
 Minutes 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 April 18, 1991 
 
 
Present: Warren Ibele (chair), Kathy Diaz, Paul Holm, Norman Kerr, J. Kim Munholland, 

Burton Shapiro, Charlotte Striebel, Tina Tidrick, Shawn Towle, James VanAlstine, 
Christine VeLure, Shirley Zimmerman 

 
Guests: Becky Dense, Geoff Gorvin (Footnote), President Nils Hasselmo, Vice President 

Richard Heydinger, Ted Iszler, Senior Vice President Leonard Kuhi, Geoffrey 
Maruyama, David Minkkinen, June Nobbe, Mike Richter, Maureen Smith (Brief) 

 
 
1.  Discussion with President Hasselmo 
 
 Professor Ibele welcomed the President to the meeting; the President reviewed briefly the points 
that he and FCC discussed at the preceding meeting. 
 
 The President told the Committee that the University is conducting analyses of various tuition 
plans; they are, in turn, being linked to what the University can estimate will be available in financial 
aid.  He said he has heard nothing more about the proposal to change State funding of instructional 
costs from 2/3 to 1/3, and an increase in financial aid; he said he has no sense of whether or not there 
is any broad support for the plan.  One student noted that a plan to put more money into work-study 
programs would be self-defeating; students already have to work a great deal, and to offer them 
additional opportunities to obtain aid by working--further reducing time for study--will only serve to 
slow down progress to graduation.  The President said this question has been discussed with Senator 
Durenberger's staff and with representatives of the U.S. Department of Education.  The same issue will 
be raised with Senator Wellstone. 
 
 One compromise on cost of instruction paid by the State might be 50/50 with a commitment to 
increase financial aid, one student member observed--but the legislature has never kept its promises to 
increase financial aid to identified levels; how can anyone believe that promise now?  The University 
should also request that the financial aid funds should be channeled back to the institution, rather than 
to HECB, because 54% of financial aid funds are directed to students at private colleges--who make 
up only 23% of the students.  The President said the University has been trying to make very clear the 
dislocations and impact of such a large change in tuition rates. 
 
 The President repeated that he did not have any newer information on the likely appropriation 
for the University; based on current discussions in the House, it could be $12 - $14 million less than 
the current base. 
 
 Apropos the possible merger of the other three systems, the President was asked, has the 
University contemplated the potential effect such a merger might have on the University's "stature" in 
Minnesota?  He said they have, although the effects are difficult to predict.  The merger would 
certainly create a system with considerable political clout; it could also be a mechanism to better set 
priorities and to minimize the duplication of facilities and programs.  In that sense it could take some 
of the pressures off higher education funding.  If so, the Committee member inquired, why is it not 
logical to include the University in the merger--which would provide an even clearer motivation to 
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efficiently allocate resources?  The President said he would be against such a proposal, in part because 
mammoth systems do not necessarily solve the problems.  It is equally likely that the problems could 
be addressed with the existing system; what is needed is a mechanism to make priority decisions.  This 
could be accomplished through HECB, or a partial merger, or even a complete merger--but a merger is 
no guarantee that the priorities will be set because the same political pressures will exist.  It is to be 
hoped that the State has realized that priorities have to be set, and choices made, rather than continuing 
in the duplicative fashion that has existed, to some extent, up to now. 
 
 Is there an effort being made, in the current merger bill, to reduce the influence of the legislature 
on higher education?  The President said he saw no change in that regard.  Higher education needs 
political influence on decisions at the level of setting priorities, the President observed; then the 
institutions need to operate as academic organizations when it comes to appointments and program 
development.  But the State has to set the priorities. 
 
 Students at the public institutions, who met to consider merger, identified three problems that it 
would not solve, the President was told:  (1) there will be no mission differentiation; (2) there will be 
no resolution of course equivalency or transfer problems; and (3) there is no movement toward a 
single transcript which could be used by any student in any system.  These are issues, the President 
commented, that could be resolved through a variety of mechanisms, not only system merger.  
 
 Another Committee member observed that the "merger mania" could be seen as a way to get the 
legislature off the hook for making decisions on campus closings; to merge the systems will permit 
those decisions to be delayed for a few years.  
 
 Professor Ibele thanked the President for joining the Committee. 
 
2.  Discussion of Poll Results with Vice President Heydinger 
 
 Professor Ibele next welcomed Vice President Heydinger to talk about "myths and realities" of 
public attitudes toward the University. 
 
 There is much good news in the poll results, Vice President Heydinger began.  External 
Relations is trying to "keep in touch with our customers," to find out what they think about the 
University.  Public opinion polls were conducted in 1988 and 1990; part of the communications 
strategy of the University is to "listen to Minnesota."  People need to understand what the public really 
thinks about the institution, rather than what those, particularly inside the University, think the public 
thinks. 
 
 For the 1990 poll, they also polled internal constituencies, both on the same issues as well as on 
other matters.  The internal poll was conducted only on the Twin Cities campus; the presentation at 
this meeting will only take up the results from the external poll.  It was later agreed that Dr. Heydinger 
would return to the Committee in the future to discuss the internal polling results. 
 
 Dr. Heydinger then reviewed the highlights of the poll results for the Committee.  He cautioned 
that they come from a 12-minute telephone conversation and can only be taken as a very gross 
measure of public attitudes.  [The results will not be reported extensively in these minutes; copies of 
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the poll results are available from the Consultative Committee office, 626-0884.]  Some of the major 
points: 
 
 -- People do care a lot about the University.  The results do not vary with the region of the 

State being polled, but there is a difference in responses depending on whether or not 
one has attended college. 

 
 -- Asked about contact with the University, either personally or by a member of their 

immediate family, nearly 3/4 of the population of the State or their family has had at 
least one contact with the University (contact ranges from attending an athletic event to 
a CEE conference to taking a class to talking on the telephone with a faculty member, 
etc.).  Again, there is a difference between those who have attended college and those 
who have not. 

 
 -- People in the State appear to value about equally, and by large majorities, the missions 

of undergraduate education, graduate and professional education, and research. 
 
 -- Of those who consider themselves informed about the University (by self-report), they 

give the University high marks on its academic quality and somewhat lower marks on 
administration and management (although opinions on the latter areas improved 
noticeably between the 1988 and 1990 polls). 

 
 -- Substantial majorities of the respondents agree or strongly agree that the University 

makes contributions to the social and economic climate of the State, that the people of 
the State get an excellent return on the investment in the University, and, conversely, 
that the University does not cost the State too much money. (Many organizations, Dr. 
Heydinger noted, receive similar support in poll results.) 

 
 -- Respondents are divided on what the educational policies of the University should be 

(in such areas as admissions requirements, limiting enrollments, concentration of its 
resources, attention to research versus teaching, and improving the educational 
environment for students).  These issues require attention on the part of the University 
in terms of communicating with the public. 

 
 Professor Ibele thanked Dr. Heydinger for the presentation and said the Committee would ask 
him back to discuss the results of the internal polls. 
 
3.  Comments from Professor Maruyama 
 
 Professor Ibele welcomed the faculty legislative liaison, Professor Geoffrey Maruyama, to the 
meeting to inform the Committee about the status of the legislative request. 
 
 Asked to hit the high points, Professor Maruyama responded jocularly "there are no high 
points."  The most important occurrence is that the Senate has basically adopted the Governor's 
position.  He and Professor Gray met recently with Senator Roger Moe; it is his view that until the 
Governor proposes more money for the budget things will not change.  The legislature is throwing the 
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problem back to the Governor. 
 
 This raises questions about what the University's strategy should be.  It is Senator Moe's hope 
that higher education will mobilize to seek additional support, but that puts the institutions in the 
middle. 
 
 The other major issue is the proposed change in State support for the cost of instruction, 
sponsored by Senator Gene Waldorf.  The broader issue is one of fairness and equity; the Private 
College Council argues that if financial aid is sufficiently increased, tuition could also be increased but 
the State subsidy for affluent students would then be reduced.  The practical effect would be that the 
proportion of tax-payer dollars that go into higher education will be reduced.  One can ask why the 
State should fund any of the instructional costs; why not go to 100% funding from tuition?  The issue 
that should be raised, Professor Maruyama observed, is the extent to which higher education should be 
supported with public funds. 
 
 Dr. Heydinger cautioned that the Committee should not reach a conclusion about Senator 
Waldorf's proposal too quickly.  The point is not that it is necessarily a good proposal, but there is 
much more in it than meets the eye.  The issues are complicated and include questions of social 
transfer payments and motivations for students to graduate in a timely way.  There may be ways to 
improve the cost of attendance for everyone, through this proposal, as well as to extend aid for five 
years.  The University may decide to argue strongly against the proposal, but it needs to be clear about 
its implications for quality improvement and the cost of attendance for students.  It goes way beyond 
the question of tuition rates.  The analysis of the proposal demonstrates that at a tuition rate which 
covers 2/3 of the cost of instruction, families with incomes up to $55,000 would qualify for financial 
aid.   
 
 Professor Maruyama also raised the issue of salaries.  He reported that he is not actively 
pushing the salary question, although Professor Gray continues to do so.  The legislature is now 
considering a freeze on employee salaries; he has told legislators that as long as the University is 
permitted to tinker with retention cases a salary freeze is actually fairer.  The majority of University 
faculty are not unionized, and would thus see zero salary increases.  For unionized employees, that 
might not necessarily be the case; unions have historically chosen to negotiate salary increases and lay 
off those with least seniority in order to pay for them.  The legislature may try to prevent that by 
adopting a freeze; if a freeze appears not to be likely, he will then once again press for salary 
increases.  For the time being, however, he has given up on the issue. 
 
 Professor Ibele thanked Professor Maruyama for his report. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 2:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 


