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 Faculty Consultative Committee 
 Thursday, May 19, 1994 
 11:00 - 1:30 
 Dale Shephard Room, Campus Club 
 
 
Present: Judith Garrard (chair), Carl Adams, John Adams, Mario Bognanno, Lester Drewes, James 

Gremmels, Kenneth Heller, Robert Jones, Morris Kleiner, Geoffrey Maruyama, Toni 
McNaron, Cleon Melsa, Irwin Rubenstein, Shirley Zimmerman 

 
Regrets: Karen Seashore Louis 
 
Absent: none 
 
Guests: Senior Vice President E. F. Infante, President Nils Hasselmo 
 
Others: Maureen Smith (University Relations) 
 
[In these minutes:  Central administration reorganization; (with Dr. Infante) regulatory audits, the 
biennial request 
 
 
1.   Discussion with President Hasselmo:  Administrative Reorganization 
 
 Professor Garrard convened the meeting at 11:05 and welcomed President Hasselmo to provide a 
status report on reorganization of the central administration. 
 
 The President recalled that he had begun working on a possible central administration 
reorganization last Fall with a review of the capability to manage the University and to pursue U2000 
goals vigorously.  The reorganization began with the health sciences; with the appointment of the provost 
who reports directly to the president, one set of duties was removed from the portfolio of the Senior Vice 
President for Academic Affairs (hereinafter VPAA).  That provost--the CEO of the health sciences--has 
responsibility for strategic planning, budgeting, and personnel (including promotion and tenure, with 
perhaps "technical review" by central administration).   
 
 The establishment of the health sciences provost prompted the question of whether or not that 
same structure ought to obtain for the rest of the Twin Cities campus.  That question, in turn, was related 
to the older questions about positions that carried system versus campus responsibilities and line versus 
staff responsibilities. 
 
 The President told the Committee he has decided the Twin Cities campus should have a provost 
system:  in addition to the health sciences provost, there should be one provost for the arts, sciences, and 
professional schools and one provost for agriculture, natural resources, and environmental sciences.  This 
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proposal leaves unanswered the question of the affiliation of the biological sciences; he has tentatively 
proposed they report to the arts, sciences, and professional school provost.  The provosts would have the 
same responsibilities as the health sciences provost--over curriculum, budget, strategic planing, 
personnel, and so on. 
 
 The provosts would not be central officers and would not participate in institution-wide decision-
making.  They would be CEOs of operating units on the Twin Cities campus.  This would be a major 
change in the operation of the University, the President observed, but it is needed given the size, 
complexity, and requirements of change and accountability that confront the University.  The University 
has suffered from diffusion of responsibility and "issue drift"; this reorganization also recognizes this is a 
university and that there are system functions to be looked after--something the coordinate campuses 
have long known. 
 
 To describe it simply, there would be six major units:  the three coordinate campuses and the three 
units headed by Twin Cities campus provosts.  The central administration will serve the system.   
 
 The President then drew the attention of Committee members to a schematic illustration of the 
proposed reorganization and discussed some of its elements.  Three vice presidents ((Academic Affairs, 
Finance and Operations, Institutional Relations) and the General Counsel will report to the President, in 
addition to the three provosts and three chancellors.  The associate to the President (Professor Mario 
Bognanno, beginning mid-June) will serve a coordinating and agenda-setting function.  The President 
said he did not know if he would retain the "senior vice president" title.   
 
 Asked about the Graduate School, the President said Research and the Graduate School would be 
one of three major units reporting to the VPAA to oversee policy development, engage in central 
strategic planning, and operate central infrastructures common to the system (the other two would be 
Outreach/CEE/University College and Undergraduate Education and Student Life.  He said the 
Research/Graduate School function would continue, although he was uncertain whether or not it would 
be headed by a vice president or an associate vice president.   
  
 In terms of Outreach/CEE/University College, there would be a new officer, on the 
recommendation of the Outreach Council, who would conduct the planning, coordinating, and policy-
making functions for outreach, similar to the role in research played by the Vice President for Research.  
That individual would also probably be dean of University College; the Extension Service might also 
report to him or her. 
 
 In terms of Undergraduate Education and Student Life, the President said he was thinking of 
adding some elements of undergraduate education to the responsibilities of the Vice President for Student 
Affairs, with the tentative title of vice president for undergraduate education and student life.  The 
individual would have student affairs responsibilities to the extent they are not delegated to the provosts 
and chancellors (e.g., over such areas as Boynton Health Service, registration, the student unions, and so 
on--system-wide or Twin Cities-wide activities).  There would need to be a sorting out of responsibilities 
between this office and those of the provosts and chancellors. 
 
 Reporting to both Academic Affairs and Finance and Operations would be planning, budget, and 
analysis and evaluation.  Human Resources would retain its dual reporting structure to both vice 
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presidents.  The four existing units within Finance and Operations (Facilities Management, Master 
Planning, Operations Development and AIS, and Treasurer) would remain as is.  Academic Affairs 
would continue to be responsible for the Art Museum, Concerts and Lectures, the Libraries, etc.; Finance 
and Operations would also continue to have responsibility for health and safety, administrative services, 
housing, food services, and the like. 
 
 Committee members inquired about the level and location of Computing and Information Services. 
It will be under the VPAA, the President said.  Committee members suggested that consideration be 
given to making it a fourth box reporting to the VPAA on the organizational chart (in addition to 
Research and Graduate School, Outreach/CEE/UC, and Undergraduate Education and Student Life); the 
President agreed that that could be a possibility.   
 
 One Committee member inquired if these arrangements might not lead to fiefdoms; the President 
said he wanted to avoid that.  He wanted independence where appropriate but also a lot of lateral 
relationships in outreach, teaching, and research among the provosts and chancellors; they are not 
intended to be watertight compartments.  Planning, budgeting, and personnel would be hierarchical; 
curriculum, research, and outreach should have flourishing lateral relationships. 
 
 One Committee member then posed two questions.  One, how will this structure make issues of 
undergraduate curriculum be handled more effectively on the Twin Cities campus?  Two, how will the 
provost structure foster cooperation in research and graduate education among Twin Cities units that 
should be cooperating?  There are arguments for two versus one provost for the Twin Cities with respect 
to undergraduate education and research and graduate education. 
 
 The President reviewed the models that he had considered.  Having the health sciences provost 
report to him, while the chancellors and other provost(s) report to the VPAA seemed anomalous, so he 
rejected those alternatives and decided that provosts and chancellors should report to the President and 
the VPAA should serve as a staff officer.  Then there was the question of two or three provosts for the 
Twin Cities.  One argument in favor of three rather than two was the span of authority problem:  A single 
Twin Cities provost, except for the health sciences, would have too many responsibilities; size and 
complexity favor three rather than two provosts.  Another issue is whether or not to have separate 
provosts for the arts and sciences and the professional schools, but those groups are traditionally 
coherent.  In addition, the agriculture/natural resources/environmental sciences resembles units elsewhere 
in the nation, so this follows organizational convention.  Third (and this is not a matter of his personal 
power, the President assured the Committee), one provost for the flagship campus can overpower both 
the President and the other officers; this will help reduce that possible tension.  The President, he said, 
would remain chancellor of the Twin Cities campus. 
 
 If one accepts those arguments, said one Committee member, there is a case to be made for 
separate provosts for arts and sciences and for professional schools; some institutions do have that 
arrangement.  President Hasselmo responded that his concern is that there would be too much 
fragmentation; there are a number of dimensions to consider and a balance is required. 
 
 Another question, pointed out one Committee member, is how this structure would affect the 
issues revolving around the biological and life sciences.  They are now scattered, but they are a source of 
important research.  The President said he was trying a new structure and at the same time to identify 
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issues that must be resolved, such as the affiliation of the biological sciences.  They must be linked to 
both provosts; the question is which relationship should be primary.  He agreed that the questions remain 
and said that the University needs to spend a year or two looking at them; he is not making assumptions 
about the future organization of the biological sciences, but he believes there needs to be a consolidation 
and a clear focus.   
 
 Another Committee member suggested that the biological sciences would have to have a 
relationship with all three provosts on the Twin Cities campus.  The schematics presented have the 
biological sciences under the arts, sciences, and professional schools provost but also with a dotted line 
relationship to the agriculture, natural resources, and environmental sciences provost; what does that 
mean?  The President said he is not deciding they should report to the arts and sciences provost--he is not 
certain about that--and the dotted line relationship is intended to signal the existing relationship to 
agriculture and natural resources. Veterinary Medicine, he noted, remains under the health sciences 
provost but also has a dotted line relationship with the agriculture and natural resources provost.  These 
issues, he repeated, need to be sorted out.  It was pointed out that the biological sciences have as many 
relationships with the Medical School as they do with agriculture and natural resources; the President 
affirmed that those relationships must continue. 
 
 Will this reorganization, the President was asked, address for his office and the University the 
problems in higher education in Minnesota, outside the institution?  Or is it intended to solve internal 
problems, rather than enhance the University's ability to deal with the external world?  President 
Hasselmo said that the VPAA would be much better able to deal with system policies and relationships 
with other higher education systems because there would be time to devote to those activities. 
 
 The promise of this change, observed one Committee member, is that it will increase the ability of 
the VPAA and the President's office to deal more effectively with cross-cutting issues, rather than 
balkanize the University.   
 
 The President also noted that the term "environmental sciences" is vague and some object to it.  A 
number of fields are involved in them and the relationships are important--there must be cross-cutting 
disciplinary relationships.  He said he wanted the term in the title of one provost, but it may not be 
retained. 
 
 It needs to be made clear whether this reorganization is still being discussed or if it has been 
decided upon, said one Committee member; its status is not clear.  The President said he wished to put a 
basic reorganization before the Regents in June and for action in July, including three provosts and a 
model of central administration like this one (and many of the boxes on the organizational charts are 
omitted, he acknowledged).  He said he proposed to make a decision.   
 
 The next steps are to put on the table the affiliation of the biological sciences and Veterinary 
Medicine and clarification of other dotted line relationships.  There are also a number of transition issues 
to be dealt with, he pointed out.  There are people in positions now; their job descriptions could be 
changed, and he is working with the EEO office to decide where national searches will be needed and 
where incumbents can be assigned to different positions.  This must be done thoughtfully and humanely, 
he said, because the decisions affect people's lives, so timing will be a consideration.   
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 Is it is hope, the President was asked, to have the two new provost positions filled by September, if 
the Board approves the reorganization in July?  The President said that will depend in part on whether or 
not national searches are required.  He said he has not decided on what the most effective way to make 
the change would be.   
 
 Introduction of a new structure now, to work more effectively to achieve the goals of U2000, may 
be an opportunity for the University to do its job better.  But, it was pointed out, disrupting the structure 
of central administration also imposes costs.  This suggests that the President temporize and that he fill 
the provost positions on an interim basis until they are better defined and how they will advance U2000 
better worked out.  This plan would add new positions when experienced people are leaving the 
University; it is hard to think about the program for next year when the University is seeking major 
players.  Unless interim appointments are made and the positions are refined, it will difficult to hold all 
this together as the University comes upon the next budget year.  The President agreed; it is always an 
inopportune time, and he has decided he must just make the changes in order to improve the 
implementation of U2000. 
 
 Has thought been given to the authority of the VPAA, the President was asked?  Dr. Infante first 
proposed this model, President Hasselmo said, and it represents dramatic changes in the position because 
it goes from a line to a staff position.  Dr. Infante has been "magnificently unselfish," the President 
commented, and has proposed a structure he believes best for the University.  The discussion has only 
been in structural terms, he added, but it is his assumption that incumbents will be used to the greatest 
extent possible; searches would be conducted only when there is a compelling need to do so. 
 
 One question about this proposal, said one Committee member, is that it appears to create more 
levels of administration and people; is this a consolidation or an adding on?  One objective, the President 
responded, is a flatter structure.  He does NOT plan an expansion of the administration or the staff 
complement, and he is in fact keeping a tally of positions to be sure that is the case.  There was some 
expansion in the health sciences, but that is already in place. 
 
 Several Committee members urged the President to make the changes as soon as possible and to 
put in interim appointees, noting that he knows the individuals in his administration well enough to do so. 
  
 One Committee member maintained that more hard thinking about computing and information 
systems and the libraries is required.  They will be more important than facilities, it was said, in the 
future, and they will be important if the University is to remain on the leading edge.  Depending on the 
arrangements, the responsible officer could get bogged down in operating details.  A related issue not 
addressed by this proposal, the President noted, is distance education.  It may be, he said, that the 
University should hire an outside expert for a period of perhaps two years (but not build a position into 
the permanent structure) to help plan the development of distance education.  
 
 The President thanked the Committee for its comments and asked that any additional views be 
communicated to him soon because he will be preparing his recommendations for the Board of Regents 
in the next week. 
 
 
2.   Continued Discussion of Reorganization 
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 FCC members continued to consider the reorganization proposal for a short while after the 
President departed.  A number of points were made by individual Committee members. 
 
 -- The Committee did NOT wish to have an additional meeting to discuss the proposal. 
 
 -- The provost for arts, sciences, and the professional schools has a daunting set of 

responsibilities; they are larger than those currently held  by Vice President Hopkins, so 
this will be a CRUCIAL position.  A logical extension, one could split CLA out of those 
responsibilities; while it might put a CLA provost in a WEAKER position, because the 
person would only represent one box, it is a huge chunk of the University. 

 
 -- At present, Senior Vice President Infante has an impossible job, with all the units that 

report to him PLUS the staff function of system issues.  That is a major reason for this 
proposal.  The Committee, however, was not completely satisfied with the proposed 
configuration of the professional schools and the arts and sciences; those responsibilities 
may need to be subdivided. 

 
 -- It appears that the chancellors as well as the provosts will have virtually final authority 

over promotion and tenure (at present, the VPAA has the final say on appointments).  
Under the proposal, the VPAA would no longer be a line officer.  One suspects that the 
arrangements with the health sciences provost--who will be responsible for a great deal--
will predict the arrangements for the other provosts and the chancellors. 

 
 -- How will this benefit the faculty?  One possible positive benefit is that an officer such as 

the VPAA will now be able to attend to cross-cutting issues he now does not have time 
for. And while the practical difficulties of dividing infrastructure responsibilities will be 
excruciating (e.g., space and facilities), that could also be of benefit to the faculty. 

 
 -- It will be important for the Professors Adams (1994-95 chair and vice chair of the Faculty 

Consultative Committee) to hold the administration's feet to the fire to be sure that time 
and effort are freed up for important issues that are now neglected--and so that there are 
not six people bogged down rather than two. 

 
 -- It will also be important to make it clear that this does NOT represent another level of 

high-priced administrators and that some current positions will be eliminated.   
 
  -- No institution works well if faculty do not understand the alignment of what they do with 

what the organization is trying to do.  As the organizational structure problem is solved, 
the questions of what is done within the University must also be addressed so that it and 
the faculty are working in the same direction.  That has not been discussed today, but is a 
larger concern for U2000.  Faculty morale and faculty development questions must be 
taken up in the near future; the University has to be sure that 3000+ faculty feel good 
about what they are doing and that they are doing it effectively. 

 
 -- This structure should permit more faculty contact with their CEO (although perhaps not in 
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arts, sciences, and professional schools). 
 
 -- If each provost and chancellor is a CEO, with their own financial officer, will that lead to 

competition among units for funds?  And will that not, in turn, put the coordinate 
campuses at a disadvantage? 

 
 -- The biological sciences will never prosper unless all three provosts work together; there 

need to be expectations created, as the new provosts are put in place. 
 
 -- Even though the plan does not call for an expansion of the administration, will not these 

new provosts need staffs?  But the problem was that there were too many functions and 
not enough people; if more people are needed, the University should get more people--it 
MUST do so if it is to accomplish its goals.  Either that or functions need to be eliminated. 

 
  The problem has been that the faculty have not been informed--the faculty need to be told 

WHY more people are needed and what improvements will result.  It is the SILENCE that 
is the problem. 

 
3.   Grievance Officer Report 
 
 Attention was drawn by one Committee member to the report of Clarence Carter, University 
Grievance Officer.  The high success rate of settling grievances at early stages was noted.  The numbers 
in the report represent outstanding performance, it was said. 
 
4.   Discussion with Senior Vice President Infante 
 
 Professor Garrard then welcomed Senior Vice President Infante to the meeting, who had a number 
of issues to discuss with the Committee. 
 
 REGULATORY CONCERNS   Dr. Infante began by reporting on a concern of the Board of 
Regents Audit Committee about the University's possible liability exposure in certain areas of 
misconduct in the use of human subjects in research; the Board would like the University to take action 
to protect itself.  As a result, a sampling of external grants will be taken and a regulatory audit will be 
conducted (not a financial audit) to learn what the current situation is.  The Committee, at the close of the 
previous agenda item, discussed a concern about adding people and expenses to the administration; in the 
last year, the size of the Internal Review Board (IRB) for the Use of Human Subjects in Research was 
doubled because it did not have sufficient staff and was playing too passive a role.  The IRB consists of 
faculty volunteers, who need staff to help them.  One problem is that while it approves or disapproves 
research protocols, it never follows up to see that the protocols were followed.  The point of the audit 
will be to learn, NOT to evaluate the specific grants selected for the study.  Ten grants will be selected 
for their involvement in specific regulatory areas (IRB, OSHA, or radioactivity) to be sure that the 
University has appropriate oversight in place and to be sure that the law is being obeyed.  Dr. Infante said 
he regretted the need to spend additional money and emphasized that there is no intent to intrude on 
academic freedom.  The University has obligations to meet, however, and the Board of Regents is 
concerned that they be met. 
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 Dr. Infante said there are other issues as well--for example, the Americans with Disabilities Act 
compliance and health and safety issues--where the University may not have been as careful as it should 
be.  The point of the study will be to learn if that is the case.  The intent, he repeated, is not to intrude on 
research but to learn if the University is meeting its obligations to itself and to the world.  It is to be 
expected, he added, that people will make mistakes; what must be avoided is a mistake-prone culture. 
 
 It is to be hoped, said one Committee member, that the goal is not zero errors; that would shut the 
University down.  What must be sought is a reasonable level of compliance.  A study of ten cases, out of 
15,000 to 20,000 each year, will not answer all the questions, Dr. Infante said; what the University must 
ask itself is whether or not it is exercising enough responsibility to ensure that things are not going 
wrong. Another objective of the study is to raise the level of consciousness about compliance.   
 
 The system depends on faculty serving on the IRBs, pointed out one Committee member, and that 
cost is often not accounted for.  The University needs to be careful not to take more faculty time to serve 
on the IRBs than they have to do their own research. 
 
 The term that had been used to describe the study was quality control; one Committee member 
suggested that was inapt and that it was a conformance audit and study of compliance mechanisms.  
Quality control implies there will be second-guessing on issues requiring a judgment call by the 
researcher. 
 
 BIENNIAL REQUEST   Dr. Infante next said he wished to raise with the Committee the question 
of the approach to the 1995-97 biennial request.  The University must be ready to send its request to the 
legislature by October 15.  It will be presented to the Board of Regents for information in September and 
action in October. 
 
 The request must be based on planning, he said, but what posture should the University take?  This 
will be an important request for the University, for several reasons.  First, the economic situation 
provides opportunities for groups to make their case.  There will be a lot of competitors for funds, so the 
University must be sure it makes its case as well as it can.  Second, it will be important to the success of 
U2000.  Third, there will probably be a thoughtful discussion, at the highest political levels of the state, 
about where the state should be investing in the future. 
 
 Given the timing of the development of the request, he is suggesting that it be done in two phases:  
first, a conceptual approach, with the broad ideas and the posture for the bases of the request identified, 
and second, details to be filled in later, with subsequent review.   
 
 Dr. Infante told the Committee that the administration would like to establish an advisory 
committee on the biennial request, to include (probably three) representatives from the governance 
system.  The two major players from the administration will be Associate Vice Presidents Kvavik and 
Pfutzenreuter; the President will make the final decisions, with advice from him and Senior Vice 
President Erickson.  If the President concurs, the advisory committee will be appointed in the very near 
future. 
 
 Dr. Infante then related discussions that had occurred earlier at a retreat with the deans about the 
posture the University should take on the biennial request.  There are two extremes.  One way is to speak 
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in general terms about the decline in funding and the need for inflationary, catch-up, and physical plant 
and equipment needs.  The second way (used in the legislative session just concluded) is to identify 
specific items the University needs, in a way that parallels the state specials.  Both approaches have 
advantages and disadvantages. 
 
 The 1993-95 biennial request used a combination of approaches, asking for inflationary funds as 
well as support for three initiatives.  The Governor's budget proposal contained funds for neither inflation 
nor the initiatives, so the University spent considerable time trying to avoid being cut.  He has the sense, 
however, that the University did not work hard enough on the initiatives, while the argument for 
inflationary increases did not work--it is seen as "give us more money to keep on doing what we're 
doing."  Asked later if the cost-of-living (COL) argument is not driven by unions, and if the University 
would not receive what they do irrespective of what it asks for, Dr. Infante said that COL is not a good 
argument and the answer from the legislature will be to find it internally. 
 
 More successful this year was the University's request this year, based on proposals that made 
sense.  One possible drawback is that the core of the University must be sustained as well, and most 
conversations are not about the core.  It is also the sense of a number of people that the University must 
distinguish itself from the other systems of higher education in the state--it has research and outreach and 
it also has the more expensive instructional components of higher education.   
 
 Three points came out of the discussions with the deans. 
 
 1.  There needs to be continuity with prior biennial requests and with the supplemental request 
made this year.  The ground has already been prepared, and more investments in these areas needs to be 
made. 
 
 2.  It is essential that the University's approach be a mixture of specific proposals as well as 
generic issues (such as compensation, serving under-represented populations, facilities and equipment), 
with perhaps four to six general thrusts that distinguish the University from other institutions. 
 
 3.  The administration is to be chided for not organizing the University community--faculty and 
deans--to participate in the political process of making the request.  Several Committee members 
observed that the administration has generally enjoined faculty and administrators from participating in 
the legislative process and that they have abided by that embargo; Dr. Infante said he was unaware of the 
injunction and acknowledged that the University has not done a good job of organizing the process.  
Eventually this activity would be coordinated by the Vice President for External Relations, but for the 
1995-97 request it will need to be organized earlier. 
 
 Dr. Infante then offered some other comments about the request.  First, there is a feeling that 
society has problems and that the University can contribute to the solutions; it should offer to do so.  If it 
is to identify themes, it should pick areas where those solutions are wanted.  At the same time, the 
independence of the University must be considered.  No more than five or six themes should be selected. 
 
 Second, in terms of accountability and critical measures, the University learned, from focus group 
discussions with the external community, that it faced a disbelieving environment.  So measures were 
proposed and the external stakeholders invited to look at them.  That induced a level of confidence.  
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Undergraduate education was easier to understand than will be advanced research and graduate 
education. As the 21 critical measures for evaluating the University's progress are refined, it will be 
important to be careful that the right ones are used.  In terms of the critical measures that have recently 
been discussed, some are of more interest internally; the external environment will be interested in a 
subset of them (for example, it will emphatically be interested in graduation rates). 
 
 Third, he observed that there is nothing like a budget discussion to make people forget about 
planning.  He said he is DETERMINED that planning will drive the budget.  Some planning done thus 
far has been excellent; in other cases, almost nothing has been done.  He wants the process to consist of 
planning, evaluation, measurement, and budgeting. 
 
 One Committee member then commented that the focus on themes and the use of measures was a 
good idea, but no matter how they are selected, what will be the connection between them and unit work 
and what will inspire the faculty to push for them?  Unit heads typically do not see that as their job, and 
deans tend to look inward.  The President has proposed a reorganization of the senior management 
structure; there must be a follow-through with the colleges and departments to be sure that all are moving 
in the same direction.  That is the weak link; the best processes must be played out in the units so that 
faculty believe in what is being done and what happens.  One does not see that in some of the colleges 
now. 
 
 Dr. Infante said that one thing he heard at the deans' retreat was that for perhaps the first time, the 
group of twenty or more deans expressed a willingness to lobby on behalf of the entire University, not 
their own unit.  He said he also senses that while faculty have their individual perceptions, the events of 
the last three or four years have taught many that we must hang together or we shall assuredly hang 
separately.  There seems to be a commonality in views among such diverse units as Law, Medicine, and 
IT that higher education is in danger of going backwards unless it is careful about how it uses its 
resources--people appear to be willing to make sacrifices.  He said he is not pessimistic, although the 
competition for resources will be fierce. 
 
 In terms of the request for compensation, cautioned one Committee member, it must not be a 
surrogate for cost-of-living increases, which are dying.  Dr. Infante agreed and said it must be framed as a 
competitive issue.  It was noted that the Compensation Working Group is working on compensation 
issues and that in its work over the summer, there will be a group of ten to fifteen people who know the 
issues and who can serve as a lead group on the issue.  One Committee member noted that the University 
must retain its autonomy at the same time it does the work of the state.  Moreover, in talking to 
legislators, those who take political action on behalf of the University must talk the language of the 
representatives in terms of what the University is doing that is different or special; they call the tune 
because they have the purse.  What in this will be the tie to compensation?  The Working Group, it was 
said, will be pragmatic:  if salaries do not reflect the competition in the marketplace, the University will 
slip.  The Working Group is also paying attention to the argument that the University must do things 
smart and must do what students and others want, balancing individual faculty needs with what the 
University needs.   
 
 In industry, observed one Committee member, a company does not devise a product and try it out; 
it talks to its customers and designs products they need.  The University ought to identify what its 
problems are as perceived by the Governor and legislature; the University can respond as it determines 
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appropriate and inform them what resources it needs to do the jobs they expect it to do.  It is his view, Dr. 
Infante responded, that the University should be willing to do some things in areas that society is 
concerned about, but it would do badly were it to give up the core.  The legislature may not be concerned 
about the top quark, but that is important.   
 
 In terms of the political process, it was said, the message must be gotten out that it is OK to help 
the University.  But those who might become involved have to have their stories straight.   
 
 Dr. Infante inquired if it was the sense of the Committee that the University should follow a mixed 
strategy in presenting the biennial request to the legislature.  The Committee affirmed that it was. 
 
 It was agreed that the Committee would have an additional meeting on June 23 to consider the 
biennial request. 
 
5.   Announcements 
 
 Professor Garrard then made two announcements: 
 
 -- The annual assessment of the President will take place in June; time has been set aside for 

members of FCC to participate in the review.   
  
 -- She is appointing a small subcommittee to look at the academic freedom policy 

statements; the purpose is not to change them but to consolidate them into one policy 
document for the Board of Regents.  Professor John Adams will chair the subcommittee. 

 
 Absent other business, and given that the Senate meeting began in 20 minutes, Professor Garrard 
adjourned the meeting at 1:40. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


