
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE

MINUTES: Presiding Officer Jerome Mileur called the 618th meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on
April 24, 2003 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall 227.

Senator Ronald Story made a motion to suspend the rules in order to introduce a motion to the Senate.
The motion to suspend the rules was seconded and adopted.

MOVED:  That the Faculty Senate endorse the "Save UMass Amherst/Save Public Higher Education" Rally
at the State House on Tuesday, April 29 at 11 a.m.; implore all faculty, staff, and students to attend this
Rally; urge all faculty and supervisors to support and follow a policy of non-retaliation for anyone under
their supervision or in their classes who might wish to attend the Rally; and request that the Chancellor and
his administrative team publicly support the Rally and declare a moratorium on normal campus activities on
that day to allow and encourage the fullest possible participation in the Rally.

This motion was seconded and adopted.

A. ADDRESS BY STEPHEN P. TOCCO, CHAIRMAN
MASSACHUSETTS BOARD OF HIGHER EDUCATION

For the full text of Mr. Tocco's address, please visit our website at:
http://www.umass.edu/senate/minutes02_03.html

Faculty Senate Secretary Ernest May asked if the current House budget could possibly be reduced or increased.

Mr. Tocco stated that there's probably no chance that it could increase, and that he's a little worried that it could be
reduced.

Secretary May stated that there are three ways to deal with the current budget situation: make cuts, raise taxes or use
debt.  He asked how Boston looks at these options.

Mr. Tocco stated that using debt is only acceptable for capital investments and that the idea of raising taxes has not
been well received by the public, especially with the current economic situation.  He then stated that one creative
way to go forward would be for the Legislature and Governor to give higher education a capital budget to relieve
some of the pressure in the operating budget.

Secretary May asked about the possibility and consequences of horizontal cuts in higher education.

Mr. Tocco stated that he believes across-the-board cuts lead to mediocrity and would be the wrong way to proceed.
It's time to take a step back, figure out how our mission needs to change; how to do things differently to deal with
current challenges.

Senator Richard Bogartz stated that horizontal cuts on this campus will be a reality.  Departments and faculty will
be lost and the reputation of the University will be adversely affected.

Mr. Tocco stated that the Governor has been UMass/Amherst's best ally in wanting to level-fund the campus. He
then stated that he hopes to hold to the principle that UMass Amherst is the flagship of the UMass system, which
would make horizontal cuts illogical.

Senator Story stated that the Governor made some interesting proposals about institutional flexibility and autonomy
but ruined his proposal when he proposed that as a single line item.  He asked why the proposals were handled in
that way.



Mr. Tocco stated that there were some important foundation principles that the Governor wanted to accomplish, but
the document may not have reflected that as well as it should have.  He then stated that the real issue is how to invest
in the system and make it accessible and affordable.

Senator Roland Chilton stated that a large segment of the population doesn't make the connection between taxes
and services, a problem reinforced by people like the Governor who promise to make improvements without raising
taxes.

Mr. Tocco stated that he doesn't think people believe they can get services without paying taxes, and he doesn't
think a tax increase will solve problems in higher education.  He stated that there's a lot of room in the budget and
within the higher ed. system without touching faculty or classrooms if it's approached the right way.

Professor Emeritus Joseph Larson:  Thank you for having the courage to come.  The underlying problem that you
have touched on is that this state has been unwilling to invest in public higher education, no matter whose polls you
look at.  I look at the Chronicle of Higher Education.  Massachusetts is always in the top 5 in terms of per capita
income and down around 48 or 49 in terms of support for public higher education.  That continues year after year.
A lot of the things you spoke of today we've heard of again and again and again, and yet there hasn't been an
investment.  A considerable amount of authority under certain plans would come on your board, and yet your
predecessor was a person who spent his time in this state and across the country dumping on public higher education
and attacking us over and over again.  So there's not very much confidence that the Board of Higher Education in the
Commonwealth will ever be a leader and spokesman for public higher education.  This is a basic institutional
problem.  We haven't had a leader in this area perhaps since the system was built, and never from the political side
or executive side.

Mr. Tocco agreed with Professor Larson and stated that none of the several governors that he has worked with were
investors in public higher education.  He stated that it's a fundamental problem, but thinks that there's a new
recognition around Beacon Hill that public higher education is a priority.

Brian Long, representative of the Student Government Association stated that he doesn't feel that the Amherst
campus is being respected as a flagship campus.  He asked what the Board of Higher Education would suggest doing
to gain that respect.

Mr. Tocco suggested taking the idea of the flagship to another level.  He thought it would be important to find out
what President Bulger, Chair Grace Fey, Chancellor Lombardi and the legislators think a flagship campus should be,
and what their plan is to bring UMass Amherst to that status.

B. NEW BUSINESS

1. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council and the Program and Budget
Council concerning Recommended Changes to the Undergraduate Major in
Mathematics, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 03-027 with Motion No. 28-03.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the revised requirements of the Mathematics major, as
28-03 described in Sen. Doc. No. 03-027.

This motion was adopted.

2. Special Report of the Academic Priorities Council, the Graduate Council, and the
Program and Budget Council concerning A Ph.D. Concentration in the Psychology
of Peace and the Prevention of Violence, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 03-028 with
Motion No. 29-03.

Professor Ervin Staub explained that this program is meant to train students as researchers to
understand the roots of violence and understand avenues to the prevention of violence.  It will
train them as scholars who can both explore and teach these topics in the classroom and in real-
world settings.



Mr. Gerald Schafer stated that the proposal and funding for this program doesn't include any
resources for the library.  The faculty involved in the program plan to depend on their own
personal collections and interlibrary loan as their main resources.  He then stated that building
Ph.D. programs on personal collections and interlibrary loan doesn't speak very highly for a
flagship campus.

Professor Staub  stated that a significant portion of the funding requested for the program will
support the appointment of a faculty member who has specific expertise in the general area.  There
will also be start-up funds to support students and basic structures; funds that are already highly
committed and over-committed in a variety of ways.  The program will apply for funding once it
begins to function.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Ph. D. Concentration in the Psychology of Peace and
29-03 the Prevention of Violence, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 03-028.

This motion was adopted.

C. NEW COURSES

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses MILSCI 101, 102, 201 and 202, as
30-03 recommended by the Academic Matters Council.

This motion was adopted.

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the course NUTR 630, as recommended by the Graduate
31-03 Council.

This motion was adopted.

D. ANNOUNCEMENTS

1. Principal Administrative Officers

Deputy Chancellor John Dubach read a prepared statement from Chancellor John Lombardi:

Yesterday we received a copy of the House budget proposal for the 2003-2004 academic year.
This proposal envisions a reduction of the University of Massachusetts budget of about $80
million which translates into a campus budget reduction of approximately $40 million.  This is an
unacceptable reduction for our university and our campus and all of us will need to speak
forcefully to our legislators to persuade them that this proposal must be improved.  Many of our
colleagues will travel to Boston to speak directly to legislators, others will write, call, or email
their legislators.  It will be particularly effective for individuals to reach the legislators that
represent them and speak to them personally and directly to express our shock and disbelief at this
proposed reduction.  As the members of this Faculty Senate know all too well, over the past two
years the University has already suffered significant budget reductions that we met with increased
economies in services.  We did this while maintaining this campus's exceptional record of quality
in undergraduate, graduate and professional education, our superlative record of research
accomplishment, and our extensive programs of outreach.  We have every expectation that our
direct and personal conversations with our legislators will persuade them that they must reconsider
and amend this proposal, identify additional sources of revenue, and preserve the quality that is the
hallmark of this institution.

At the same time, we recognize that the Commonwealth has a significant fiscal problem and that
all of us will need to find ways to increase our effectiveness and readjust our programs to meet the
reasonable fiscal requirements of the state.  We also know that this campus must sustain the



quality of its programs, students, faculty, facilities, and staff.  Whatever the final result of the
state's complex budget process, we must be ready to take the actions that will preserve our
effectiveness and sustain our commitment to the exceptional quality of our university.

To that end, we will take the following immediate steps on this campus to preserve our ability to
adjust to next year's budget once we have more definitive and reasonable projections:

1) Institute a hiring freeze for positions on state, RTF and GOF funds.  Very critical
positions can be filled only with the approval of the appropriate Vice Chancellor and the
Chancellor.

2) Freeze the use of a portion of GOF and RTF funds in each vice chancellor's area until the
end of the fiscal year.

3) Institute a spending freeze for all non-payroll expenditures on RTF Return (RTF%) funds
until the end of the fiscal year.

The possibility of reductions of the magnitude under discussion in the legislature requires that the
campus consider restructuring alternatives.  This is a complex, critical, and difficult process.  Over
the next few weeks, I will engage a conversation with the Faculty Senate to solicit advice on the
alternatives and to create a continuing conversation that will help guide us as the actual
circumstances of next year's budget become clear.  I will also engage a similar conversation with
appropriate representatives of the undergraduate and graduate students and other university
constituencies.  We will maintain our quality, we will continue to expand our nationally
competitive research profile, and we will sustain the essential elements of our capital program, but
to do these things within the constraints of a difficult fiscal situation will require the advice and
expertise of our many campus constituencies.

We do not control the timing of these decisions as they depend on the resolution of the state's
fiscal plan, an activity that requires the engagement of the legislature and governor.  Once their
process has reached a stage where we know what level of action we must take we can then, in
consultation with our constituencies, take the appropriate actions that will almost surely require
major changes in the structure of our institution to ensure our continued quality.

We have the talent and the capacity to succeed in this effort, but we will need everyone's
engagement both in our own conversations on campus and in our advocacy efforts with the
legislature and governor.

2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate

Secretary May reported on two Board of Trustees committee meetings he had recently
attended.  He presented the Senate with slides illustrating a summary of UMass FY2002
Financial Ratios System Analysis and FY 2003-2008 Financial Indicators Projections
Report from the Committee on Administration, Finance and Audit meeting.

3. The President of the Student Government Association

Representative Brian Long  stated that there is now a spot on the SGA agenda for a
Faculty Senate representative, and that now, with impending budget cuts, is an extremely
important time for the Senate and the SGA to work together.

4. The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors

MSP President Ronald Story stated that the MSP contract allows for conversations with
the administration regarding financial details about restructuring plans in the event that
retrenchment goes into effect.  The MSP has put together a retrenchment committee to be
sure that the administration is as clear as they're able to be and to make sure that they
haven't overlooked ways to save money.



E. QUESTION PERIOD

Senator Bogartz:  I've been very impressed by the fact that all these people that come to us from
Boston, in whatever role they're playing, they all know the results of the ballot issue.  They all
know that 45% is the number of the losing side.  Maybe we need a ballot question.  Maybe we
need to put it out there in the public.  Even if we lose, everybody's going to know that this is a
pressing issue.

Senator William Connor stated that there has been a lot of talk about getting rid of programs, but
not about getting rid of Vice Chancellors and other things that cost a considerable amount of
money.  He asked if anybody had addressed the question of whether or not there are too many
administrators in the UMass system.

Vice Chancellor Joyce Hatch stated that the Chancellor's prepared remarks talked about looking
around the edges and fringes of programs or entities that aren't directly instructional and research
related.  The remarks addressed looking at administrative areas and administrative efficiencies.

The 618th meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 5:07 p.m. April 24, 2003.

Respectfully submitted by Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate.

The proceedings of this meeting are available on audiotape at the Faculty Senate Office.



Address by Stephen P. Tocco, Chairman, Massachusetts Board of Higher Education
to the Faculty Senate April 24, 2003.

Thank you for having me. I was telling Ernie and a few others as I walked in that
I tried three times this week to sit down and write prepared remarks, and every day
something changed that was quite significant. So there will be no prepared remarks. I
think, at this point in time, it’s what we’re all facing. I’m going to share some thoughts
with you and then really open it up for a Q&A and a dialog. I really think it’s critical that
we talk, but I will take 10 minutes to sort of give some overview and some perspective to
what we’re facing here.

The Board of Higher Education oversees the system of public higher education.
The amount of oversight varies among sections. For the UMass system, we have some
oversight. In the state college system, we have significantly more, and the community
colleges about the same. There are 29 campuses in the system, and the Board of Higher
Ed is charged by the legislature and the governor to coordinate, oversee, and leverage the
system in its entirety.

I think that there has been debate over the past three or four weeks or months
about whether there should be a president’s office or a board of higher ed, and maybe
there shouldn’t be a whole bunch of things. I do think there’s an important function that
someone must serve in looking across the system of public higher education and
leveraging the assets of that system; backfilling the voids in the system to really meet the
long-term agenda of the Commonwealth.  I think that if no set group is taking that broad
view of this, you will have the component parts, as they probably should, get up every
day and say to themselves, "How can the UMass system be better than any other system,
and how can every state college be better than every other one, and  how could every
community college?"  That’s exactly what those boards of trustees do, and it’s probably
what they should do, but someone needs to knit this together and needs to understand
that, in a world of unlimited resources, it probably is less important.  In a world of very
limited resources and declining as we go forward, it almost becomes a requirement that
there be some group of people that understands how best to leverage across the system to
meet the various needs of the students that need and use this system from top to bottom.
That really is the role of the Board of Higher Education.

There's been a lot of turmoil. Early on when this budget crisis was articulated
through the political process, I think many people thought it was going to be less severe
than it is and many people believed that we’d be able to deal with it when everyone
finally settled in. And a whole bunch of things happened along the way. It was far more
severe; the economy was in a downturn, and still remains in one, for a lot longer than
anyone projected. There’s significant job loss, and there’s significant revenue loss to the
Commonwealth. I don’t think Governor Romney expected it to be this bad and, quite
frankly, neither did the legislative leaders that have been there for the last six to 10 years.
So everyone woke up and dug into this budget mess and looked at a problem that
projected about a $3 billion deficit.  We can’t lose the context of that, and I don’t want
this to shift to a debate of whether we should get more tax revenue or whether we should
do this. The fact is there’s a $3 billion shortfall, and I think, at that point, everybody
rolled up their sleeves and said, “How are we going to deal with this?”



Part of the equation, certainly, is public higher education. It’s $1 billion of a $23
billion budget. It’s a significant piece of that budget, and unfortunately, I think that many
lawmakers look at the public higher ed system as having release valves—maybe release
valves that Medicaid programs don’t have or elderly services don’t have or the
Commission of the Blind doesn’t have. They tend to think, and I think unfortunately
we’re in a Catch-22 on this one, that there are ways that the public higher education
system can go to solve their problem. They can raise fees, they can do some cuts, they
can go get endowments, they can recruit grants, but there are ways they can fix it. That’s
sort of the way they think, I believe. There are ways they can fix it that other sectors of
the budget don’t have, so, although we don’t intentionally get up everyday saying we’re
gonna hurt public higher education, in the laundry list of tough choices, they believe there
are other options. I think that’s an issue I want to put off to the side for a moment because
we’ve got to think about how to deal with that.

When you really look at the principals of the Romney plan--and I don’t want to
get hung up in the details of the Romney plan because my sense is that it was someone’s
idea about how to deal with a significant cut as much as it was about reorganizing higher
education--the premise upon which the Romney team moved was “We need to cut in the
ballpark of $200 million; how are we going to do it?”  I carved out several principals that
I really think are important, and I don’t want them to get lost in the politics of this debate
of the politics of the President’s Office or anything else.  I think the principals are
important and may, in fact, be fundamental to building the system going forward.  One of
the objectives was that there are significant administrative cost savings across the whole
system.  I’m not just speaking for UMass and certainly not just UMass Amherst, but what
the Bain consultants did that I thought was valuable—was to point out areas of potential
cost savings, examples.  Across the state college system, there are some campuses that
can process an application for $2.80, as an example, and others that are doing it for
$12.50.  The Bain report simply said, “Well, if you just took the median and get
everybody to the median, you’re going to save X amount of money across the system.”
They did that across a whole series of administrative functions. I think that work was
valuable.  As we move into this cost-cutting requirement, based on where these numbers
look like they’re headed, I think the Bain report should serve as a guideline to some that
are going to figure out how to do this and do it in a way that doesn’t affect classroom
services or programs. That was the challenge to the Bain team, and in my review of that
data, there is some important information that people should share, look at and analyze.
It may give them a roadmap of some places that they may not have thought about.

Another one of the Romney principles was that UMass Amherst should be a
flagship campus. I’ve argued this for two and a half years since I became Board Chair. I
know the Governor believed that because I’ve spoken with him directly about it. I think
he came up with his idea about how to best make that happen. Now, clearly, it’s not
going to happen the way the Governor wanted it to happen, but I don’t want to lose that
principle. I don’t want this to be a principle that goes out the window with the program,
because UMass Amherst as a flagship to the entire system is a critical objective.  One of
the things going forward that I certainly want to probe with legislative leaders--I certainly
would like to understand better from the Chancellor and the team out here and the Board
Chair and President Bulger--is to define what that means.  There are a lot of people
talking about it right now. If there’s a silver lining in some of this mess, it may be that



there’s a building consensus that UMass Amherst needs to be a flagship campus. That’s
not enough. We need to know, what does that mean? What do we have to do to make that
happen?  If everybody simply doesn’t like the Romney approach to get there, but they
believe in the principle, then I want to start talking about how to accomplish that. So, I
don't want the political debate to be a distraction away from some core principles here.

The third principle in the Romney plan, which I don’t think needs to get thrown
away, is a more direct link with economic growth and expansion. I had served as
Secretary of Economic Affairs in the early ’90s and actually wrote the first economic
development plan for the Commonwealth, which took us about a year to do, and it was
the first one that had been so drafted in about 15  years.  It was pretty clear, when you get
through that process, after 59 hearings and all kinds of testimony, that one of the
underpinnings to the economic success of the Commonwealth and one of the
requirements for growth and expansion going forward is our work force. We’re in a high-
cost state, both in terms of housing costs and business overhead costs, but our leverage
and our advantage is intellectual property and workforce productivity. Those are the
underpinnings. Well, that issue of workforce productivity sits in the public higher ed
system, in my view. When you look at the current data, approximately 62 or 63 percent
of the workforce in Massachusetts is educated in the public higher ed system, through the
University system, the state college system and the community college system.  Almost
2/3 of the workforce of this commonwealth, where productivity becomes the key to
success going forward, are educated in the very system that has been significantly harmed
in terms of funding over the past several years. I think that is a potential disaster in the
out years, and people need to start to think about that. This link to the economy—in some
areas of the state it’s better defined than in others--but when we have severe nursing
shortages in our health care industry, that’s one of the underpinnings to our success, and
when we’re training very few nurses in the community and state level, there’s something
wrong. We need to marry those needs with those educational objectives. We need to
produce the skilled workers we need to continue to grow those industry sectors that are
going to carry us into the future. So, I do think there needs to be a link to the economy
and maybe a more formal one. Governor Romney took it to a degree that people aren’t
comfortable with, but again, I don’t want to lose the principle of a more comprehensive
direct dialogue and link to long-term economic planning and investment in higher
education.

The other principle that I think the governor was trying to get to was one of
campus flexibility. This issue of how higher education gets funded in this commonwealth
is about as bizarre as it gets anywhere in the country. When you have tuition that gets
established by one body, paid by another group of people, and then handed over to an
entirely different group of folks that have no relevance at all to the place where they go to
school, that’s a problem. When you have no oversight at all or formal planning on fee
increases—they’re random by campus; any board of trustees can raise fees to any level,
and fees right now make up roughly 2/3 of the cost of education to a student—I think
we've got to get rid of this confusion in the minds of a whole bunch of people, and quite
frankly, even in the minds of the students. Tuition and the cost of education is the cost of
education. And let’s call it what it is and let those resources return to the campuses where
those services are being delivered. That’s sort of a basic business principle. I think that’s
where the Governor was trying to go with that one. It always struck me, especially when



looking at the specialty institutions--I would consider Mass Maritime, Mass College of
Art, UMass Amherst, as specialty institutions.  There has been discussion over the past
two years about why we don't have more out-of-state students at those specialty
institutions.  Those specialty institutions continue to argue that they’re an elite group
across the country, and in many cases across the globe, but the numbers aren’t dictating
that. Well, it’s obvious, as a pure businessman, you don’t keep any of the tuition that you
get from out of state.  Why would you invest money to go bring in out-of-state students
when, in fact, it’s going to cost you more if they get to campus because you don’t keep
the money?  This is an issue that, to me, is really not that complex, but no one has really
been able to focus on this one.  I really think certainly in the specialty institutions, if you
allow them to retain tuition, it’s going to be a revenue stream that will help them, and it
will be an incentive for them to broaden their wings to some degree, because again—I’m
not talking as a pure educator, I’m talking as a businessman—it’s a good business deal if
you go out and get them because you’re going to get more money and you can keep it. So
that sort of campus flexibility was built into the governor’s plan, and I’m fearful that
we’re not going to see any of that in what the legislature ultimately does.  That principle
is one that I think is very important and we need to continue to talk about.

We need, as a system, to change the dialog from that of higher education being a
budget cost item to it being an investment item.  It was very effectively done in the K-12
debate, where, over the past 10 or 12 years, there was an agreed-to funding level that
every institution across the state was going to be brought up to. There was an investment
of $20 billion over that period of time. So, there’s already been a philosophical leap that
at least one sector of education required that kind of investment. Even in bad budget
times, it got that kind of investment. I’ve argued this to the legislature, that you may be
marching a lot of these young people to a cliff because we're so proud about how well
we’re doing in K-12.  If we close off access or make it less affordable or lower quality,
and in the only system that most those kids can then go to, what did we really
accomplish? We’re going to frustrate them. So, it seems natural to me to link this
investment strategy in K-12 now to the life-long learning system of the Commonwealth.
It’s sort of an argument I think we can make successfully to help make them begin to
look at the higher ed line item as an area of investment and not simply as an area of cost.

I think we need to deal with this question going forward. One of the core
principles of UMass being a flagship success not just a flagship defined by rhetoric--
because that’s what I think it is up to now--is that there hasn’t been the commitment and
investment to make this campus world-class. It has become almost world-class in spite of
the lack of funding in many ways.  If we all collectively believe that this is an important
objective, and I know people on this campus do, but if the public policy decision-makers
believe it, then they’ve got to start walking the walk. They can’t simply do this across the
board. They’re going to take their fair share like everyone else is. If it’s a flagship, it’s a
flagship, and we need to invest so that it becomes a flagship.  If you don’t want to do that,
then stop calling it a flagship and stop trying to make it a flagship. It’s very frustrating, I
think, for people that work out here that hear those words, but nothing backs it up. And
again, I want to define what that means over the next several months.  I’m going to sort
of walk off on my own research project to get some definition behind that, because I
think one of the things we can do is hold people’s feet to that fire.  You said ‘flagship’ in



the Senate, you said it in the Legislature, you said it across the UMass system, and you
said it in the Governor’s Office; well here’s what it means. So let’s all buy into it.

I think the last big objective going forward is that we’ve got to come through this
mess and have a system from top to bottom that is accessible to the vast majority of
people that need this system in the Commonwealth, that’s affordable and retains or
achieves the kind of quality levels that we need to achieve in order to become globally
competitive. Those are the three principles that will guide the Board of Higher Education
going forward.  In light of all this—you read a Wall Street Journal article yesterday, and
those of you that didn’t you may want to pull it out--it talked about what’s going on
across the country in terms of public investing in public higher education, and it’s a sad
story. Many of the institutions, although they enjoy the revenue stream, the investment is
so small that they’re wondering if the restrictions that come with it are even worth it. “Let
us go and keep your money, and we might be able to figure this out for ourselves.” I
mean, the University of Michigan is down to three to five percent of a student’s education
paid for by public money. The University of Virginia, I think, is at 12 percent. Out here
we’re at about 33 percent, which isn’t great, but it’s about the average across the country.
The trend lines are not good.  So, this whole issue of how is public higher education
going to get funded, how do we link quality and access objectives with the right funding
programs and the right state support and the right tuition programs is an area of critical
study.

We have, at the Board of Higher Ed, brought on a national expert on this whole
issue of financial aid. There are models out there where you've really got a high tuition
and high financial aid. It does seem a little silly to me that everybody, for the most part,
pays the exact same, irregardless of a family’s ability to pay. Maybe we have to look at
that. I’m not suggesting that’s where we go, but I’m suggesting that this whole area needs
some real study.  The status quo on how we have funded ourselves in the past, if one
thing we can look ourselves in the mirror and say is, “It’s not going to continue going
forward, and the trend lines are headed in the wrong direction," is we continue to moan
about it and do our rallies and our demonstrations.  I think that’s a healthy thing, but the
fact is we’ve got to figure out an alternative plan on how we’re going to get to access
quality and affordability in a different way, and that is very much an open question, in my
mind, here in the Commonwealth. So, as Bill Weld used to tell me, those were thoughts
while shaving.

It is a very, very frustrating time because I’m burdened in many ways by having
served in Governor Weld’s administration as his senior advisor when we had to deal with
$1.8 billion worth of budget cuts when we took office in 1990.  It was very, very
difficult.  Until you sit in that room and say no to certain programs that you never in your
life thought you would say no to, to the point where you go home at night and be sick.
It’s just a very, very uncomfortable place to be.  As much as I may disagree with some of
the decisions that the public policymakers are making, I am very sympathetic to where
they sit. I think it is a very, very tough time, and it got so bad when I was in the
Governor’s Office that we actually assigned a scheduler to schedule the demonstrations
and the rallies because they were coming so frequently they were clashing with each
other, so we put a scheduling office in place. You let them do what they wanted to do and
then you’d create an opportunity to at least bring people in and talk to them. If we didn’t
schedule it, we wouldn’t have been able to do half of it. And that’s a pretty sad statement.



I think that’s where this whole mess is headed in the very near future, but, I do think we
can’t give up. The comment, “If we don’t succeed with this rally, we should fold up our
tent,” I’m not folding up my tent. I don’t think we can fold up our tent. We owe it to the
young people that need this opportunity and this great education so we’re going to keep
fighting. We may have to fight a different way and a different day, and we may have to
be more creative, and we might have to make some adjustments. We might have to
change a little bit of the way we’ve done business, but giving up in my view isn’t the
alternative.

So, I wish I could have come with better news, but at this point in time, there’s
not a lot of good news.
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