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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
Presiding Officer Robert Wilson called the 682nd Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on March 
12, 2009 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227. 
 
A.  PRESENTATION BY JANE FOUNTAIN, CHAIR, TASK FORCE ON REORGANIZATION 

(QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW)  
(See attached) 

 
Chancellor Robert C. Holub thanked Jane Fountain and the Task Force for putting in all this hard work. 
There was a lot of time devoted to these difficult problems. Chancellor Holub stated he thought Jane soon 
understood that there are a lot of different opinions on the campus, and they are not all reconcilable. It is nice 
that the report recognizes this by suggesting various kinds of alternatives.  
 
Chancellor Holub stated that most faculty members have probably read the memo that he wrote and 
distributed this morning. It honors the work of the Task Force and accords very well with the kind of 
principles that were outlined: to deliberate more in some areas and move forward in other areas. Those are 
the kinds of alternatives that Chancellor Holub is looking for. The University is not finished with 
Reorganization. There are processes that are still ongoing. There is also the possibility that the campus may 
have to seek further consolidations within the Colleges, depending what the budget situation brings in the 
future.  
 
The budget is very much in flux. Chancellor Holub wishes he had some definitive news. This week, he is 
meeting with the Vice Chancellors and giving them budget reductions in terms of the scenario that the 
campus faces right now. The campus does not have any federal stimulus money. No money has come into 
campus funds from any stabilization fund. At some point, the administration felt it had to give the Vice 
Chancellors a budget. However, the administration is also looking to have the situation with the federal 
stimulus money resolved in the next month. The Office of the President has worked hard to push this 
stimulus money. Chancellor Holub was in Washington, DC and in Boston many times. He was in a high 
school last week and at the Ways and Means Committee meeting. They hope that the allocation comes out 
close to what it is in the Governor’s budget which would mean a higher amount of state stabilization funding. 
Some legislators are thinking a little differently about this. The campus does not know what the outcome will 
be. They will not be laying people off before April 1 as anticipated. In some offices, a 90-day notice is needed. 
The administration is not going to do that. They are going to wait until April with the anticipation that there 
will be more positive news.  
 
The chief concern is to mitigate the necessity of doing layoffs on the campus. The Chancellor’s Office hopes 
that the federal money will enable them to do that. The process depends very much on what the actual 
allocations are by the legislature. Before you can apply for the federal money, you have to have certain levels 
of funding. Those levels of funding have to be guaranteed in legislative action. Once that is accomplished, the 
state can go ahead and apply for the money and see what transpires. 
 
James Kurose, Dean of the College of Natural Sciences and Mathematics, stated there are many good things in 
the proposed Reorganization in terms of bringing the Life Sciences together and keeping the Life Sciences 
proximate to the Physical Sciences. He thinks this will help move the University forward. In terms of the 
Environmental Sciences, many of the synergies that exist between NRE and NSM and bringing those people 
together will be a very good thing as well.  
 
He has heard several people, including Jane, refer to the new college as the “science college.” He is hoping 
that the campus does not think of the College of Natural Sciences (CNS) as the science college because science 
is something that cuts across the campus. Joint grants and gifts and external funding have come in over the 
last two years between NSM and every college across campus.  
 
He thanked the Task Force, especially Jane. She and the Task Force put in a tremendous amount of work. He 
also thanked the Chancellor. He said there were some really clear wins. There are some thornier issues, and 
he thanked the Chancellor for opening up those thornier issues for discussion. He said there will be a lot of 
interesting discussions coming up in the next year. He was going over the Chancellor’s Convocation speech 
from the fall. Chancellor Holub spoke about an administration that provides support for faculty so that they 
continue to improve and succeed in research and scholarship. Dean Kurose thinks what the Chancellor has 
proposed is a really excellent step in making an administration that does that.  
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Randall Phillis, President of the Massachusetts Society of Professors, stated that the MSP has long championed 
the flow of resources to the faculty in the best possible way. To the extent that there is streamlining of the 
administrative efforts so that more resources can flow to faculty effort, the MSP is pleased and happy to work 
with this plan. There are also some contractual considerations: personnel committees, people who will end up 
in new colleges. The MSP is eager to work together to minimize the effects of those kinds of things.  
 
He wanted to reflect on the federal stimulus money and his concern with respect to what was in The Boston 

Globe today. There are legislators who are unclear about the idea that is contained in the Federal Stimulus 
Package about maintenance of effort. Maintenance of effort must be demonstrated by the state in order to 
receive the federal stimulus monies. That effort must be maintained at the FY06 levels. The state funding to 
higher education and K-12 must maintain FY06 levels which is tens of billions of dollars higher than the 
Governor’s proposed budget. If the state does not fund at those maintenance of effort values contained in the 
federal law, then the University is not eligible to receive the federal stimulus money. Call your legislators. If 
the legislators somehow get rolling on underfunding the University to a point where the University becomes 
ineligible for the federal stimulus dollars, the University will pay dearly.  
 
Senator Marta Calas thanked Jane and the Task Force. They did a fantastic job. It is a very hopeful report. 
Senator Calas does not feel equally positive about the Chancellor’s recommendation because there is a sense 
of managerialism to what he said. The first time the Chancellor came to the Senate, Senator Calas asked how 
he would reconcile his managerial side with academic interests and the integration between units on campus. 
She does not think that the Reorganization Plan answers this question. For example, the Reorganization Plan 
puts the School of Management in a marginal position because it does not touch the School. The work that 
Senator Calas does is interdisciplinary and touches upon the humanities, social sciences and sometimes the 
sciences. Supposedly the School of Management is being privileged by not being touched. In many ways, it 
destroys the type of work the School does, making its work more difficult. She feels there is a disjuncture 
between what the Reorganization Task Force and the Chancellor are trying to do. The Chancellor is still 
moving around boxes rather than questioning the campus culture. He should be improving organization and, 
at the same time, integrating College relationships.  
 
John McCarthy, Chair of the Rules Committee, echoed the remarks of the previous speakers. He stands in awe 
of the work that the Reorganization Task Force has done. It is quite remarkable that they have accomplished 
so much in so little time. He has also been struck about how this discussion of reorganization has opened up 
the possibility of talking about issues that, in many cases, have not been discussed. He wanted to call attention 
in the Chancellor’s letter from today where he brings up the issue of resources and resource allocation among 
the Colleges and other units. He is impressed and pleased that the Chancellor did that. It is a discussion the 
campus has not had broadly. It has been an issue in the Provost’s Office, but it is an issue that needs to be 
more openly discussed, and having it in this document gives people license and permission to talk about it.  
 
Michael Sugerman, Assistant Professor of Anthropology, stated there has been very widespread negative 
response to the proposal to merge SBS and HFA. He wonders why the Chancellor suggested in his memo that 
this was something that still needed further investigation and would likely still go forward. Is there a 
possibility that this merger simply will not happen? 
 
Chancellor Holub stated he did not want to prejudice any outcomes. There are many structures that work at 
universities. There was initial resistance to some of the changes in the Isenberg School of Management. After 
having a few conversations, that resistance disappeared. Departments then became part of the Isenberg 
School of Management that would not have been considered before. Chancellor Holub is asking that people 
enter into a deliberative process with an open mind and see what comes of it. There may be other changes 
next year due to financial exigency. The campus has to keep itself open and nimble to different possibilities in 
order to be successful.  
 
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, thanked the members of the Task Force, especially Jane 
Fountain, for producing such a fine and in-depth report in a relatively short amount of time. He also thanked 
the Chancellor for maintaining the deliberative nature of this process. Previous Chancellors have not 
ventured out into this area and allowed the campus to deliberate about fundamental issues such as 
organization. While many agree on the general principles of the proposal, not everyone agrees on the details. 
He suspects that the Chancellor will produce a document by the end of June that represents his view. The 
Senate is going to do the same thing. The Councils have been deliberating at the same time as the Task Force. 
Six councils were asked to produce preliminary reports by March 6. Three of these reports are now up on the 
web site. The others will be added over the course of the spring break. 
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The Councils were asked to indicate their response to the initial proposal from the point of view, for example, 
of graduate education, research and undergraduate education. The Academic Priorities Council has been 
asked to respond to the Chancellor’s overall vision for Reorganization. This overlaps with the Task Force’s 
mission, and there has been a fair amount of communication between the Task Force and the Academic 
Priorities Council. The Senate will be asked to vote on a proposal by the May 7 meeting. The Rules 
Committee is working on synthesizing these reports. It may also be useful for the Chancellor to communicate 
with the Academic Priorities Council and some of the other Councils involved. 
 
Secretary May encouraged faculty members to go to the web site and read the reports. He encouraged 
senators to remain in touch with him, John McCarthy and with Councils and Committee members. 
 
Joya Misra, Associate Professor of Sociology and Public Policy, thanked the Task Force, the Senate and the 
faculty for being so engaged in thinking about these processes. She asked Chancellor Holub why he thought 
the merger of HFA and SBS was intellectually a great idea. It seems to address some budgetary issues, but 
what is the other driving force that makes this an effective change for the University? 
 
Chancellor Holub stated he was a faculty member for many years in German. Some of the best partnerships 
he had were with individuals in political science, sociology and anthropology. He has talked to people on this 
campus who are in classics and do collaborative work with people in the social sciences. The social sciences at 
Berkeley, where he was a professor, included the department of linguistics, history and women’s studies. 
These departments are all in the humanities here. This says that there are some commonalities between the 
departments in these colleges. Chancellor Holub stated that he does not want to exclude those kinds of 
partnerships from developing. Over the next year, he asked faculty to examine the potentially productive 
relationships between these two colleges. 
 
Professor Misra asked why HFA and SBS need to be separate from the sciences. 
 
Chancellor Holub stated that on an abstract intellectual level there is nothing wrong with a College of Arts 
and Sciences. He stated it is the size and constellation of the campus and the nature of the professional schools 
that lead him to his conclusions. This decision has nothing to do with divides between social sciences, 
humanities and the natural sciences. He also stated that the nature of the professional schools should be 
strongly incorporated into the campus. Chancellor Holub stated that he does not want a CAS or CHASS 
taking over the education of undergraduates. Undergraduates have to be exposed to various parts of campus. 
Except for one, every school on this campus includes undergraduate majors.  
 
Chancellor Holub also stated that the divide between applied and basic sciences, or applied and theoretical 
sciences, is often broken down across the country. This is a very healthy interchange that has come about 
since he has been in higher education. These kinds of enabling moments are really important for a campus 
nowadays, and he wants to try to foster those.  
 
Senator Richard Bogartz stated that when he hears Chancellor Holub speak, he gets the impression that he is 
dead set against a College of Arts and Sciences. Is there some constellation of reports and opinions that might 
persuade him otherwise?  
 
Chancellor Holub stated he tries to keep an open mind. His concerns have to do with the particular 
constellation on this campus, not with any intellectual problems with a College of Arts and Sciences. He has 
not heard any solutions to the issues he raised that have been persuasive. Chancellor Holub stated that he has 
to see that an organizational structure is going to benefit the campus and faculty as a whole.  
 
Elisabeth Selkirk, Head of Linguistics Department, suggested that the Chancellor ask the Reorganization Task 
Force to take a year and deliberate on these questions, addressing the administrative issues that the 
Chancellor has laid out. She stated that the campus would be incredibly grateful if a representative body 
could seriously look at how the campus is organized administratively. There may be people on the campus 
with deliberative purpose who are ready to engage in this process with Chancellor Holub and provide 
answers to many of the problems related to a CAS. Jane’s presentation suggested that the campus look at the 
Provost’s or the Graduate Offices. The default thought at the present is that the Reorganization Task Force 
has come to the end of its charge. The only charge that the Chancellor is actually offering is that there would 
be continued examination of the merger of HFA and SBS. It would make sense to continue considering the 
possibility of a College of Arts and Sciences. 
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Chancellor Holub stated that he looked at the Provost’s and the Chancellor’s Offices in December and 
announced that they were going to reduce the budgets in those offices by $0.5 million. The administration 
continues to look at the Graduate School and at possible collaborations in other administrative structures. 
The purpose of saving on administrative costs is to fund more faculty and increase instructional capacity for 
the campus.  
 
Secondly, Chancellor Holub stated that he asked for a number of reports in his memo, including a report 
from the Deans of SBS and HFA. He considers this to be a deliberative process for the campus on a number 
of fronts. He is not looking at just one area but at the entire campus. Chancellor Holub stated he is concerned 
about the professional schools on campus. Many of these schools have excellent faculty, but he wants the 
schools to have a higher profile. The imbalance on this campus between professional schools and traditional 
Arts and Science departments is remarkable when you look at other AAU institutions.  
 
Chancellor Holub has not disbanded the Task Force. The Task Force gave Chancellor Holub a preliminary 
report. His assignment to them was to look at various organizational structures for the campus. If they want 
to continue looking at organizational structures, they can do that. Chancellor Holub stated he is never against 
a deliberative process where people are going to examine different possibilities. He has laid out the concerns 
he has. Intellectually, he is not against a CAS, but he does not see how it is going to work on this campus. If 
someone can show him how it is going to work, he can certainly be friendlier to that kind of proposal.  
  
E. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

1. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 
Secretary May thanked everyone who has focused on the issue of Reorganization. He thanked the 
Chancellor for his willingness and his challenge to deliberate this in an in-depth way. There are also 
many other things going on, including the Budget Planning Task Force meetings. There are budget 
challenges and the issue of Strategic Planning which is in process and is going forward in an 
integrated way. 
 
2. The Faculty Delegates to the Board of Trustees 
 
W. Brian O’Connor, Faculty Delegate to the Board of Trustees, stated he wanted to say a few things 
about the Board of Trustee meeting on February 27 in which the fee increase was passed. It was 
almost a three-hour meeting with a lot of comments. He applauded the trustees for their behavior. 
There was a student contingent there of about 60-65. It was their lack of civility that destroyed the 
whole tenor of the meeting. There were some trustees who actually said, “I’m on your side, but I am 
appalled at your behavior.” Trustee John DiBiaggio, who is the only academic on the Board, tried to 
rationalize with the students as to why this fee increase was necessary to ensure quality. Trustee 
Ruben King-Shaw brought up a good point. He stated that the little brothers and sisters of the 
students who were there voicing their opposition would not have a university to come to if this fee 
increase was not passed. Other trustees argued very rationally and politely for this increase. It was a 
situation in which there was no alternative. It was too late to hold off and wait for the Stimulus Bill to 
come. One of the new trustees is the Secretary of Education, Paul Reville. He was not very optimistic 
about when the University would see the Stimulus Bill.  
 
It was an unfortunate meeting. The students shot themselves in the foot. Faculty Delegate O’Connor 
tried to talk with them afterwards, but he did not make any headway at all. The trustees did have a 
very thorough, thoughtful discussion. It was a 12-4 vote. The people who voted against it were very 
honest about it. Trustees Stephen Tocco and Jennifer Braceras voted against it. Matt Carlin voted 
against it, but Matt Carlin has made it clear that he will vote against any fee increase and any tenure 
case. The student trustee from Boston, Alexander Kulenovic, also voted against it. 
 
3. The Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors 

 
Steven Brewer, Representative of the Massachusetts Society of Professors, stated that the MSP contract 
was ratified last Friday. The vote on this campus was unanimous. They also bargained with the 
group at Boston. They have ratified the contract as well, so now it goes on for signatures and so on. 
On a positive note, this year, faculty will see their pay increases much faster than usual. In fact, 
faculty will see them immediately because it is zero this year.  
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D. ANNUAL REPORT  
 

Annual Report of the Graduate Council for the Academic Year 2007-2008, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
No. 09-028. 
 
The report was received.  
 

E. NEW COURSES 
 
 There is no report associated with the following motion: 
 
 COURSE   TITLE      CREDITS  
 
 EDUC 666  “The River that Connects Us – Environmentally         3 
    Based Education” 
 EDUC 822  “Seminar in Special Education Research”          3 
 EDUC 884  “Social Policy and Disability”           3 
 PUBHLTH 620  “Introduction to the U.S. Health Care System”         3 
 

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses EDUC 666, 822 and 884 and  
29-09 PUBHLTH 620, as recommended by the Graduate Council.  

 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 

 
F.  NEW BUSINESS 
 

1.  Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning a Policy on Registration 
Appointment Modifications, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-029 with Motion No. 30-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Policy on Registration Appointment Modifications, 
30-09 as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-029. 

 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 

 
2.  Special Report of the Graduate Council concerning Revisions to the Master of Arts in 

Teaching (M.A.T) in Latin and Classical Humanities, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-030 
with Motion No. 31-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Revisions to the Master of Arts in Teaching (M.A.T) in 
31-09  Latin and Classical Humanities, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-030.  

 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 

 
3. Special Report of the General Education Council concerning Recommended General 

Education Designations for HISTORY 375, HONORS 392L and SPORTMGT 294B, as 
presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-031 with Motion No. 32-09. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the General Education Designations for HISTORY 375, 
32-09 HONORS 392L and SPORTMGT 294B, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 09-031. 
 

The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
The 682nd Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 4:48 p.m. on March 12, 2009. 
 
The proceedings of this meeting are available on audiotape in the Faculty Senate Office. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Ernest D. May,  
Secretary of the Faculty Senate   
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UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST  
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
From the 682nd Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate held on March 12, 2009 

 
PRESENTATION BY JANE FOUNTAIN, CHAIR, TASK FORCE ON REORGANIZATION 

 
A PDF version of the PowerPoint presentation is available at:  

http://www.umass.edu/senate/reorg_task_force_report_3-12-09.pdf 
  

Jane Fountain, Chair of the Task Force on Reorganization  
 
This is the proposal of the Reorganization Task Force which was convened and organized by the 
Chancellor on February 6. I want to thank the Chancellor for convening this Task Force and for the 
deliberation and the participation that he has structured. I also want to thank the members of the 
Task Force. There are about 20 of us. I want to thank Marilyn Blaustein and the Office of 
Institutional Research. They pulled together a lot of data and information for us.  
 
This is a preliminary report. The recommendations that are in the executive summary are as follows: 
first, in the original proposal there are two mergers that are proposed. As a Task Force, we quickly 
determined that we needed to think of these mergers separately. The logics of the two are separate. 
Our first recommendation, then, was that those analyses had to be carried out separately. The second 
recommendation was that the integration of Life Sciences go forward. The third was a 
recommendation that we look seriously at organizing a College of Arts and Sciences (CAS). The 
fourth recommendation stated that a strong alternative to a CAS, at least for the time being, would 
be what we called a seven college model with a merger between Natural Resources and the 
Environment (NRE) and the College of Natural Sciences and Mathematics (NSM). The Task Force 
also recommended autonomy for Humanities and Fine Arts (HFA) and Social and Behavioral 
Sciences (SBS). This may or may not be a model that moves towards Arts and Sciences in the future. 
The fifth recommendation was to recommend against a merger of Humanities and Fine Arts and 
Social and Behavioral Sciences. 
 
Here is a little bit of information about our task and our timeline. We were convened on February 6. 
We met for the first time around February 13. Our due date for the preliminary report was March 6. 
We want to note that there is much data gathering, analysis and deliberation that still needs to be 
done. This analysis needs to be done not just by the Task Force but by our campus generally. We 
want to make clear that our charge was to consider four colleges only. We were not representative of 
any other part of the campus. Our charge was: “to provide advice about a proposal on college 
reorganization and to explore as well the possibility of a College of Arts and Sciences, or any other 
alternative organizational structure that it finds appropriate for the campus.” This is on the web 
along with a lot of other information. 
 
This is the list of our members (referring to slides). The Task Force was composed of faculty chairs 
or directors. We had three at-large members who were recommended by the Faculty Senate. We had 
a very strong, representative, hardworking group. Our process was to gather input. We all interacted 
with our colleges. We set up a blog. I think that is an important record for our campus and hope that 
it will continue. We also benchmarked our school against others so that we could have a sense of how 
our own campus compares. A list of ten peer schools helped guide us in a benchmarking sense. This 
list was put together by Marilyn Blaustein, Bryan Harvey and others. These are schools that compare 
to UMass on various dimensions: size, research dollars. They were land-grant institutions with no 
medical or vet schools. There is also a Carnegie Research Universities classification list. We are a 
Carnegie Research University, classified as a very high research school. MedVet means that we do no 
have a medical school or veterinary school. There is a list of about 12 schools that fit those criteria.  
 
Finally, there is the American Association of Universities (AAU) which is a membership association 
of excellent universities. Some were made members a long time ago. We might argue that they should 
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not be members now, but basically it is a very creditable list. There are 34 public universities on that 
list. There are about 35 privates. We looked at the publics. These gave us a way of looking at the rest 
of the country. We considered the alternatives a bit repetitious. They were: a College of Natural 
Sciences, a College of Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences (CHASS), a College of Arts and Sciences 
(CAS) that would include NRE or departments to be named, and a seven college model, meaning that 
HFA and SBS would remain autonomous and NRE and NSM would merge. Finally, one of the 
options is no change at all. 
 
We spent some time thinking through our criteria. This is an unranked and partial list. These are 
measurable efficiencies. We did not measure or try to estimate staff cuts, prices, budgets around 
staff. It was completely beyond our scope. When we were thinking of efficiencies we also thought in 
terms of coherence and reducing fragmentation. We also considered the costs of crossing boundaries 
on the campus. These are not costs that show up on budgets. These show up in terms of lost 
opportunities, lost time, lost productivity. They are hard to see on paper, but they are very real. One 
of our criteria was to demonstrate the responsiveness of the campus to this crisis. We are also 
thinking in terms of the long-run. As we come out of this budget crisis, there should be a campus 
organization that will allow us to take advantage of strategic opportunities. We do not want an 
efficient structure that contorts the campus in a way that hurts us later on. Specifically, we are 
thinking through possibilities for new research and engagement opportunities, for new education and 
outreach opportunities and a myriad of other strengths and weaknesses. I just taught Charles 
Lindblom’s Incrementalism, successive limited comparisons. We did a lot of that kind of deliberation 
on the Task Force under conditions of multiple and competing constraints.  
 
Again, let me talk about our recommendations and point to the integration of the Life Sciences. In 
the report, we quote at length from statements and letters that have been written by department and 
program heads from the units, particularly NRE and NSM, who would be affected. I just want to 
briefly consolidate those here to point to a statement about Life Sciences and the Environment that I 
commend to your reading. There is a second statement about the coherence between Life Sciences 
and the physical and computational sciences and mathematics. Bringing greater coherence to Life 
Sciences affects related departments and units in a variety of ways. This requires some careful 
thinking and analysis. We think that structure matters, and we do not think that researchers or 
research groups can simply be placed anywhere without affecting productivity, creativity and their 
ability to collaborate and produce good work.  
 
Let me speak to the recommendation about Arts and Sciences. This may be something that is taken 
up at a later date, but let me try to convey some of the principles so you can understand our thinking. 
We talked about collaboration and what we started calling “integrative potential.” We fairly quickly 
began to apply this to other parts of the campus. We thought about coherence in education, 
particularly General Education, and the possibilities for improving undergraduate education. We 
deliberated about coherence across the disciplines. As you are reading in journals, this collaboration 
now extends very widely from the arts to the most advanced sciences and across to other schools as 
well. We want to be in a position to structure ourselves so that we can easily collaborate to take 
advantage of opportunities and to allow people to exercise their creativity.   
 
At most universities, Colleges of Arts and Sciences are referred to as the heart of the campus or the 
intellectual core of the campus. Many of you came out of such colleges. They combined all of the 
disciplines under one roof and their related fields. It is the dominant form nationally. Except for one, 
all of the peer schools on our list use an Arts and Sciences model. The University of Maryland 
College Park, which is the exception, uses a decentralized model that looks like ours, but they have 
many more Schools and Colleges than we do. On the AAU list of 35 schools, 75 percent of them use a 
College of Arts and Sciences. We should not consider this model because other schools use it. But, we 
wanted to see what the landscape looks like so that we can analyze where we stand and generate 
meaningful alternatives. 
 
Creating fluid boundaries might improve administrative processes, making them more coherent 
across a larger number of units. This would include an ease of de-layering, less paper work, less red 
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tape. We think that making boundaries more fluid might foster innovation and more research 
productivity. We think that making boundaries more fluid would be a catalyst for program 
collaboration and for energizing our undergraduate education.  
 
Here is a quotation from a General Education Council memo from March 2: “The assumption 
behind General Education—and behind the idea of liberal education in general—is that our students 
will be encouraged to integrate the various dimensions of education … a curriculum  that challenges 
disciplinary divisions, such as those between the ‘two cultures’ of science and non-science … we note 
that challenging questions in bioethics, cognitive science, evolutionary psychology of art, the poetics 
of physics … call upon knowledge and skills taught in various distinct department, schools and 
colleges.” It is this vision for coherence in liberal arts that would be helpful to our undergraduates. 
We can extend this to both coherence in research as well as coherence in administrative and 
management systems.  
 
Colleges of Arts and Sciences come in two forms: a functional form, which I will show you in a few 
minutes, and a divisional form. On our peer list, these are the schools that have a functional form, 
and this is what the functional form looks like (referring to slides). We don’t recommend this form, 
but it is not an unusual form and it may become increasingly prevalent. This is an example from 
Indiana Bloomington. There is an Arts and Sciences Dean. The Associate Deans, in this case, are 
functional. There is a Strategic Planning Dean, an Executive Associate Dean, an Associate Dean for 
Graduate Education, an Associate Dean for Undergraduate Education and an Associate Dean for 
Research and various directors and staff underneath them. On their website, there are blocks for: 
the College of Arts and Humanities, the College of Social and Historical Studies, the College of Life 
Sciences, and the College of Natural and Mathematical Sciences, but there is no dean or associate 
dean sitting on top of them. Many of us said it would be hard to imagine how they relate with their 
dean. 
 
Three of the peer schools have a divisional form. Again, Maryland is the exception here. Here is an 
example from Rutgers. Here most of the deans sit on the top of their divisions. So there is a Dean of 
Social and Behavioral Sciences, a Dean for Life Sciences and Vice President for Health Science 
Partnerships, an Executive Vice Dean, a Dean of Physical and Mathematical Sciences and a Dean of 
Humanities. They have other associate deans for business affairs, for personnel, for IT and for 
education. In most schools, the divisional deans are associate deans. At Rutgers, they are not. The 
associate deans would be appointed from within the college. They would not come from a national 
search. One way to get coherence across these divisional structures is by cross-cutting units. These 
are often informal committees, centers, institutes and advisory councils. We noted that although 
structure matters, leadership and the people who would be in those leadership roles also matters. In 
all, we think that more analysis should be done as we move forward.  
 
There are a few limitations of CHASS. Going to this list of 34 public universities in the AAU, there 
are only two schools that have a CHASS model: the University of Texas Austin and the University of 
Minnesota. Both of these universities are twice the size of the University of Massachusetts. Both of 
them have psychology departments within them, and both of them are part of much more 
decentralized models. As a Task Force, we are very concerned about the potential dynamics of 
having a science college and a non-science college. We are concerned about the gap that would have 
to be bridged for various collaborations. We see much more cohesion in the Arts and Sciences model. 
 
Finally, we began calling the process of reorganization a Progressive Transition Model. We came up 
with what we think are important guiding principles. The first is that much more analysis needs to be 
conducted and that we want to share data and findings widely across the campus so that they inform 
our deliberations. The deans and the faculty of the colleges need to work out the details. The core 
mission of research is very particular in our society because it involves the production of knowledge, 
and it is a very specialized kind of work. It has to be understood in that way. Mergers in universities 
are not like mergers in manufacturing firms or financial firms or other kinds of organizations 
because we do a very particular kind of work that combines creativity, specialized knowledge, 
research groups, social relationships, equipment, facilities, and these need to be carefully considered. 
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The planning for these transitions should include interim deans, acting deans, incoming deans, and 
outgoing deans. Otherwise, we have very unbalanced representation. We expect that there will be 
multiple budget cuts. We need a plan that allows us to do reorganization in line with a sequence of 
cuts. If we can think through that in a systematic way, we think we will be better off. We recognize 
the need for a timeline, and we are operating under terrible time constraints in a terrible economic 
situation. There are other functions and services on the campus. We looked at four colleges. There is 
much more to be examined. This was only three weeks of work. We need this work and much more. 
Alignment with a strategic plan will be important. There are many structures and functions around 
the campus at the Provost and Graduate School level. We should not only look for efficiencies but 
also ways to put ourselves in a position for excellence.  
 
 
 
   



Reorganization Task Force:

Preliminary Report to the
Chancellor
March 6, 2009



Recommendations

1. NRE/NSM and HFA/SBS “mergers” must be 

analyzed separately

2. Recommend integration of life sciences

3. Recommend a College of Arts & Sciences

4. Recommend as a “strong alternative” a 

“Seven College Model” which allows for 

consideration of CAS in the future

5. Recommend against merger of HFA and 

SBS



Preliminary Report

• Brief timeline - Feb 6 to March 6

• Much data gathering, analysis and 
deliberation remains to be done

• Much deliberation taking place 
throughout the campus

• RTF considered four colleges only: 
NSM, NRE, SBS and HFA



Our Charge

Message of February 6: The Chancellor has 
charged the Task Force “to provide advice 
about a proposal on college reorganization and 
to explore as well the possibility of a College of 
Arts and Sciences, or any other alternative 
organizational structure that it finds appropriate 
for the campus.”

http://www.umass.edu/chancellor/budget/

budget_taskforcemembers_020609.html



Task Force Members
• Douglas Anderton, Sociology

• Andrew Barto, Computer Science

• Joseph Bartolomeo, English

• Joseph Berger, Education (at large)

• Samuel Black, Veterinary and Animal Sciences

• Jeff Cox, Music and Dance

• Eric Decker, Food Science

• Robert Faulkner, Sociology (at large)

• Paul Fisette, Natural Resources Conservation

• Jane Fountain, Political Science, chair

• Julie Hayes, Languages, Literatures and Cultures

• John Hird, Political Science

• Shaw Ling Hsu, Polymer Science and Engineering

• Jane Miller, Management (at large)

• Melinda Novak, Psychology

• Danny Schnell, Biochemistry and Molecular Biology



Our Process

• Gather input and deliberate with our 
colleges

• Gather input widely through the blog, 
meetings and consultations

• Careful deliberation guided in part by 
broad criteria



External Data Sources

• UMA Peers (10)

• Carnegie Research Universities “very 
high NMedVet” (XX)

• American Association of Universities 
public universities (34)



Alternatives

• College of Natural Sciences (or future name)

• College of Humanities, Arts and Social 

Sciences (CHASS)

• College of Arts and Sciences (including NRE)

• Seven College Model (HFA and SBS 

autonomous; NRE and NSM merge)

• No change



Partial Criteria, unranked

• Efficiencies and coherence in administration

• Demonstrate responsiveness to crisis

• Strategic opportunities - positioning for the 

future

• New research and engagement opportunities

• New education and outreach opportunities

• Other strengths and weaknesses



Recommendations
1. NRE/NSM and HFA/SBS “mergers” must be 

analyzed separately

2. Recommend integration of life sciences

3. Recommend a College of Arts & Sciences

4. Recommend as a “strong alternative” a “Seven 
College Model” which allows for consideration of 

CAS in the future

5. Recommend against merger of HFA and SBS



Report Contents to Note

• Life Sciences and the Environment -

statement from dept and program heads

• Life Sciences and the Physical and 

Computational Sciences and Mathematics --

statement from dept and program heads

• Deliberation concerning departments and 

reorganization: Criteria for participatory 

deliberation and analysis



Recommendations
1. NRE/NSM and HFA/SBS “mergers” must be 

analyzed separately

2. Recommend integration of life sciences

3. Recommend a College of Arts & Sciences

4. Recommend as a “strong alternative” a “Seven 
College Model” which allows for consideration of 

CAS in the future

5. Recommend against merger of HFA and SBS



CAS:Collaborative and 

Integrative Potential
• Build internal coherence

• Administrative coherence to reduce 
coordination costs

• Coherence in education, particularly General 
Education

• Coherence across the disciplines, scholarly 
research and closely related fields

• Opportunities for collaboration from arts to 
sciences



• Colleges of Arts and Sciences are 
considered

– “the heart of the teaching and research 

mission”

– “the intellectual core of the campus”

• Dominant model nationally

– All peer schools but one

– 75% of AAU public universities



Fluid Boundaries

• An impetus for innovative, collaborative 

research

• A catalyst for program collaboration

• Basis for energizing undergraduate education 

and curriculum

– Better serve our students

– Tool for recruitment of excellent student

– Raise visibility of the undergraduate curriculum



The assumption behind General Education--and 
behind the idea of liberal education in 
general--is that our students will be 
encouraged to integrate the various 
dimensions of their education…a curriculum 
that challenges disciplinary divisions, such as 
those between the “two cultures” of science 
and non-science…we note that challenging 
questions in bioethics, cognitive science, 
evolutionary psychology of art, the poetics of 
physics… call upon knowledge and skills 
taught in various distinct departments, 
schools and colleges.”

General Education Council, memo of March 2



CAS Functional Form

• Indiana Bloomington 

• Iowa State

• Stony Brook

• University of Colorado Boulder

• University of Connecticut Storrs

• University of Nebraska Lincoln



CAS Functional Form

Arts and

Humanities

25 depts.

Social and

Historical

Studies

27 depts.

Life Sciences

28 Centers and

Institutes

17 depts.

Natural and

Mathematical

Sciences

20 depts.

Director of

Strategic Planning

Associate Dean for

Strategic Planning

(faculty)

Human Resources

Coordinator

Human Resources

Administrator

Executive Associate

Dean (faculty)

Associate Dean for

Graduate Education

(faculty)

Director of

Enrollment Management

Associate Dean for

Undergraduate Education

(faculty)

Associate Dean for

Research

(faculty)

CAS Dean

Indiana Bloomington



CAS Divisional Form

• Rutgers

• UC Santa Barbara

• University of Delaware

• University of Maryland -- decentralized



CAS Divisional Form

SAS Grant Facilitator Dean of the Honors

Program

Dean for Educational

Initiatives and the Core

Curriculum

Business Affairs ; Policy

and Personnel Office; IT

Dean of Social and

Behavioral Sciences

Dean of Life Sciences

and VP for Health Science

Partnerships

Assistant to the Dean

Associate Dean of

Planning and

Communications

Executive Vice Dean

Type Title Here

Dean of Physical and

Mathematical Sciences

Dean of

Humanities

Executive Dean

Rutgers SAS

Divisional associate deans: appointed from within not 

through national search; “generic” admin at CAS level



CAS

• Cross-cutting units, committees, 
advisory councils required to prevent 
stovepipes

• Structure matters

• Leadership and people also matter

• Much more analysis needed to examine 
specifics of this alternative

• Limitations of CHASS



A Progressive Transition 

Model: Guiding Principles 1
• Further analysis should be conducted; data 

and findings should be shared broadly with 
deans, chairs and affected faculty

• Allow deans and faculty of the four colleges to
“work out the details” within a reasonable 
period of time

• Planning should include all deans including 
interim and acting



A Progressive Transition 

Model: Guiding Principles 2
• A progressive transition model to target 

multiple budget cuts to various points of 
reorganization

• Develop a timeline and phases of 
implementation

• Carefully analyze all functions and services 
related to the academic enterprise

• Align with the emerging strategic plan

• Examine all structures and functions including 
provost’s office, graduate school, etc



Thank you!

http://blogs.umass.edu/reorg

fountain@pubpol.umass.edu
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