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[In these minutes:  Committee business; comments again on the discussion the previous week with members of the Board of Regents and possible further interaction with them; discussion of tenure, U2000, biennial request, and the senior vice president for academic affairs position with the President; discussion of the AHC and the consulting firm with the President and Provost Cerra]

1.  
Committee Business

Professor Adams convened the meeting at 9:30 and began by asking the Committee to approve the docket for the May 16 Faculty Senate meeting, to include election of a vice chair and discussion of tenure (with NO action on the latter expected).  One name has been suggested as vice chair; Professor Adams asked Committee members to think about individuals who might serve.  In the past, the position has been used to achieve balance and representation on the Committee, so that particular groups or particular parts of the University are included; he noted that there will be no representation from the agricultural disciplines next year.  He also noted that the nominee must currently be a member of the Senate.


The Committee approved the docket.


*  *  *


Professor Adams then said he believed it essential to make one comment for the record, given the article in the DAILY about the Committee earlier in the week.  He noted that the minutes of the October 5 meeting of FCC were quite clear about the discussion of the tenure working group, its nature and role and relationship to the normal governance process, and about its appropriateness and legality.  The minutes record that the Committee had an extensive discussion and approved establishment of the tenure working group.


*  *  *


The Committee also had a useful, if not wholly satisfactory, discussion with members of the Board of Regents; one Committee member then suggested that there be informal meetings with the members of the Board of Regents about tenure and academic freedom.  Professor Adams reported that he had called Regent Reagan about the possibility; Regent Reagan had three concerns to which the Committee needs to be sensitive:

--
One, there should be some role for the administration in such discussions; the presence of one senior officer would meet this concern.  A dialogue would be helpful, but the administration should not be inappropriately cut out of the process.

--
FCC thought a candid, informal, and non-public exchange would be helpful, so would take place with one or two Regents at a time; Regent Reagan preferred that the groups be slightly larger so that Board members are aware of one another's views as well.  A problem might be that anytime three or more Regents are together and discussing University business, it must be a public meeting.

--
From the Regents' point of view, it is increasingly a question of "who represents the faculty?"  They are not constraining who might participate, but they would not necessarily see only FCC as representing the faculty.

Apart from these concerns, he said, he believed the Regents would find these meetings to be helpful.


Committee members offered a number of views.

--
While a good idea, these meetings could be as badly misconstrued as the tenure working group; FCC cannot afford two of these in such a short period of time.  There should be no meetings that have the perception of a closed door.


The purpose of the gatherings would be strictly informal discussion, not negotiating any particular points, although the perception of the meetings might be something else.

--
If the goal is to educate the Regents, the people who should participate should be senior faculty, well established, whose reputations precede them.  One thinks of Regents Professors, for example, and not just those who chair the three committees dealing with tenure code amendments.


If the meetings are held, it should not just be the committee chairs, because that will also make it look like some kind of negotiating session.  That is not the intent at all.  But there is also room for education on both sides, which might be a reason for including Professors Dempsey, Feeney, and Fogelman; while the faculty want to educate the Regents, the Regents may wish to do a little educating of the faculty as well, and those three individuals would be an important part of that process.

--
The meetings should be very informal and frank, and should consist of two faculty, two Regents, and one administrator; there could be education on both sides.  In addition, there could be a public meeting, perhaps with the whole Board, to try to convey important thoughts to the Board.  


This can be suggested, Professor Adams said, but Regent Reagan's concern must be kept in mind.

--
A larger meeting is needed; at the last meeting between faculty and the Board, there was much misunderstanding on both sides; there appeared not to be an understanding of academic freedom that the faculty want, and many faculty may not understand the kind of pressures that operate on the Regents.  What is needed is a huge educational effort, with the press and everyone, so faculty can be educated about academic freedom and the Regents can articulate their role.  The faculty needs to be more conscious about public relations, even given that the faculty seem to have to do everything, but it would be a chance for the faculty to give voice to their concerns.


Those leading the tenure discussion could schedule such a meeting, Professor Adams said; generally, however, people are not generally enthusiastic about such meetings.  A panel format might be attractive to people who want to observe.

--
It may be that the Regents have already engaged their "educator" in the consultant they have hired, and they are being educated by the administrative side.  They have educated themselves while the faculty watched.  It may be that the faculty can request the same opportunity; the least they deserve is the chance to make the case along with the administration and the hired consultant.


The informal meetings were not necessarily ONLY about tenure, although that would loom large.

--
One senses, when the Regents visited the Committee, that they were visibly shaken.  What may have played a role is the solidarity of the faculty as reflected in the vote by the Faculty Senate; that was a powerful message.  The idea of an open, public, panel or forum, with the best people from the University to talk about the real issues, is attractive.

--
While academic freedom is fundamental, the discussion should go beyond it.  Some want to isolate tenure to academic freedom, but tenure does other things for a research university.  The Regents could be just as passionate about academic freedom for someone at a state university as for someone at the University, but the faculty here do not want the same contract and tenure code because they have a different sense of how tenure operates in a research university.

--
The original idea was a "sitting around the kitchen table" kind of gathering; it is deadly that all the "education" and conversation has to go on in with press present in a formal setting; a more relaxed atmosphere and a smaller group would be better, and would not necessarily involve only FCC members; FCC members might identify those faculty who would be able to do the best job.  There are several topics that might be included, such as history of the research university, qualities of an innovative organization, threats within the last year or two to academic freedom.  It is broader than just recounting cases.  An assistant professor could talk about the trade-offs they made when they chose their career, and how they might have chosen differently if the position did not have tenure and substantial job security.  These do not have anything to do with the specific changes to the tenure code that might be considered; the meetings should not in any way be considered a negotiating session.  The three committee chairs might or might not be the right people.


That is why the Regents Professors come to mind; they meet with and socialize with the Regents on occasion--although those occasions may be too infrequent and are apparently not occurring with this Board.  


Professor Adams suggested that if the suggestion is for a forum or panel, that suggestion should be passed to Professor Feeney [who had not yet arrived at the meeting].  If it is for informal meetings, someone else should be responsible for organizing them.  The President, he reported, has no problem with ensuring that a senior administrator should attend.


One Committee member moved that the Committee ask Professor Adams to work with Regent Reagan to set up informal meetings with faculty, administrators, and Regents that might be small "kitchen table" meetings or individual meetings with people such as Regents Professors.  Professor Adams suggested that Professor Gray take on this responsibility; it was agreed that she would take the responsibility for organizing the meetings and finding ways to identify the appropriate faculty.  It was agreed also that the idea of a panel or forum would be passed to Professor Feeney.  The motion was adopted, with all but one in favor.  Whether there would be more than one such meeting would be dependent on the wishes of the Regents, it was noted.


Is there a faculty member whose thinking on these issues is refined enough that things could be put on paper, asked one Committee member?  Some of the University's critics see the faculty as a group who do not even agree on what the issues are, much less how to approach them.  Everyone speaks to a topic in slightly different ways.  If the faculty are to go to the Regents with some ideas, the ideas ought to be refined in such a way that the Board members can think about them in private.  One problem in all of this is that the faculty expect immediate responses from the Board when the issues require rumination.  


Professor Gray recalled how she organized faculty when she was legislative liaison, saying that she drew on whoever was the "heavy hitter" on the issue at hand.  Some might be Regents' Professors, some not.  The issues are not ones the faculty would disagree about; the question is who knows them best.

2.  
Discussion with President Hasselmo

The President joined the meeting while the discussion of meetings with the Regents was in progress.  He observed that there had been a session with the Board in October that was a kind of educational session; Regents' Professors Ellen Berscheid and Ronald Phillips had participated, as had Dean Sullivan and Professor Judith Gappa, a national expert on tenure.  There was a foundation laid at that meeting.


One Committee member suggested that it might be useful to think about how the Board responded to that session; it was not something which they appeared to think highly of.  The President agreed, and said that may be suggestive about what works and what does not.  When one is trying to educate, it was said, perhaps the education needs to be less preachy.  It cannot just focus on tenure; it is about the place of a research university in the broader society, of which tenure is a part.


Professor Adams welcomed the President and noted that the circumstances of the AHC would be a topic of conversation; he reported that Provost Cerra would join the meeting shortly, and in the meantime talk should be about other things.


The President said he had two topics he wished to address; one was tenure.  He said he believed the tenure code review process was on track, with the appropriate Faculty Senate committees.  The situation is one where it is extremely important the issues be resolved, so they are not allowed to continue to fester as they have.  He said he realized that puts a lot of pressure on the governance system, but given the environment, it is in the interest of the University and the faculty that the issues be resolved.  He said he believes the Regents are also prepared to see them resolved, and that he is prepared to take to them recommendations along the lines of what is now before the governance committees as appropriate adjustments to the tenure code.  The University would be well served by bringing the process to completion, because every day that the issues hang unresolved is another opportunity for another wedge, from whatever quarter, to be brought to bear on the University.  


The administration stands ready to help, but the process must be in the hands of the faculty governance structure, and it is.  The agenda is moving appropriately, and he expressed the hope that the issues could be resolved this spring, even with the time pressures doing so creates.


The other issue is the change agenda before the University; he said he wished to talk about its content and timing and the consultation that would be used.  The agenda is driven by U2000, and continues development along lines U2000 has established.  This means the Undergraduate Initiative continues to be a major part of is being done; he said he expected it would also be a major part of the biennial request.  


They have put forward a number of strategic investments in the last several years, ones that affect all areas of U2000, and there will continue to be selective investments in certain areas of research and scholarship.  There clearly will continue to be major infrastructure issues, not least in information technology; as the biennial request is being developed, how the University can position itself for the future in information technology will be extremely important.  


There are a number of reorganization and re-engineering processes underway, and he will talk later about the AHC.  That one may be, in its potential scope, the most far-reaching; it also operates in the most volatile environment, given both the managed care setting and internal concerns about what that process means.  There is also the reorganization of biological sciences, which seems to be proceeding, although even there there are issues.  There are other organizational issues, such as the merger of the colleges of Education and Human Ecology.  


All of these, in one way or another, will be part of the backdrop for preparing the biennial request; some proposals may come forward over the next few weeks.  He said he has discussed with the chair and vice chair about how to consult on these, given the usual awkward timing of needing to prepare the biennial request over the summer.  The University has not received instructions from the state, and probably will not before June; how can consultation occur before faculty and students leave in mid-June?  Sessions need to be set up so that SCEP and Finance and Planning can take up the issues.  


He said he wished to emphasize that there is a change agenda, familiar to some extent but with new elements that may be brought forward in the next few weeks, and that it will all crystallize as the biennial request is shaped.  The discussion about the request lately has been how to focus it even more; the partnership proposal was reasonably successful for the last biennium, and that was because the University laid out some clear objectives and choices as it was presented.  It indicated the state portion, what the University could do by self-help, and what tuition increases would be.  That same approach will be considered for the next biennium.  


Even having two themes means they can be played off against one another; is it possible for the University to have only one theme, the President asked?  What would get the attention of the legislature, and the state, about the essential nature of the future of the University?  There are many needs; the single theme would have to accommodate a number of different needs. 


One example of a possible theme is "education for work": can the University connect certain developments in undergraduate, graduate, and professional education with specific needs in the working environment?  Another example is "economic development," where the University is an engine for economic growth; would it be feasible or desirable--given the possible of negatives of only emphasizing economic development--to use this as a way to say to the state that its economic future depends on the viability of this University?  It has all the negatives of not looking at the educational values as values by themselves, but it is a possibility.  Another possible theme is technology, something that preoccupies the legislature very much.


The University has a variety of needs, ranging from the dire need for better compensation, with meaningful salary adjustments, especially for faculty.  Can that be orchestrated, and faced head-on in the request?  Should it be structured as part of a theme that focuses on something else, such as economic development?  There is clearly a need for investment in information technology, for continued development of better management systems, for a major infusion of funds in academic program development.  The administration has no solution, but it is convinced that if the request is to be successful, it must be structured very carefully and in thematic terms so that it is possible to get the message across.  The President invited the Committee to help.


One Committee member said that one theme that should be pressed strongly on the political front, in an attempt to convince the state the University deserves to be here:  economic development.  Thinking about the next 10 or 20 years, one fears this state does not have a good economic future; one place where it can become more stable and secure is in technology.  A high-technology state needs a research university; right now the future holds no new airport, no mass transit, and no university.  


The possible theme "education for work" sounds too much like what the technical colleges advertise:  "take our classes and you'll get a job."  The University should never sell higher education on the basis that the individual will get a job.  He has had interesting discussions on this subject, the President responded, including with the president of the High Technology Council; he believed the theme does not mean specialized technical education; it means preparation for learning, stimulation of creativity. One can talk about education for work in a way that does not conflict with the values of liberal education or what the University considers its special mission.  But it is tricky, because it could be narrowed too much.  What must be sold to the state and people, it was said, is that what is wanted is a population that can think.  The President agreed.


All three of those themes could be under education for economic development, observed one Committee member.  Would the term "social development" help, implying economic and other aspects?  A difficulty with economic development is that a lot of other things have to brought into the argument, while people sense there is a strong need for social development that has different aspects to it.  


The President said he talks about this a lot in speeches around the state; he uses economic, social, and cultural development.  All of the cultural institutions in Minnesota have evolved in one way or another from the University.  The problem is that a multi-faceted approach is vague and diffuse; it has to be reduced to specific concerns.


*  *  *


One Committee member inquired of the President about institutional relations; is it possible to expand his visits to communities?  There is no television, billboards, articles in the newspapers--are there ways to expand the understanding of the people of the state, who can in turn influence their legislators?  Rather than the University doing so with a direct approach?  


That is a nagging question that has no easy solution, the President replied.  It is a paradox; when one sees the total coverage of the University, there is something every day that is very positive, such as the vitamin study--but that is not the stuff of headlines, the scandals that drown out the rest.  The University does need to intensify its efforts, he agreed, and there are people in the community working on its behalf who are not directly connected with the University.  One problem is that people want the University to do more PR, but then others say it is not appropriate for the University to do PR.  There are groups forming in the community that can be enlisted for help with the biennial request; it was with the help of alumni that the University achieved good results with the bonding request.  It would be best to accomplish advertising through volunteer groups.


One Committee member agreed there should be funds clearly separated from public money, but the University should re-think whether it is appropriate to advertise.  The President said it is being re-thought, and noted that in connection with the community visits, which involve other University people, including from the Extension Service, they receive a lot of local radio and television publicity.  That has an impact; it connects the University's work with the local area, such as water quality and rural violence and rural development.  There is grassroots publicity.


*  *  *


The Committee discussed earlier ways to educate the Board of Regents about tenure, recalled one Committee member; has he shared with the Board some of the correspondence on tenure?  One former student who has been teaching elsewhere for many years sent a long letter to the President, with a copy to a Committee member; it was strong and articulate, conveying upset about the perceived attack on tenure.


The President said he is disturbed by that kind of feedback, which is beating on open doors.  There is nobody on the Board of Regents who has questioned, with him, the need for tenure to continue or to have protection for academic freedom.  The reactions tend to be at that level.  His concern with the Board has not been at that philosophical level; it has been more at the practical level of implementing the tenure system.  He said he does share some of the correspondence, but there is such volume that he does not share all of it.  He said he has been unable to READ all of it.  Much of it strikes at a level where there is overwhelming agreement; that is disturbing.  There is a tremendous problem in establishing credibility for the tenure system with the public:  that is the overriding task.  That is why it is so sad when people get at loggerheads within the institution, when there is a good deal of philosophical agreement; it feeds into the feeling outside the institution about tenure.  He related being confronted by a state official, who asked "now, are you going to change that tenure code?"


 *  *  *


One Committee member next inquired about the status of the merger of the new University College with the existing University College.  The President said the administration owed the Committee a clarification of the new University College before it could expect the Committee to take action.  The merger is set for July 1, it was noted, and has not yet gone through any of the Committees; the President said he is trying to get the report to the Committees.


*  *  *


Professor Adams then asked if anyone had any comments on the position of Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs.  The President invited comments, and said he had received a number of nominations.  It is a position that has a job description, and so on, but one can put emphases in different places for an appointment that will be for a year.  What would be most helpful, given the University's agenda?  There are a number of capable people who could fill the position; he is looking to draw on and complement existing strength.


One Committee member emphasized that given the atmosphere that prevails on the campus, particularly among the faculty, it will be critical to appoint someone who has the confidence of the faculty.  That will be the most important characteristic.  The President concurred.  He asked for the thoughts of Committee members.


Committee members inquired about the job responsibilities.  The President said the Senior Vice President is chief academic officer and the person to whom he looks for oversight of the strategic planning process and activities having to do with academic program development and evaluation and change.  He looks to the individual to oversee faculty affairs and processes, even though the provosts have certain delegated responsibilities in these areas.  The Senior Vice President also has direct responsibility for the libraries and a variety of infrastructure items.  


It was suggested that the individual need not be an "elder statesperson"; it should be someone articulate and dynamic, because this is a long period of time.  The University does not want a caretaker.  The President said it would not be perfunctory; it would be a tough job.  One possibility, it was said, was to put the operating responsibilities in someone else's hands, and ask the Senior Vice President to focus on policy and strategy and direction and be able to articulate the academic point of view, and present it as part of the biennial request.  The position has always played a significant role in presenting the academic perspective in the biennial request process.


The President said it was important to have someone in the position who can drive the agenda; he was making no assumptions about the age of the individual.  The productivity of the faculty is enormous, and something about which he gives speeches nearly every day; it is a tremendous record.  At the same time, the faculty have the feeling they are not appreciated--although they are, in wide circles, and more than comes through. They need to do a better job in communicating the central role the faculty play in the development of the state.  He said he could assure the faculty that there is a lot of appreciation for them at the grass roots level; people see them in action.  Unfortunately, there is nationally and in the state the "profscam" mentality, which is utterly ridiculous, he said, when one considers the fact that American higher education is a world leader, thanks to the faculty.  But there is a gap between faculty productivity and the faculty's sense of being appreciated.  They need to do a better job of getting that message through to the faculty, he said.

3.  
Discussion of the Academic Health Center

Provost Frank Cerra now joined the meeting; the President said he wished to make a brief introduction.  


First, as Provost Cerra will verify, the President said, they are in contact on a daily basis.


Second, Provost Cerra took over on April 15 and was asked to evaluate what is being done in the AHC.  Provost Cerra has been a part of the effort, but is now in charge and is evaluating it:  its methods, objectives, and timetable.  The President said he is comforted that Provost Cerra has taken charge of the process.


Provost Cerra is also connecting with his constituencies in ways that are necessary to build credibility for the process.


Re-engineering in the AHC--or whatever it is called, since re-engineering may have a methodological implication that may not be wanted--or CHANGE in the AHC has been going on for six or seven years.  The first week of his presidency he met with the clinical chiefs to talk about merger of the practice plans.  The current efforts are a culmination of an effort driven by enormous changes in the external environment.  One must accept the fact that fairly radical change is necessary.  Then the question is what they should be and how the University adjusts programmatically and educationally.  That is the formidable problem that rests on Provost Cerra's shoulders.


One Committee member said he sensed, indirectly, from the Board of Regents that department- or unit-based tenure is something they are still interested in.  In light of re-engineering in the AHC, where departments would not be formal entities, how would these mesh?  If there were to be unit-based tenure--"god forbid"--and there were to be "focus groups" of faculty, how would they fit together and what would be the problems?


Provost Cerra said he favors University-based tenure; that is the most effective way to go into the future.  That is the existing system.  Tenure is granted through departments, and that is important because that is where the peer groups are.  One of the unfortunate things that has happened--and it has to do with the way things have been communicated--is that focus groups have been equated with the demise of schools and departments.  He said he does not see it that way.  If things go in that direction, there must be a clearly defined need to do so, and they must go through the faculty process and be agreed on.  He said he believed in the governance system and its role, and has tried to demonstrate it.  That is his answer to the question as far into the future as he can see--which is no farther than anyone else can see.


One Committee member recalled hearing Regent Keffeler raise this question at the last meeting of FCC, but noted that no one has said this is a view accepted by the Board as a whole.  The President said he was in favor of system-wide tenure; he said he has thought a lot about it and is prepared to argue it strenuously.  One has the impression, it was said, that substantial headway has been made on that item with Regents and administrators; some in the past may have favored unit-based tenure, but the issue had largely been dropped; is there slippage on it?  


Provost Cerra said the perception is that this remains an issue.  This is where the package of code changes is so important, the President said.  If it has credibility, it is hard to argue for unit-based tenure in isolation.


One Committee member raised several issues, associated with the restructuring or reorganization of the AHC, and recalled that the AHC faculty had recommended dropping the term re-engineering.  Provost Cerra commented that he had not found the right word; it was somewhere between restructuring and redesign and revitalizing--or all of them.  The term re-engineering will rapidly get a bad reputation, it was said, both here and across the country.


Professor Feeney recently circulated a letter addressed to the Board of Regents and senior officers, it was pointed out; that letter crystallized and focused many of the concerns that have swept the campus about the changes in the AHC.  It prompts several questions, the first of which was to the President.  The letter refers to "the discovery of the long-rumored operating principles, such as weakening or eliminating tenure and eliminating or gagging faculty governance to create the necessary flexibility."  This refers to the operating principles of the CSC Index consulting group.  If these are indeed their operating principles, why--given the President's strong commitment to academic freedom and 

tenure--were these consultants hired at this University?


The President said he did not subscribe to those principles, and if they are the operating principles of a consultant, they raise serious questions about the approach.


A second question, to Provost Cerra (who was not in office at the time), was about the extent to which efforts were made to use the normal consultative process and to mobilize the faculty to address the serious issues facing the AHC, rather than or before bringing in the consultants.  Were there efforts to do that first, before these more drastic measures were taken?


Provost Cerra said he did not know, and that he has asked that it be researched and reported to him.  When this started, he recalled, he was interim chair of the Department of Surgery, and had his hands full; he then became Dean of the Medical School and also had his hands full.  Although he has been involved in the process, it has been peripheral; he has asked for the information and it will be reported.  If one looks at the other side of the question, and asks if the existing faculty governance and consultative system and communications mechanisms were effectively used, his answer would be "no."  That is a piece that he is trying to fix, he said. 


From what he does know of the process, it initially involved volunteers from all of the schools of the AHC.  They committed to six months of three full days a week to trying to codify the case for change, its basis, and to beginning to design later processes.  He said he knows from his review of the documentation--he was not part of the process--that the intent in phase II is to broaden the base as rapidly as possible.  That is where he came into the picture, he said, and is making a lot of efforts to do so--and will continue to do so.


The President said he has heard three major presentations on the process, and those principles have never been part of it in any way.  


Provost Cerra said they are in the consultant's book; he has read the book and found a number of things he did not agree with.  He brought with him something about changing consultants in the AHC, and would be glad to address it if the Committee wished, to indicate his own position.


This has become a very serious issue across the campus, one Committee member responded; it has infected the tenure review process and may even stall it completely until something is being done, very quickly.  Something is being done, Provost Cerra said.  


Another Committee member recalled that Provost Cerra has said he intended to use the new provostal consultative committee; is that true?  There is no question about it, Provost Cerra replied; he intends to have it active as fast as it can be elected, and to use it.  Those mechanisms are essential; he has met with SCFA and will do so again, and will meet with this Committee again as needed.  He said he would summarize what he had to say, and answer the yet-unasked question about CSC Index if the Committee wished, because he knows it is on people's minds.


There are a lot of pieces to the case for change; those points need to be reiterated, and need to be made individual and school-specific.  That is a process he has already started, and it will take a couple of weeks to complete.  Once done, it will be out on email and to the consulting groups.  He will review it with each of the major departments or divisions in each college, have an open forum, and have a dialogue in order to try to come to an understanding about what the case for change is as it applies to individual units.  


It will take a few weeks to complete that process, and he will do it, he said.  Part of the effort is to engage in a very real way the faculty, students, and staff.  They, in his view, MUST be in the middle of the process, MUST have ownership of it, and have a GREAT deal to do with what the end vision is.  He said he does not view the vision as complete; there are a lot of issues that need discussion, and they are being fleshed out.  A more appropriate dialogue has started.


Second, he is looking at ALL the consulting contracts in the AHC, what their value and need is.  In the future there will be focused areas in which they will need expertise; his intent is to use as much of the expertise inside the University as he can, and only go outside when there is a clear need.  What has been gratifying, he said, are the offers from four different schools outside the AHC, from individuals who have knowledge about culture change and management who want to come and help.  Dr. Cerra said he intends to engage them.  


He initiated some of this six months ago, when it was clear they needed to redo the Medical School curriculum.  "It takes too long, it's too expensive, and the product" doesn't meet needs.  He has talked with the College of Education; they will help.


Specifically about CSC Index:  the decision to use them was made by the Phase I group, which involved a couple of deans and some faculty who worked together for six months.  They looked at consultants and engaged Index.  Dr. Cerra said he did not know if they had read the books.  Index, in Phase I, gave useful support; in Phase II, they have given useful support; there was a confusion of roles that developed, he said, and he has redirected who is the tail and who is the dog.  He will soon have ready a transition plan that will bring the ownership of the process and content into the faculty, staff, and student system in the AHC.  That has to happen, and it will.  


With respect to the issue that has been raised about the ethical behavior of Index in the sales of its books, clearly it happened.  It became known to the QRTC members and Provost Brody looked into it; Index apologized for its role and the individuals involved are no longer with the company.  One factual inaccuracy is that Index still works for the New York Times; the Index team here had no involvement with the incident.  The QRTC in Phase I was quite satisfied with the support and information it received.


The transition, which is more than halfway completed, to internal ownership, control, support of change, will happen on as short a timeline as he can make it happen, Dr. Cerra said.  He said they need to develop the internal capacity to do so if it is to take ownership of the process.


There are many ways to go about change, observed one Committee member, and much has changed in the last twenty years, including changes affecting the faculty and academic programs.  At no other time has it caused such stress and hostility.  There are ways to effect change that involve the people; the tactics of this consulting group do not fit in an academic environment.  This has caused the creation of an atmosphere of distrust across the entire campus.


The same Committee member recounted receiving an email message from another university, and quoted it directly:  "members of his administration, including his dean, recently traveled to Minnesota `to learn how to break tenure.'"  There is a problem on this campus; Index has contaminated the entire tenure review process.  Not only is there an internal problem, it's now spreading; what kind of reputation is the University getting?


Dr. Cerra said he was at the meeting; it had almost nothing to do with tenure.  That portion of the discussion was about five minutes; they wanted to know what was happening at Minnesota.  They were MORE interested in knowing what the AHC was doing in its market, what approaches it was taking and what problems it was seeing.  That was the substance of the discussion.


Nor does it help, the President observed, when on the Internet there is a national campaign, with a message that starts "University of Minnesota President Nils Hasselmo and the University's Board of Regents are launching a serious campaign to end tenure, not only at the University but nationally as well." Talk about poisoning the waters, he said; that is about the most counterfactual statement he has ever seen, and has absolutely nothing to do with reality.  That is the root cause of the national problem:  that the University has in its OWN ranks people who send out THAT kind of misinformation.


There has been much concern about the process of re-engineering, said one Committee member, and for one who knows something about it, once the process is straightened out, there will remain serious doubts about the OUTCOME of what is being recommended in terms of structure.  The concern should not be ONLY about the process; the outcome has serious negative elements as well.  Dr. Cerra said he meant it seriously when he mentioned both process and content.


Asked if it is correct to say he intends to continue the relationship with CSC Index, Dr. Cerra said there is a transition plan being put into place.  That is the best way to answer the question.  The outcome may or may not include CSC Index?  It will not, Dr. Cerra affirmed.


At the end of the transition plan, CSC Index will not have a role.  How long will the transition be and what role will they have in it?  That is what he is in the process of determining, Dr. Cerra replied; he pointed out that he has only been in the job for two and one-half weeks, even though it seems like much longer.


Professor Adams and President Hasselmo thanked Dr. Cerra for joining the meeting.

4.  
Presidential Search

One Committee member recalled making a suggestion to the Board of Regents that among the many focus groups it is using for the presidential search, one should be composed of presidents.  Would the President suggest names for that focus group?  The President said he knew a lot of experienced presidents.


Professor Adams thanked the President and adjourned the meeting at 11:10.







-- Gary Engstrand

University of Minnesota
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