of arguments on this 
point: on the one hand, the three individuals should not be too strong and that they should be associate 
vice presidents; on the other hand, it is being argued here that they should be stronger.  The point is to get 
the job done, it was said, a proposition with which the President concurred. 
 
 Asked about the staff functions of the research and student affairs officers, the President said the 
research officer will help in policy development and system-wide activities.  The student affairs officer--
perhaps with the additional title of dean of undergraduate student life--will manage traditional student 
affairs activities, such as admissions, financial aid, and so on, as well as take central responsibility for the 
Undergraduate Initiative (recruitment of students, student relations, community-building, etc.).  The 
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position would be oriented more to the freshman and sophomore years and seek to integrate lower 
division students into campus life. The responsibilities would not necessarily be greater or fewer than 
those of the current Vice President for Student Affairs; there would be additional responsibilities for 
activities that cut across provostal areas. 
 
 With the Vice Presidents for Research and Student Affairs leaving, will the University be able to 
recruit individuals of the same quality into the new positions?  The President expressed confidence it 
would be able to do so. 
 
 One Committee member concurred with the proposition that the restructuring should support 
U2000 planning.  The trend in American industry, it was said, is to eliminate staff and strategic planning 
units, because there is a danger of too many staff leading to gridlock.  Moreover, no matter how the 
structure is arranged, the result will be vertical geographic or functional provostal organizations and 
U2000 plans cutting across the University.  One need not be worried about the Ph.D. mission--that will 
take care of itself because of the vested interests of faculty--but there is cause for concern that 
undergraduate education will be lost even further.  (The Committee member then distributed a motion 
about the reorganization for the Committee's consideration.  Professor Rubenstein proposed holding off 
discussion of the resolution until after the President departed.) 
 
 The President pointed out that the University has never had a vice president with responsibility for 
undergraduate education before, while this organization proposes an officer to highlight undergraduate 
education, to integrate it across provostal areas, and to serve as the conscience of undergraduate 
education.  That is the purpose of the job, he noted, and said he was puzzled at the proposition 
undergraduates would be ignored.  He said he would reject any organizational plan that would not 
continue to strengthen undergraduate education.   
 
 One governance concern, which may not be important, is that the structure would not recognize the 
function of the Twin Cities Campus Assembly.  More important, there is nothing in the reorganization to 
pressure the two provosts to work together on the undergraduate curriculum (the health sciences have 
very few undergraduates).  Would that responsibility fall to the dean of undergraduate life?  That seems 
like the wrong person, it was said.  One can worry that the momentum begun under Vice President 
Hopkins will fall between the cracks. 
 
 Should the provost for the arts and sciences be responsible for undergraduate education, the 
President inquired?  It would have to be the SVPAA, it was responded, because the position cuts across 
provostal areas--but that individual cannot have the responsibility if it is a staff position to the President.  
One alternative would be one Twin Cities campus provost, the President observed, in addition to the 
health sciences provost.  How will the curriculum of the Twin Cities campus be organized when all three 
provosts must cooperate, interjected another Committee member?  Will the President be responsible, 
since the provosts will not report to the SVPAA?   
 
 The President responded by pointing out to the Committee that there are a large number of 
competing dimensions to be considered in the reorganization--lower division education, upper 
division/major-based education, professional schools, graduate education, outreach, research.  He said he 
would very much like a lower division academy offering a truly cohesive and stimulating education--but 
who would the faculty members in it be?  He said he has tried to develop an organizational structure that 
optimizes the ability of faculty and administrators to get together on important issues.  The provosts will 
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have major responsibilities but the central administration will keep an overall eye on the institution. 
 
 This runs the risk, it was pointed out, of the central administration becoming another layer of 
management.  The provosts will not have the authority to make decisions about registration, for instance; 
the SVPAA will act on the advice of a vice president.  From the standpoint of undergraduates, one can 
more readily justify two provosts--health sciences and Twin Cities--than three.  It would be easier to 
make decisions within one bailiwick.  There have been long discussions on this point, the President 
repeated, and no one has proposed a better scheme. 
 
 Asked about the justification for splitting arts, sciences, and the professional schools from 
agricultural, biological and environmental sciences, the President responded that they are clusters of 
related activities that also share a cultural bond, geographic cohesion, and outreach activities.  One could 
make the same distinctions in other ways, it was pointed out.  The President agreed that there are 
alternatives and said he has considered them.  The arts, sciences, and professional schools seems a logical 
arrangement, however, and reflects what is done nationally; the same is true of the agricultural, 
biological, and environmental sciences complex.  Of the 176 land grant institutions and state colleges, 
many have similar organizational groupings.  There are a variety of possibilities, the President told the 
Committee, and any solution is a compromise among competing interests.  What there must be is an 
individual to make decisions for a cluster of disciplines.   
 
 With respect to the proposed resolution, the President said it would be helpful if the Committee 
could propose an alternative scheme, if it disagrees with his proposal. 
 
 The critical piece in all of this, said one Committee member, will be the job descriptions of the 
provosts and vice presidents; they could allay a number of concerns.  What will be the relationship 
between the SVPAA and the provost for arts, sciences, and professional schools?  The provosts can listen 
to the vice president, but can decide they are running their own ships and cannot be directed by the vice 
president.  There will be a difference between developing policies and setting priorities, the President 
observed.  The central administration, under the SVPAA, will develop policy and guidelines within which 
the provosts and deans will act.  Much planning will be at the provostal level, knit together with 
institutional priorities at the central level. 
 
 What leverage, he was asked, will the Vice President for Student Affairs have to get the provosts to 
do the right thing?  The President replied that the vice president will get things done by being part of the 
central planning, through the SVPAA and the President--and in cooperation with the provosts, since a 
spirit of cooperation is necessary.  The President will serve as the line officer to whom the provosts 
report.  Policies will come through the SVPAA with the assistance of the central officers. 
 
 Asked if this plan would give him more time to strengthen the academic mission of the University, 
the President said he certainly believed it would.  It will also give the SVPAA time to deal with a large 
number of issues while the provosts run the units. 
 
 One Committee member suggested that the most important element of the reorganization, after the 
strengthened provost role, is the role of the President.  Once the SVPAA is staff, the buck stops with the 
President.  But the President cannot do everything, so the SVPAA will have to interact a great deal with 
the provosts and chancellors.  It will not be a clean and clear break between staff and line responsibilities, 
but one hopes there will not be another layer of administration. 
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 Discussion then turned to the notion of a presidential office, within which there would be the 
SVPAA, the finance vice president, and other officers; the most recent version of the reorganization has 
them as well as the General Counsel and outreach officer in it, the President said.  The President would 
decide on the allocation of responsibilities among the officers, and would make the governance decisions 
and guidelines and policies "stick."   
 
 It is not clear how oversight of planning and computing would occur in the structure--many 
universities have one individual with responsibility for computing on both the financial and academic 
side.  The University has never had that arrangement.  The President pointed to the continuation of the 
position of Associate Vice President for Computing and Information Services and close collaboration 
between that office and counterparts in Finance and Operations.    
 
 The President then said he envisioned, as one operating cluster, the President's office (Academic 
Affairs, General Counsel, Finance and Operations, External Relations, Research, Student Affairs, 
Outreach, Planning, Budgeting and Associate to the President, for a total of ten).  Those ten plus the three 
provosts and three chancellors would make up an executive counsel.  That should be spelled out, it was 
said. 
 
 One concern about THAT depiction, it was said, is that the first group of ten will consist of no one 
with line academic functions--they will all be central staff.  The staff have to get together, the President 
observed; if they are the group that runs the University, it was rejoined, that will be a problem.  It was 
suggested that the staff be left out altogether.  One criticism heard around the University is that it is run 
by people who have never taught a class and never done research.  This sounds like a group composed 
exclusively of such people, which is worrisome.  (The President has noted that seven of the ten people 
will be individuals whose background includes full professorships, so this criticism is puzzling.) 
 
 Professor Rubenstein thanked the President for discussing the plan; the President said he 
appreciated the give and take and that it helped him think about the plan.  He said he will propose 
something to put in place, what he believes is the best for the University, but with the understanding that 
there remain a number of issues to be sorted out and that faculty participation must be strengthened. 
 
 Following the President's departure, the Committee continued to discuss the reorganization plan.  
One Committee expressed concern about the issue of power--will the structure allow things to come up 
from below.  Another said that Michigan empowers deans, Wisconsin empowers department heads, and 
this plan empowers provosts and chancellors, with little thought to empowering people who make a 
difference to faculty members.  The plan, said another, worries about fixing issues peripheral to most 
academics but does not deal with the core, such as undergraduate education.  This plan will be a step 
backwards in that respect because the University has been moving in the right direction but would not do 
so under this plan.  (The President, on review of the minutes of this meeting, said he did not believe these 
were valid assumptions.) 
 
 Following a second to the motion, it was said that what is needed is an advocate for undergraduate 
education who can knock heads and who can plan and implement programs.  The point of the resolution 
is to emphasize the importance of undergraduate education to the Regents and the taxpayers.  (The 
President subsequently said that strengthening undergraduate education is precisely what he intends this 
reorganization to do and pointed out that there will be a redefined vice presidential position with 
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responsibility FOR undergraduate education (and student affairs).) 
 
 One Committee member inquired if anyone could respond to the President's request for an 
alternative structure; several individuals said the status quo is better.  One said that the Twin Cities (apart 
from the health sciences) should not be split.  The separation of the health sciences has been propelled by 
the scandals and by the economics of health care, but there is little reason for the creation of two other 
operating units.  One can argue more easily for one or three or five, but not two. 
 
 There ought to be one sub-president in charge of the rest of the Twin Cities campus, it was again 
argued, and the documents do not address the question of who makes effective decisions for the Twin 
Cities.  It is the DEANS, who are hardly mentioned.  (The President subsequently pointed out that he is 
not proposing to reorganize the deans.)  But the creation of only one additional provost runs afoul of 
political interest groups and also raises span-of-control and power questions.  The latter is a concern of 
the President, it was noted; a "super provost" in the Twin Cities becomes another president. 
 
 The Committee then deliberated briefly on the wording of the resolution, agreed that research and 
undergraduate education were its chief concerns, and after which it voted unanimously to adopt it: 
 
  The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning encourages the President and the 

Board of Regents to consider a way for the University of Minnesota reorganization to better 
respond to the needs of undergraduate students and to provide administrative support for 
research in order to reflect the priorities set by U2000. 

 
2.   Biennial Budget Advisory Committee 
 
 Professor Rubenstein then turned to Associate Vice President Pfutzenreuter, who distributed the 
charge letter to the Biennial Request Advisory Committee (BBAC) and named its proposed members. 
 
 One Committee member inquired about the usefulness of such a group when the University faced 
the possibility of base cuts rather than increased funding.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter pointed out that the funding 
situation may depend on who is governor, and the University must in any event play it safe.  The BBAC, 
he said, would help decide on the presentation of the request (specifics versus general statements, for 
example); its creation responds to the sense that there was insufficient participation in the development of 
the biennial request in the past. 
 
 The Board of Regents, Mr. Pfutzenreuter explained, wish to have a conceptual framework for the 
biennial request by July; they will review the request in September and act on it in October; it is due in St. 
Paul by the middle of October.   
 
 Following brief discussion, Professor Rubenstein adjourned the meeting at 5:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


