
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
Presiding Officer Wilson called the 663rd Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on May 17, 2007 at 3:30 p.m. in 
Herter Hall, Room 227. 
 
A. ADDRESS BY UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS PRESIDENT JACK WILSON 
  

(see attached) 
 
B. ANNUAL REPORT 
  

Annual Report of the Research Council of the Faculty Senate, Academic Year 2005-2006, University of 
Massachusetts Amherst, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-039. 

 
Professor Paul Utgoff, Chair of the Research Council, stated that he was chair of the Research Council this year 
and last year.  People are welcome to read the report, but the highlights are that the Council presented two policies 
to the Faculty Senate last year, which were adopted.  The Council did a big think piece on mentoring of junior 
faculty, which was forwarded to the Provost.  The other thing is that the Council followed certain indicators, and 
the main one to point out is that, while research expenditures continue to grow very nicely, graduate research 
assistant FTEs seem to be in decline.  The Council thinks there has been a shift underway in who is doing the 
research, and we are tracking that.  

 
 The report was received. 
 
C. NEW COURSES  
 
 There are no reports associated with the following motions: 
 
 COURSE     TITLE     CREDITS 
 
 FORLANGC 211E  “Swahili V”                  1.5 
 FORLANGC 212E  “Swahili VI”                         1.5 
 JUDAIC 309   “Music of the Jewish People”          3 
 JUDAIC 313   “Transformation and the Jews”                3   
   
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses Swahili V and VI and JUDAIC 309 and 313, as  
43-07  recommended by the Academic Matters Council. 
 

The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
 COURSE    TITLE     CREDITS 
 
 EDUC 659   “School Management”                   3   
 EDUC 702   “School-Based Consultation”          3   
 SOCIOL 732   “Gender and Social Policy”                    3 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses EDUC 659 and 702 and SOCIOL 732, as  
44-07  recommended by the Graduate Council. 

 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 

    
D. NEW BUSINESS 
 
 1. Special Motion by the Rules Committee concerning the Award of an Honorary Degree: 
   

The Faculty Senate of the University of Massachusetts Amherst by this vote records its view that the 
nomination of Andrew Card, Jr. for an honorary degree does not rise to the level of distinction described 
in Trustee document T93-060 (revised 2/16/05). According to this document, candidates for honorary 
degrees shall be persons of great accompl ishment and high ethical standards who exemplify the ideals of 
the University of Massachusetts. 

 



THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate of the University of Massachusetts Amherst 
disapproves of the award of an honorary degree to Andrew Card, Jr. 
 
Senator Tobias Baskin stated that he was one of the senators who brought this resolution to the Faculty 
Senate.  He wanted to make two points: one, the process that led to this nomination is quite flawed.  By 
statute, there are three faculty members on the Campus Honorary Degree Committee and he heard from 
one of the faculty members on the Committee that he could not make the meeting at which this 
nomination was discussed.  He did not think that this counted as a well-thought-through, deeply felt 
degree.  Two, process or no process, he felt that this is an extraordinarily bad award, and he, in good 
conscience, could not allow it to go unopposed.  He urged the Faculty Senate to do what President Wilson 
said that we should do, which is speak out, which is wh at the resolution is doing, to record the voice of the 
Faculty Senate.  Finally, in view of the lateness of the hour, he move d the question. 
 
Moving the question requires two-thirds of the voting members.  The vote is 27-5.  The motion to move the 
question carries. 
 
Senator W.C. Conner asked if this motion was delivered to the Faculty Senate in a timely fashion as 
required by the bylaws: a full five days prior to it being considered here?  The fact that it is not being 
debated is another question entirely.   
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that he will explain what the bylaws state.  They discussed this today in the 
Rules Committee.  He read what the bylaws state d, and asked any member of the Rules Committee to 
make a statement, and then he would make a decision relating to the rule of order.  The bylaws state, in 
section 3, “Agendas for regular meetings shall be prepared by the Rules Committee, and shall be sent to 
each member of the faculty at least five working days prior to the meetings.”  The notice was sent out on 
Friday of last week, so there was notice given Friday, Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday.  There is a point 
of order questioning whether today counts as one of the five days.  He is going to let any member of the 
Rules Committee discuss our deliberations and then he will make a decision.   
 
Senator Maurianne Adams stated that she was speaking as a member of the Rules Committee, and 
someone who participated in this discussion.  As the Faculty Senate will recall, we met last Thursday and 
the Andrew Card proposal failed for lack of a quorum.  The earliest that we could meet prior to today’s 
meeting was first thing Friday morning, which we did.  We made a judgment call about what “timely 
notification” of the Faculty Senate members would mean.  We made this in good faith, and we made it 
based on a sense of the Faculty Senate.  We felt that what people said last Thursday was that they wanted 
us to put this on as new business so that we would not be in the position, once again, of a quorum call with 
the semester running out on us.  This was a good-faith decision made within the time that was available.  
We do not really know who would make the next level of judgment about whether this technically fails the 
requirement or whether one might argue that, between Friday morning and Thursday late afternoon, that 
five days, counting hours and weekdays, would count.  This seems so hairsplitting that we felt that we 
would make the decision as a judgment call, keeping in the spirit of the Faculty Senate. 
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that, since he felt that this was an issue, he started off by consulting two 
different attorneys whose opinions he respects, and they fairly quickly came to the decision that there was 
four days notice given, not five.  Five days notice would have required that notice be given last Thursday.  
As a result of that, he wrote an e-mail to Brian Burke, who is the Associate Counsel for the campus, and 
copied Secretary May.  The e-mail set out what had happened as far as the Rules Committee being 
requested, if possible, to put this on the agenda, the fact that we had put it on the agenda but we felt that 
there still might be a question.  He asked Mr. Burke, if he could, after sending him copies of the bylaws 
and the Constitution, for his opinion of whether timely notice was given pursuant to the Faculty Senate 
bylaws.  The whole thing was discussed prior to that, so it was regarding notice of the question of Andrew 
Card.  His response was, “I am not sure I am in any better position than you are to interpret the Faculty 
Senate Constitution.  For what it’s worth, however, I agree that a plain reading of the language would 
require the agendas to have gone out on the 10th for a meeting on the 17th.  I suspect that an issue that 
could come up with respect to this is whether this limit has been followed in the past.”  Mr. Burke’s 
response was that notice, according to the bylaws, was not given, because it was not five days’ notice, but 
four days’ notice, but he had a question of what had been done in the past.  Presiding Officer Wilson then 
spoke to Secretary May, and asked if this had been done in the past on a regular basis or not, and his 
recollection and understanding was, at least as far as he could remember, it is not done.  Regular agenda 
items are normally sent out on a Tuesday for the following Thursday.  There is always more than five days 
notice given for exactly this reason, which is what the bylaws require.  So, based upon his reading of the 
bylaws and getting interpretations of the bylaws from three other people and also discussing it with the 
Rules Committee, he agreed that the rule of order was that the he agreed that the notice requirement of 



the bylaws, to put this item on the agenda properly, was not met.  The motion is out of order, and not to be  
considered.  Before anyone asked any questions, he wanted to follow up.  This does not prevent this 
motion or any other motion coming before the Faculty Senate as new business, so long as there is a 
quorum of the majority of all of the members, elected and ex officio voting members, present.  We have 
counte d, and there are a total of 36 out of 70 elected senators and voting ex officio members, if someone 
chose to bring this up as a motion under new business, we have a quorum of 36. 
 
Senator Baskin stated that the entire agenda for the meeting was sent out on Friday; it was not just this 
motion.   
 
Presiding Officer Wilson replied that this agenda was sent out the prior Tuesday.  A revised agenda, 
including everything, but specifically the new item, was sent out Friday. 
 
Secretary May announced that there is a quorum in the room; we have 37 members present, and we need 
36 for a quorum.  As far as the issue the way the Faculty Senate agendas get sent out, they get put in the 
mail, normally on Tuesday or Wednesday.  As you know, campus mail takes a while to get out, so we took 
the step of e-mailing everybody these agendas because we knew that this was going to be a significant 
discussion item, which got the agendas in front of you faster, but in fact, the agendas were in the mail the 
day before.  The reason for that was that this was an extra meeting scheduled at a one-week interval from 
the previous meeting.  There were several reasons for that, this item being one of them, but another reason 
is simply that the tempo of business within the Faculty Senate produced this rather long list of business 
items that were not ready for the previous meeting, and became ready for this meeting.  Normally, the 
agendas are sent out on the Tuesday or Wednesday, occasionally the Thursday, prior to the meeting, but 
all of those meet the statutory requirements.  He could not say that never, in the past, has something gone 
out on Friday, but the Faculty Senate Office does not recall that happening.  Procedurally, what we 
decided that, if this fails on this ground, one could make the motion to suspend the rules and, if the body 
votes to suspend the rules and introduce, we do have a quorum today to do that.   
 
Senator Bogartz stated that, in light of the fact that two people are ready to leave, thus removing the 
quorum, he wanted to know whether or not it is the case that the Rules Committee can act on behalf of the 
Faculty Senate during the summer. 
 
Secretary May replied that that is true.  The bylaws do give the Faculty Senate Rules Committee the 
authority to act on behalf of the Faculty Senate during the summer.  The practice is that they have to 
report back to the body the results at the first meeting in the fall.  Those are the requirements.  The 
normal practice has been to pass through routine requests like General Education designations or new 
course proposals that came in late, but not to undertake big policy issues without the approval of the full 
body.  That is past practice; it could be violated. 
 
An unidentified faculty member  stated that, at the last meeting, it was ruled that ex officio members did not 
vote, but the Rules Committee has decided, as of this meeting, that ex officio members do vote.   
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that last week, there was a question of quorum, and there was a point of 
order from the floor and the statement was made that ex officio members should be included in the 
calculation of a quorum. We decided to review that, and he was in error.  Ex officio members are certainly 
included in the Faculty Senate.  There is a whole group of them, some of whom are allowed to vote, and 
some of whom are not allowed to vote.  The Rules Committee met and decided that ex officio voting 
members, meaning those ex officio members who hold academic rank, are certainly members, they are 
entitled to vote, and that they should be counted as part of the quorum.  He was in error last week.  He 
stands corrected.   
 
An unidentified faculty member  asked if Presiding Officer Wilson was saying that there would have been a 
quorum at the last meeting if the ex officio members had been counted. 
 
Presiding Officer Wilson replied that there would not have been a quorum.  Last week, he counted just the 
elected faculty senators.  Somebody said that we should include ex officio members.  There were three or 
four present, and he thought the person who made that motion thought that we would just count four, but 
we would have needed to count the additional sixteen ex officio members in the calculation of the quorum.  
Those four woul d have then been included in the vote.   
 
 Secretary May moved to suspend the rules. 
 
 



Senator Maria Tymoczko stated that they still needed to vote on the motion on the floor. 
 
Presiding Officer Wilson replied that he did not believe there was a motion on the floor.  The original 
motion was ruled out of order, null and void.  It was his interpretation. 
 
Senator Baskin stated that the Rules Committee put it on the agenda and it was introduced.  Why can we 
not vote on it?   
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that the procedure would be to appeal the decision of the chair, which was 
done last week.  Another point of order, we have determined that a quorum exists.  We would determine 
that prior to a vote.  In this case, we will determine whether a quorum is present or not present. 
 
Senator Bogartz asked if anyone called for the presence of a quorum?  Has anyone asked whether there is 
a quorum? 
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that there was a question of the quorum, so he is calling for it, as presiding 
officer.   
 
Senator Adams stated that it seemed to her that whether or not this is null by virtue of the fact that the 
agenda did not go out in time is irrelevant.  This vote represented the sentiment of the Faculty Senate and 
was not a binding a vote.  The fact it may be null or not null does not bear on our expression of our 
sentiment, which is what is at issue here.  She thought that they might be getting legalistic to no end.   
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that he would consider other discussion on that.  He was not trying to get 
legalistic; he was trying to follow the bylaws and the Constitution the way they are written, with the plain 
interpretation of them. 
 
Senator Marios Philippides stated that he suggested that they have a quorum.  It is on the sign-up sheet. 
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that the number of people present can change, and they obviously have.   
 
Senator Philippides replied that the signatures are there.   
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that, in the same way that we did it last week, we will go through that list 
and if the people are present, great, and if they are not present, then they cannot be counted in a quorum. 
 
Senator Bogartz stated that there has not been a call for a presence of a quorum.   
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that he had a question of whether or not a quorum was present, and he 
was going to determine whether or not a quorum is present.  He is calling for it.  There was a motion to 
suspend the rules, and that requires a two-thirds majority vote of people present.   
 
Secretary May stated that the purpose of the motion to suspend the rules was to introduce a resolution 
relative to the awarding of an honorary degree to Andrew Card, Jr.   

 
  The motion was seconded.  31 were in favor of suspending the rules.  The motion to    
  suspend the rules was passed.   
 
  Senator Baskin moved to call the question. 
 
  Senator Tymoczko stated that the rules have been suspended, and this is a legal motion. 
 

Presiding Officer Wilson stated that the question is whether this is a legal motion because the rules have 
been suspended.  In Robert’s Rules of Order, item 47, page 148, entitled “Votes that are null and void 
even if unanimous,” “no motion is in order that conflicts with the laws of the nation or state, or with the 
assembly’s constitution or bylaws.  Such motions, even if adopted by a unanimous vote, are null and 
void.”   
 
Secretary May stated that they took the vote, and there are 37 people signed into the room.  That records 
the quorum, and there was no challenge to the quorum made before that.  The vote that requires a 
quorum would be to suspend the rules.  The vote to suspend the rules took place before any challenge to 
the quorum, and we have got a signed document here with the initials of 37 senators, which constitute one 



more than needed for a quorum.  So, he would put forward the motion that the body assert that the 
motion is in order. 
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that he suggested that they go ahead and have a vote on the motion, if the 
body chooses to, but before we take a vote, he was going to count to see if a quorum is present or not, 
based upon his feeling that there may not be.  He believed he could call the quorum question at any time 
prior to a vote.  He was not going to interfere with the vote; he just wanted to see if there was a quorum 
present.  Is that not a constitutional issue?   
 
The motion to call the question was seconded.  29 members were in favor, and the motion has passed.   
 
The call for a quorum was made by Presiding Officer Wilson.   
 
An unidentified faculty member  stated that Presiding Officer Wilson could not call a quorum because he 
was not a senator.  The presiding officer steps down as a senator when they are the presiding officer. 
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that he was in fact a senator, and could call for a quorum.   
 
32 voting members were present, which did not constitute a quorum. 
 
MOVED that the Faculty Senate of the University of Massachusetts Amherst by this vote records its view 
that the nomination of Andrew Card, Jr. for an honorary degree does not rise to the level of distinction 
described in Trustee document T93-060 (revised 2/16/05). According to this document, candidates for 
honorary degrees shall be persons of great accomplishment and high ethical standards who exemplify the 
ideals of the University of Massachusetts. 

 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate of the University of Massachusetts Amherst 
disapproves of the award of an honorary degree to Andrew Card, Jr. 
 
An unidentified faculty member  asked for proof that the speaker has a right to call for a verification of 
quorum.   
 
Presiding Officer Wilson stated that he did not prevent the vote, and is not making any statement about 
the vote.  He believed it was the prerogative of the chair, and he has been told by Senator Tymoczko that it 
is.  He is relying on other people for assistance.  In all his years of being a senator and serving as the 
Presiding Officer, it has not come up too often, and that is why he does not know all of the answers.  He is 
trying to do this in a way that is according to the constitution, and not to violate the terms of the bylaws or 
the constitution.   
 
An unidentified faculty member  asked if they were being asked to vote on a motion that was ruled illegal. 
 
Presiding Officer Wilson replied that he was calling the vote on consensus, on a motion where he does not 
believe there is a quorum present.  He was going to allow the vote.  It was not his intention to rule on it; it 
was his intention to take the vote.  If someone asks him to make a ruling on it, he will, but he was not 
planning to.   
 
31 members voted in favor of the resolution, and none were opposed.  The motion was adopted. 

 
2. Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning Policy and Procedures concerning Academic Honesty, 

as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-040 with Motion No. 45-07. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Policy and Procedures concerning Academic Honesty, as presented 
45-07  in Sen. Doc. No. 07-040. 
 

An unidentified faculty member  stated that he would like to make an amendment.  On page 11, Appendix 
B, the sentence, “Academic dishonesty is the intentional attempt to secure advantage for oneself or 
another in any academic exercise,” to strike “intentional” and to replace it with “the attempt to secure 
unfair advantage for oneself…”  His reasoning is that one can secure an advantage for themselves by 
studying.  What we are talking about is an unfair advantage.  More importantly, the “intentional” is 
either superfluous or it is problematic.  Even without intentional, it seems like it is implied.  If it is not 
superfluous, but is there to put the burden on the faculty to prove the intentions of a student who 
plagiarized.  His understanding is that if something is plagiarized, it does not matter what the intentions 
are, and he believes that is the ruling under U.S. copyright law.   



 
Secretary May stated that he would support that amendment.  Just to give some history of the document, it 
is extraordinarily complicated, and the Ombuds Office and the Academic Honesty Office has spent a lot of 
time working on this.  The Ad Hoc Committee on Student Plagiarism has spent a lot of time working on it, 
and we had a big meeting the other day.  We did decide to remove intention and we managed to get most 
of it, but we missed this reference.  It is a good point, and Secretary May thought that removing the words 
and adding unfair was a good idea. 
 
An unidentified faculty member  stated that he wanted to commend that they had done an excellent job.  He 
read through the document and he thought that it was much improved.   

 
  The motion to amend was seconded and adopted. 

Secretary May stated that he also needed to make a slight amendment.  A member of the faculty noticed 
another discrepancy between the main document and Appendix E.  In Appendix E, number 9, the first 
three words should read as follows, “within five business days,” instead of “within ten semester days.”     
 
The motion to amend was seconded and adopted. 

 
  The original motion was seconded and adopted.   
 

3. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Revision of the Minor in Entomology in the 
Department of Plant, Soil, and Insect Sciences in the College of Natural Resources and the Environment, 
as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-041 with Motion No. 46-07. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Revision of the Minor in Entomology in the Department of Plant,  
46-07 Soil, and Insect Sciences in the College of Natural Resources and the Environment, as presented in Sen. 

Doc. No. 07-041. 
 
 The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

4. Special Report of the Academic Matters, Academic Priorities and Program and Budget Councils 
concerning The Establishment of a Five College Certificate in Buddhist Studies, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
No. 07-042 with Motion No. 47-07. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve The Establishment of a Five College Certificate in Buddhist Studies, as 
47-07  presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-042. 
 

The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

5. Special Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Online Learning, Academic Matters and Program and 
Budget Councils concerning The Certificate in Journalism, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-043 with 
Motion No. 48-07. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve The Certificate in Journalism, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-043. 
48-07  

The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

6. Special Report of the Graduate Council concerning the Change in Minimum Credit Requirement for the 
MBA Degree, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-044 with Motion No. 49-07. 
 

MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Change in Minimum Credi t Requirement for the MBA Degree, as 
49-07  presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-044. 
 

The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

7. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Academic Regulations Updates:  III.  
Academic Status, as presented in Sen. Doc. No.  07-045 with Motion No. 50-07. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the changes to Section III (Academic Status) of the Academic  
50-07  Regulations, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-045. 
 

The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 



8. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning Academic Regulations Updates: X.  
Examinations, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-046 with Motion No. 51-07. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the changes to Section X (Examinations) of the Academic Regulations, as 
51-07  presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-046. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

9. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning The Definition of Certificates, as presented in 
Sen. Doc. No. 07-047 with Motion No. 52-07. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the following definition of a certificate program: “a certificate program 
52-07  involves specialized areas of study, from which a significant proportion of requirements must go beyond  

the requireme nts of any specific major for matriculating students,” as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-047. 
 

The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

10. Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning the Continuation of the Ad Hoc Committee on Online 
Learning, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-048 with Motion No. 53-07. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Continuation of the Ad Hoc Committee on Online Learning for one 
53-07  year, at which time, a final report will be presented to the Faculty Senate at its last meeting in the Spring  

2008 semester. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted.   
 

11. Special Report of the General Education Council concerning A Recommended General Education 
Designation for JUDAIC 309, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-049 with Motion No. 54-07. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the General Education Designation AT & G for JUDAIC 309, as  
54-07  presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-049. 
 
  The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 

12. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning the 2010-2011 Academic Calendar, as 
presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-050 with Motion No. 55-07. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate adopt the 2010-2011 Academic Calendar, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 07-050. 
55-07 

Senator Mokhtar Atallah moved that this item of the agenda would be tabled until the first Faculty Senate 
meeting in the fall semester. 
 
The motion to table was seconded and adopted.  The motion was tabled until the first meeting in 
September. 

  
The 663rd Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 5:43 p.m. on May 17, 2007. 
 
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  663rd Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate held on May 17, 2007. 

 
ADDRESS BY JACK WILSON, PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 

Thank you all for being here  and I’m sorry that it is not a larger room so that everyone would have a chance to sit 
down, but I think the fact that you are here shows your passion for the institution, your interest in the issues before 
us and I understand there are many issues before us.   I came really prepared to speak primarily about the recent 
news reports and to try to bring some information about them.  I just had a nice meeting with the Faculty Senate 
Rules Committee, and one of the things they suggested is that I begin by telling you what did not happen this week, 
and what the intent is to have happen.  We have been in discussions on a variety of things , working on a variety of 
appointments that you’ve read some things about over the last few months, and we are putting together plans of 
meetings.  I was scheduled to be here in a series of meetings tomorrow.  I was actually scheduled at this time to be 
in some meetings at UMass Boston, and so on.  On Tuesday, press reports came out which changed the nature of 
all of the meetings from a discussion about our proposed plans, where we could get the plans on the table, to an 
explanation of the plans once they had been in the press.   

Let’s go right to the Amherst situation.  What I would encourage you to do is to look at John Lombardi’s 
statement and look at Jack Wilson’s statement, rather than the press reports.  I didn’t see it right away, so I didn’t 
really realize why I was getting so much email until somebody got the Daily Hampshire Gazette article to me, 
which says “Lombardi out, Wilson in.”  Let me begin there.  That’s not it.  The truth is that John Lombardi and I 
have been in long discussions over the issue of how university governance should work , how we should be able to 
put these things together and I was reminded recently that another member of the Faculty Senate was in some of 
those discussions four years ago.  And the question is: is this the right model?  A model with five campuses, each 
with a chancellor and a president in Boston.  And the question is: is this the right time to put on the  table alternate 
models?  The alternate models could include, of course, a five -campus system with a president in Boston as we have 
right now, with chancellors on all the campuses.  That model is still on the table.  There have been no decisions 
made about anything.  At the other end of the spectrum, there are advocates for a different model, a model which 
is often called the “lead-campus” model, and there are a number of universities who have this model.  Every 
university is a little different, but Indiana University is an example of that, Penn State is an example of that, where 
you have more of a lead-campus model, where the president and the chancellor of the flagship campus are co-
located or the same person.  In discussions with John Lombardi, who is actually a very strong advocate for that 
point of view, we have gone back and forth about that for some time, and decided mutually, over the last few 
months, to work together for the next year.  Remember now, I am talking about a process, not a result.  We will 
work together over the next year to put a lot of these models on the table, understand them, and see if an alternate 
model would work and John’s desire, at the conclusion of that year, is to take a sabbatical and return to the faculty 
as Chancellor Emeritus, Distinguished Professor, and Special Advisor to the President.  That is the discussion that 
we had, that is the agreement that we reached, and by mutual agreement, that was where we were prepared to go.   

Now, the press report said we had already decided on the lead campus model.  Certainly not true.  We have 
decided on a process, and even that is not decided, because this has to go to the Board of Trustees.  We have 
decided to recommend a process in which we delay the search, have John and I work together for the next year, 
and then, over that next year, while getting commentary from all of the constituencies, including our friends in the 
Legislature, to find out what should it look like at the end of the year.  Maybe it will be back to five campuses, one 
president.  If it is, I am absolutely comfortable with that model.  Maybe, the recommendation of the constituencies 
will be a lead-campus model.  If it is, I am reasonably comfortable with that model.  Maybe it is even more likely 
that it will be some thing in between those things, because there are many other potential models going forward for 
university governance.  But, the important point is that the press suggested that we have reached a conclusion and 
a result and it was going to happen and the proposal, and you can read John’s statement, you can read my 
statement and you can read the other press reports other than in that one paper, is that we are proposing a 
process, a year-long process that has four Trustee meetings, beginning with the June 20th meeting, and continuing 
on through the next year.  That also means lots of consultations with legislators.  That also means lots of 
consultations with the Faculty Senate, the Intercampus Faculty Council, and a variety of other organizations.   
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Through that year, try to understand, if there is a way that we can be even more successful in making the 
University of Massachusetts Amherst the most powerful flagship campus that we could possibly make it, and boost 
it into the top ranks of universities as the flagship university of the University of Massachusetts, a much more 
closely coupled system.   

I was asked to give some examples of how that close coupling can work.  There are a lot of them.  We have done a 
lot of things.  Some of them are kind of on the trivial end.  Years ago, we had five payroll systems, we now have one 
payroll system.  That is one university.  It saved us some money, the payroll system works, but that is pretty trivial.  
That’s not very interesting.  Let me give you something at the other end of the academic spectrum.  This past year, 
George Langford, the dean here , worked with Bob Finberg of the medical school, and put together a stem cell 
proposal for $66 million, which I then took to the Governor, and which the Governor included in his 
announcement of a $1 billion life science initiative.  I made a long story short there of all the work that they had to 
do with their colleagues and with their faculty, putting that together, but that proposal was so strong because it 
married the complimentary strengths at Amherst, particularly in the animal areas, with those of the medical 
school.  The fact that they were different was a strength, not a weakness, because it made it a much more powerful 
proposal.  That is an example of how working together, we can really make a difference.  Let me give you another 
example.  Six years ago, we decided to take some fledgling online efforts at the various campuses, and put them 
together into a single, joint effort.  Now, this was very difficult.  Some in the room were part of that.  I see some 
smiles, I remember how difficult it was.  All the rivalries, the wrestling back and forth.  The fact is , the thing has 
grown at 40% year on year.  We ’ve blown past every other university.  It brings us $28 million in annual revenue.  
Amherst went from third to first in terms of the revenue brought in, which helps to support everybody’s programs.  
It’s got national recognition.  It’s huge.  Those are some examples of how you can begin to put the strengths 
together of each of the campuses, and led by a flagship campus right here at the University of Massachusetts 
Amherst.   

So, John and I agree.  Let’s give it a shot over the next year.  Let’s try to work out a plan.  Let’s try to move it on.  
Are there tensions and rivalries?  Yes.  Will the other campuses immediately think this is a great idea?  No.  Will 
you think it is a great idea?  I don’t know, but I am open to hearing what you have to say about that, of whether it 
is a good idea or not.  But that is what we’re proposing at the University of Massachusetts Amherst.  We’re 
proposing a year-long work-together study.  That was in John Lombardi’s statement; that was in Jack Wilson’s 
statement.  It’s hard for me to address what was in the press, because I can’t defend what I did’nt say.  There are 
many different voices speaking on this, and I can only speak for myself as to my impressions of where we are going 
here and, speaking for myself, I would like to ask the Board of Trustees at the June meeting to delay the search, to 
go through this study process, and to work with all of us to understand if we can make this a stronger flagship with 
this different model.  I will stop there, but I am happy to take questions. 

Professor Robert Paul Wolff, Afro-American Studies, Graduate Program Director of the Doctoral Program and the 
Director of the Program for Undergraduate Mentoring and Achievement  – this campus has a long and very 
distinguished history of campus governance which involves the widest possible consultation as I’m sure you know.  
Whenever any administrative position is to be filled, especially a senior administrative position, a number of 
candidates come to the campus and present themselves to various constituencies, who then have the opportunity to 
give their opinion.  I want to know if you decide, after this experimental year, that the new model is the desirable 
one, are you prepared to step down as President and have a national search in which you will be simply one of the 
candidates?  If not, then what you are doing is not administratively reorganizing, it’s a palace coup, and that’s 
incompatible with the traditions of this University.   

President Wilson – You know it’s hard to kind of predict what the future looks like, but the fact is, I have support 
for doing searches in this case.  And so, if we go through to a new structure, I will support a search for that 
position.   

Distinguished Professor Ray Bradley, Geosciences – Since I came to campus, we have had seven chancellors.  We 
have had more provosts, and, in my college, we have had six deans.  What this campus needs more than anything, I 
believe, is some stability.  Every time we go through these turmoils, a year passes when nobody makes any 
decisions because everything’s up in the air, then we have a search, then the new person comes in, then they have a 
review, then they put in their own staff.  So, what I see here is another year or two of complete inertia, where 
nothing will get done , nobody will know what decisions to make, and the campus doesn’t need that.  It ain’t broke,  
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it don’t need fixing.  So I don’t understand why this plan was not carried out while we continued with the 
Chancellor in place, just as it was.  You could have gone on and done your review and your evaluation, then made 
a decision, instead of imposing this rather bizarre structure on the campus, which will only lead to a period of 
complete indecision, as far as I can see. 

President Wilson – Well the agreeme nt that John Lombardi and I made was made for exactly that reason, to try to 
make sure that there was not a loss of time  and John, in fact, agreeing to stay on through the year, to be a part of 
it, and me spending time out here was to address that issue.  The question is if you feel that this is a bizarre 
arrangement, then I think you’ve made a decis ion that you feel that the status quo is a better situation in terms of 
the five-campus model.  I respect that, and I think we should allow the faculty to have some voice on exactly how 
that goes forward.  Whether we make the decision right now not to cons ider any other models or whether we make 
a decision to go through the next year considering a new model, I think, is the question that’s on the table before 
us. 

Professor Bradley – But, after this year, you’re going to have to have a search, right?  At the  end of this year, you 
will have to implement a search? 

President Wilson – Yes, and we don’t know what for until we know what the model is.   

Professor Bradley – Well then we go through another year of indecision?  

President Wilson – Well I’m prepared to stay in place, and I think we ’re going to have continuity of leadership, and 
John Lombardi wants to come back as a Special Advisor, so I think that we are trying to build in as much 
continuity as we can.  However, I must say, all campuses go through this.  The average time in office of a head of a 
campus I believe is five years at research universities, roughly.  What we have to do is get better at doing 
transitions.  There are going to be transitions.  Chancellors are going to come.  I am going to leave at some point, 
and I’m planning on being back here teaching when I do.  That’s the goal and that’s not that far ahead, quite 
frankly.  So, instead of always agonizing about transitions, what we have to do is figure out how to do them more 
smoothly.  I would say that that’s something that we could work on and do a little better.  I do agree with that.   

Senator Richard Bogartz – Models, schmodels.  I would like to know what kind of effort you made to keep John 
Lombardi in office here as the Chancellor.  He’s only the best chancellor we have ever had.  I’d like to know what 
you did or didn’t do along those lines. 

President Wilson – I appreciate your sentiments.  I think the world of John Lombardi.  I think he ’s done a terrific 
job, and I do not intend to get into any of the things that we worked on together.  So, I’m sorry.  I’ll let John 
Lombardi discuss that with you if he would like to do that.  I don’t violate those privacies.  Thank you. 

Professor Michael Thelwell, Afro-American Studies – Mr. President, I must have missed something in your 
presentation, although I listened very carefully, sir.  On the one hand, you present that there is a process in which 
no decisions have been made.  What I fail to understand is the value and the goals of this process.  I mean, what 
triggered this process?  If no decisions have been made, why, apparently, is the Chancellor, who has done a very 
commendable job here, why is he stepping down in advance?  It seems to me that, despite the circumlocution, we 
are being presented with a fait accompli and it’s not the process that is involved, but that there are certain specific 
goals to be reached.  I certainly am unclear as to what this transition will be towards and what values, precisely 
pertaining to this particular campus, it will serve.  Maybe you could explain the goals of this whole process. 

President Wilson – I’ll try.  My comments about the process are a process of going through understanding what 
structure the University of Massachusetts Amherst, as a flagship campus, would like to have within the University 
of Massachusetts system.  The decision that John Lombardi and I made mutually, over the last few weeks, to go 
through this process and to suggest this to the Trustees, that is done.  The next question is where do we go from 
here?  None of that is decided.  So that’s what I was saying.  Now, as  far as what values, what values guide where 
we need to go from here ?  I think the most important value that we have is to, in fact, make sure that we can make 
this University, and that means make the faculty, make the students, make the staff, to enable them to be as 
successful as they possibly can be.  That is an overarching thing that you then come back to and say “what are the 
things that we need to do to do that?”  Well, we need to raise funds, obviously.  We need to have great students.   
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We need to hire good faculty.  I’ve been a complete supporter of the Faculty 250 Program.  We have worked very 
hard to get resources under that.  By the way, in this Governor’s initiative, we proposed and it’s in there as part of 
that $1 billion initiative, start-up funds for faculty to help us with the hiring in those things.  Now, we have to 
compete with the privates on that, right?  It’s up to us to organize ourselves to compete with the privates for some 
of these start-up funds, but this is a $1 billion initiative and we have to do that.  What I am proposing here is a 
process which is built on the philosophy that it’s really the community that is going to have to define how they want 
to organize themselves and how they want to live and how they want to work within the University of 
Massachusetts and within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  That’s why I object to what was reported in the 
Hampshire Gazette , that we have a result.  We don’t have a result.  If the fact is that it comes out here and says  
“we don’t want that result,” then that result is off the table, in my opinion.  There is no result on that.  It’s a 
process that we go through during the year to determine whether or not that would be  a useful structure: the lead 
campus model with a president and the chancellor serving in the same thing, or something in between, or the 
original model.  President Lederle served in that model.  We’re now in a different model, and so some people say, 
“well, we had it, why didn’t we keep it?”  I do not know, I wasn’t here.   

Professor Thelwell – it’s been predetermined, sir, that the present arrangement is not functional and not effective.  
It has predetermined somewhere that the present arrangements are not functional and effective.  Could  you 
explain that to us  so we could understand that a little better.   

President Wilson – Well, I think that’s what we have to decide.  You know, if you feel that everything is great, then 
that is it.  What I’ve heard as President wasn’t that, though.  What I’ve heard as President is that we need to get 
more support to the flagship campus.  We needed to get more faculty appointments made.  We needed to get more 
resources.  We needed to ge t more infrastructure. We need to get a whole variety of things.  So, I haven’t heard 
that people are happy.   

Professor David Ostendorf, Civil and Environmental Engineering and a past Chair of the Research Council  - I have  
been doing research here with many of his colleagues since 1980.  I guess we are  being asked now,  the campus 
research community, I think it’s fair to say, has the confidence in the ability of the Chancellor, that’s Lombardi, to 
manage and advocate fiercely for campus research.  He knows all of us on campus.  He walks around without an 
entourage, 24-7, he’s always around.  He knows when it’s time to invest in research, he knows how to separate the 
likely returns from the unlikely returns.  He knows how to do that.  That is a 24-7, full-time job, in our view and 
our experience.  I think the campus has certainly progressed from a research point of view to a certain level of 
productivity under his stewardship.  I think it’s fair to say that.  How would you prioritize your campus research, 
and, if you agree, it is curious that you would want to change that?  How to do you track research productivity, 
how to do you know your PI’s without being here seven days a week, twenty four hours a day and looking them in 
the eye? 

President Wilson – I think that’s a fair kind of question to ask in this process.  It sounds like you have already 
answered the question.  I’m not sure that it can or can’t be done without being here twenty four hours a day, seven 
days a week.  I’m also not sure that you couldn’t have a lead-campus model in which that was true.  I know that 
John Lombardi or any chancellor is never on the campus 24-7.  I understand research very well having 
participated at research universities throughout my career, and have had many NSF grants myself and have run 
labs.  I understand what you are saying about the need for support.  How do you measure research productivity?  
Well, we shouldn’t probably get into that, because there are many ways to do that, and I really feel that it has to be 
professional activity, because, in the sciences, it is pretty easy to measure it through external funding, but that’s not 
true in the humanities, or the arts, or social sciences.  Other places measure it through citation indices.  When I 
was serving in the Provost’s Office at RPI and when I served as Vice President for Academic Affairs at the 
University of Massachusetts, you sit there and you read the tenure files of many, many faculty, and many of them 
are outside of my area.  How do you judge that?  Peer judgments.  Peer judgments.  So, that’s what it all comes 
back to, and then the question is how to do you get those peer judgments, whether it is through letters, research 
grants, peer-reviewed articles?  It’s peer judgments. 

Marisha Leiblum, Student Trustee – President Wilson, you said that people on this campus have expressed that they 
are not happy with the current administration of this campus and that they are not happy with the current 
priorities of the campus.  I would like to reiterate that, but I would say that this unhappiness stems from a loss of 
the public mission on this campus, a lack of support for the social sciences, a lack of accessibility, and most  
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particularly, a lack of accountability and a lack of democratic structures on this campus.  My concern is that this 
transformation, in fact, further undermines this lack of accountability and this lack of democracy.  As a Trustee on 
the Board, she was notified about two weeks ago of a meeting.  Actually, it was not a meeting, it was a “dinner” 
that the Trustees were having where this conversation about this reorganization would be discussed.  I was 
presented with a PowerPoint that said “Confidential” on it.  And repeatedly throughout this meeting, oops, 
“dinner,” Trustees referred to this as a meeting, which means it should have been open to open meeting law, but in 
fact, it wasn’t.  Before the last round of Board of Trustees meetings, your contract was addressed and you were 
given a 10% bonus and an extension of your contract in order to push through some difficult decisions that the 
system would be facing.  So, I guess my question is if the discontent on this campus comes from this shortage of 
accountability and shortage of democracy, if, in fact, this process has undermined state open meeting law and has 
undermined the very bylaws of the Board of Trustees, which is, of itself, already a fairly undemocratic body, then 
how to do you plan to increase accountability and to increase democracy on this campus under this new 
configuration? 

President Wilson – As you know, everything that’s been discussed in the papers and I’ve said today is a proposal to 
the Board of Trustees which has got to be discussed and voted on at the June meeting and meetings thereafter and 
these are open meetings.  The dinner, in fact, did not discuss many of these issues.  At dinner, they discussed many, 
many kinds of issues, but these were not the issues which were discussed, as you are quite aware.  We did discuss 
the issues of what are the synergies amongst the universities, how can we collaborate together.  That was a dinner 
discussion.  There were no decisions taken.  The decisions are decisions that need to be taken at upcoming Trustee 
meetings.  There have been no decisions made no matter what the press says.  The press could say whatever they 
want.  I can’t stop that.  The decisions are decisions that are going to have to be made in a coming time.  There are 
some other things – OK, I’m sorry, I’ll stop there.   

Jeff Napolitano, President of the Graduate Student Government – My question is related to Mishy’s question.  It is 
sort of emblematic of the way that this plan is being proposed and the problems that need to be addressed.  I don’t 
think that many students and faculty believe that the problem is necessarily that there needs to be more synergy or 
bureaucratic shuffling around of people, but the bigger problem is accountability and democracy of this University 
and, if there is to be a plan that is proposed by the Board of Trustees, or by the President’s Office, shouldn’t that 
plan take into account expanding the accountability and expanding the democracy at this University, rather than 
just shuffling around of bureaucracy.  I think that everybody here and everybody within the UMass system agrees 
that there is a very real shortage of that.  There is a very real shortage of open discussion.  It’s symbolized in this 
issue about Andrew Card that is coming up.  There are no voices; there are no real ways for students, staff and 
faculty, in addition to administration, to have an impact on this University.  I’m wondering, instead of talking 
about bureaucratic shuffling around, could you speak about the concrete ways to increase accountability and 
democracy at this University.   

President Wilson – It is a great question.  Remember, what I am proposing, what we are proposing to the Board of 
Trustees at the June meeting isn’t a plan.  It’s a process.  A process to develop a plan.  It’s about that openness of 
democracy.  That is what it’s about.  We don’t know where that thing is going to lead.  As I said, it could lead to no 
change.  It could lead to recommendations for change.  It’s a year-long process that we defined that was in 
Chancellor Lombardi’s statement and was in my statement from day one, no matter what other things were 
reported in the press.  If you feel that that’s not true and what the press reported was the truth, all I can do is tell 
you the truth is it’s a proposal for a process.   

An unidentified person – that’s not really the issue.  The issue is that any plan that you have come up with so far 
does not have the input of students, of faculty and people who work here.  Just by the fact that there are 20 Board 
of Trustee members, only 5 of them are elected and those are the students.  And, of those 5 who are elected, only 
three can get a vote, whereas you have political appointees who live in Colorado, in Delaware who have never gone 
to this University, are making decisions about what this University does whereas the people who were actually 
elected and supposed to be the most accountable have very little to no say. 

Ed Rubin, Alumnus, Class of ’69, Member of the Board of Directors of the Alumni Association – I am speaking as Ed 
Rubin, the individual alum.  Simple question, I’ll make it easy.  Over this one -year process, while we have 
administrative positions that are open, that are important positions which are now, say, under the search process 
that would, in particular, be something that would report directly to the Chancellor, will these positions be 
continued to be searched and filled or will there be an additional delay? 
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President Wilson – We will try to continue those searches and try to fill them and, by the way, we’ve had to do this 
on other campuses when there are other transitions.  So, this is something that you have to do from time to time.  
Some candidates will choose to stay in and continue.  Other candidates may choose not to do so, but our effort is to 
put everything we can into keeping things going.  I actually agree with the comment that made a little earlier here.  
What you have to watch out for in transitions is you can’t postpone everything.  You have to keep moving it 
forward and we will do that. 

Professor Barbara Osborne,  Veterinary and Animal Sciences – Just one quick question.  If this is an ongoing 
process, how do you intend to involve us as professors, staff, administrators in the process here at Amherst? 

President Wilson – By coming to regular meetings, by coming anywhere I am invited, by meeting with the 
Intercampus Faculty Council since this has intercampus issues and by working through the processes on the 
campus. 

Professor Osborne – Will there will a formal, ongoing meeting process so that we will all participate in?  

President Wilson – You know, I think this seems to me to be a good idea.  I  hate to commit to things like that 
without the Board first saying that they want to go through this, without finding out whether we have sufficient 
support to have the study, but, if we are going to have the study, I believe that that, as a great suggestion, is that 
you are going to put together work groups to work out various parts of this.   

Professor Emery Berger, Computer Science – I have two questions , both quick.  First, the explanation, obviously, 
that you’re giving is at variance with the press report which you say is false so I’d like you to explain why (John) 
Armstrong is quitting and whether he ’s going to be brought back?  Second, I would like to understand what the 
assumptions are behind this idea that the current model is incompatible with a world-class flagship institution?  
Examples that come to mind include the University of Texas at Austin, University of California Berkeley and they 
all have chancellors and there is a Board at the state level.  This seems to work well for Berkeley and Austin.  I’m 
not sure why it doesn’t work here. 

President Wilson – I think that’s a good question to ask and that’s a good question to answer.  If that’s the answer 
the community comes to, I am absolutely perfectly comfortable with that answer.  Oh, John Armstrong, Trustee 
Armstrong.  You know, I never can answer about other peoples’ motivations, but I can answer specific questions.  
When I got the email from him that he was resigning, I was very shocked.  He’s an outstanding Trustee.  He’s been 
a good friend; we have been very close.  I had no clue as to how this could have happened, but, then again, I hadn’t 
seen the press report which I saw about three or four hours later.  After I saw the press report, I began to 
understand what had happened there.  I called him even before I saw the press report.  You asked, “would he be 
brought back again?”  I would be delighted.  We are doing everything we can to try to say “John, there’s plenty of 
time for consultation.  This has gone to the Board.  Look at the statement, not the press report.  Look at what we 
said, not the way it was reported.  Look at the proposal.  The proposal is John Lombardi and Jack Wilson will 
work through the next year, working together, to put models on the table that the community can either support or 
not support, and we are comfortable with that.”  We hope he comes back. 

Senator Stanley Rosenberg – The state reps representing Hampshire and Franklin Counties and I met yesterday in 
Boston and I am speaking on behalf of them, but I am reflecting, at least in part, some of that conversation.  We 
want you all to know that we first learned about this 48 hours ago and we are the legislative delegation that 
represents the flagship campus.  We want you to know that we’ve had dozens and dozens of phone calls with 
people and we’re pretty good sleuths and we’ve pieced a lot of stuff together.  We want you to know that we think 
Chancellor Lombardi was doing an excellent job and I believe each of us in the group would agree to this 
statement “we believe he’s been forced out” and we believe that he hasn’t been forced out this week or last week or 
last month.  We believe that there has been a steady effort to undermine his administration and his service here 
and, in spite of that, he has  served exceptionally well.  And we believe he is being forced out because he is a strong 
leader, a knowledgeable leader and the folks in Boston were just not willing to support him.  They recruited him as 
they did John Lederle forty years ago to build, forty years ago, a research I public university second to none in the 
country and they recruited John Lombardi to make this the true flagship forty years later.  He got almost no 
support under the Bulger administration and, although we recently got some new trustees who are committed to  
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the flagship concept, between then and now, he got very little support.  I don’t know what to make of this proposal.  
I want to believe that this is their honest attempt to make this a flagship campus, but I and my colleagues do not 
know what to make of this proposal and we don’t know whether to believe and trust the people who are putting 
this forward.  (applause)  Please, no, no, I am not here to grandstand.  I don’t need the applause.  I’ve been 
working twenty years in the legislature  to help build this institution and at every turn, the Board of Trustees and 
the other key players have manipulated the system, manipulated the situation so that other people got what they 
needed over us.  Do not applaud, do not say anything, please.  I have been through president after president, 
trustee chairman after trustee chairman promising that this campus was going to become the flagship and they 
were going to make it a priority and every one of them broke their promises.  Not a single one of them kept a single 
promise about making this the flagship campus.  In 1991, when the Saxon Commission was appointed to answer 
the question “what does it take to make these three campuses in this university system an excellent university 
system, and excellent campuses, what did they do?  They added two more campuses to an underfunded system.  
They took one -third of the trustees from this existing system, added one-third of the trustees from Lowell, one-
third of the trustees from Dartmouth.  Now I only have bachelor’s degree, not a Ph.D., but I can figure that one 
out.  And, since 1991, there has been virtually no progress for this campus and I desperately want to believe the 
Trustees who have talked to me and the President who has talked to me that this is the strategy to make this 
campus the flagship.  But, I want to know how am I supposed to do that given this history of broken promises and 
how am I supposed to believe that when I find out 48 hours ago that, for months, they have been working on this 
scheme, this idea, which is not unusual in America because other places have done it, true enough, but why did we 
find out 48 hours ago only because there was a press leak.  You heard the President.  They were going to present 
this concept which they considered to be a management decision, they were going to present this  at the June 
meeting.  What is the date of the June meeting?  June 21. 

President Wilson – after carefully consulting with you and your colleagues. 

Senator Rosenberg – Mr. President, you should have been consulting with us months ago, not after you lined up the 
votes, not after you lined up the votes of the Board of Trustees.   

President Wilson – I have to say, there is always a time to consult. 

Senator Rosenberg – I have talked with people on the Board of Trustees.  I have sources.  I have friends.  I can do 
my homework.  This is another of those dynamics that we’ve seen repeated over and over again.  We do not have a 
five-campus university system.  We have six warring factions and that is the truth and I want to know how this 
plan and this approach are going to change that?  I studied organizational development on this campus.  You do 
not change the organizational structure before you study it and decide what your objectives are and what the 
organizational structure should be. 

President Wilson – Which is why we proposed a year-long study. 

Senator Rosenberg – Excuse me.  Taking our Chancellor out of the power position on this campus – that’s the issue.  
It’s not about the study or the plan.  You’re removing our leader without consulting with us, without discussing it, 
without defending that action.  

An unidentified person – I apologize.  I want to ask you a question.  Would you be willing to trade positions and 
become the chancellor of this campus and let John Lombardi become president?   

Professor Thomas Russell, Polymer Science and Engineering  – I must be an oddity because I came to this campus 
ten years ago and I’ve been very happy.  Actually, I’ve been very happy with the administration on this campus.  If 
I look at the campus now, I see Chancellor Lombardi has been very supportive in terms of the research and, if you 
look at the Amherst campus now, the number of initiatives that range from life sciences to nanotechnology, etc., 
there is a tremendous amount that has gone on and that has been ushered in by Chancellor Lombardi.  Not only 
him, but also the other administrators and I could go through Seymour, Kostecki, etc.  The question I have is, with 
all of these initiatives that are in there starting stages, why now?  I’m trying to get a logical explanation as to why 
this change would occur – that you have someone who is in this leadership position who has ushered in these 
initiatives – why change now? 
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President Wilson – And the answer, you know, is really that, circumstances.  The discussion went on for three or 
four years about, you know, what direction to go and when to do this.  There is never a good time to pick to go 
through a transition.  Campuses go through transition; people come and go; it happens all the time.  I appreciate 
your comments about that and, as you know, you have received funds from the President’s Science and Technology 
Fund to help make that Nanotechnology Center go.  We ’ve helped, you know, put together the matching funds for 
that so I can assure you that we ’re absolutely supportive of your research and we have gotten behind it and 
supported it every way that we can over the last few years.  The question of when is a good time for a transition, if 
not now, why not now?  When are we going to consider this?  I, I agree that, as we talked about this, the thought 
about going forward; for years and years, people have talked about do we need a lead-campus model for the 
University of Massachusetts?  I heard the Senators say that, ask that question.  The question is do we ever put it on 
the table or do we never put it on the table?  And, if you’re telling me never put it on the table  or put it on the table 
later, that’s perfectly reasonable.  You know how much I respect your approach to things.   

Professor Stephanie Luce, Labor Relations and Research Center – I’m probably one of the most vocal critics of our 
current administrators on campus and their priorities and, if you had come in with a vision of a different 
university and a process, I might have been one of the first to congratulate you on that vision.  But, I return to 
Michael Thelwell’s question which is what is the content of your vision?  You said it was for people to succeed but 
that sounds pretty empty and I have to say that the timing of this is particularly outrageous given you’ve just 
passed through an additional increase in tuition and fees after raising tuition over 64% in five years when the 
mission of this University is meant to be accessible to the residents of the Commonwealth and we know they are 
being priced out of the education market, when we are being forced in faculty bargaining to hear week after week 
that we have to accept a contract for one year at conditions worse than the Romney administration offered us, that 
the administration says they’re committed to a model of moving to more and more adjunct faculty teaching classes 
and reducing the flexibility of faculty to do their research and their work and particularly right now when you 
have almost 50% of your faculty here who have signed a petition calling on you to revoke an offer of an honorary 
degree to Andrew Card and you refuse to entertain any discussion of that topic whatsoever.  So I ask you, what 
grounds to we have to trust you, to trust that you have a vision of a public university that serves the public mission 
of this Commonwealth, that you will listen to the voices of your faculty when we have 50% signing on to a petition, 
kind of unheard of in just a week’s time, and I want to ask you who do you represent?  That’s not clear to me.  It 
seems you represent yourself, but who else, the Board of Trustees?  Who represents me, other than Mishy who has 
no vote?  Who represents our interests here at UMass Amherst on the Board of Trustees?   

President Wilson – Let me start with the student fee issue.  As you know, since I became President four years ago, 
we have never raised fees more than the cost of living, never once have we.  That’s a fact.  That’s not a question for 
argument.  You can look it up on the web site.  Never once have we raised them more than the cost of living.  Not 
only that, we’ve raised them less than other universities.  Nobody is more passionate about making this institution 
affordable and, by the way, we put our own money – we went from, when I came in here, the state put $19 million 
in financial aid, the University put $10 million in.  Today, the state puts in $19 million and the University puts in 
$72 million.  Now, on Andrew Card.   

First of all, the decision of who gets an honorary degree, let me tell you how that process goes.  Well look, you’re 
asking me to do some thing, I have to tell you how it happens.  Andrew Card was nominated by a faculty member 
on this campus, vetted by a committee, put on a list that went to the Board of Trustees, the Board of Trustees 
discussed that list and voted it.  And, by the way, that’s the way I think it should be.  It’s not that different than the 
appointment of a faculty member for tenure and, in general, my recommendation is that the Board of Trustees not 
change recommendations that come from a campus.  That was the way it was done .  The decision to revoke it is a 
Board of Trustees’ decision, not a presidential decision, if that’s going to happen.  The Student Trustee has called 
for a meeting of the Trustees, any five Trustees can do that.  If there is a meeting, they will have a discussion and 
the Trustees will decide what they’re going to do.  Let me go further than that.  I actually am very happy to have 
you address the issue by speaking out on the issue and to sign petitions and to speak out.  That’s what a university 
is all about.  It’s difference voices.  That part, I completely support.  I think it’s a wonderful thing.  You’re going to 
have different kind of voices, you know, on issues of the day and you’re speaking out on Andrew Card, I commend 
you for that.  Thank you. 



UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
“HOW UNIVERSITIES CAN RESTRUCTURE”  

INTERVIEW WITH AIMS MCGUINESS, NATIONAL EXPERT ON HIGHER EDUCATION 
MANAGEMENT 

BY KAREN BROWN, WFCR 
MAY 20, 2007 

 
Introduction:  
When UMass President Jack Wilson announced last week that he was restructuring the University 
leadership, many people were shocked and confused.  The new structure will put Wilson in charge 
of the UMass Amherst campus, and eliminate the local Chancellor position, while also leaving 
Wilson president of the five campus system.  But UMass is not the first campus to try this structure.  
To get a better chance of what these changes might mean, WFCR’s Karen Brown talked with Aims 
McGuiness, a national expert on higher education management. 
 
Karen Brown: Aims McGuiness has been watching universities try to transform themselves for 25 
years.  He’s a senior associate at the National Center for Higher Management Systems in Boulder, 
Colorado.  He says it’s rare to see large university systems operate under the consolidated 
leadership that Jack Wilson is proposing.   
 
Aims McGuiness: So generally, when you have a complicated statewide system with the scope of 
UMass, the pattern in the country is almost uniformly one in which you really have a sys tem head, 
and then deliberate separation and a chief executive officer and academic officer on the research 
university campus.   
 
Karen Brown: McGuiness says the proponents of consolidating leadership point to a few 
advantages.  One is to eliminate tension between the leader of a flagship campus, like Amherst, and 
the leader of the system as a whole.  Another is to streamline operations.   
 
Aims McGuiness:  If you look at a time when, under anybody’s projections, higher education has to 
become more efficient, you’d have a rationale that it is going to make a lot more sense to try to 
draw together the system office with the campus and to try to make the system work, you know, 
more efficiently as a system.   
 
Karen Brown: And a third advantage, McGuiness says, is to give the appearance of one large 
university with more money at its disposal.  That can give it a higher place in national university 
rankings, something that current Amherst Chancellor John Lombardi has long advocated. 
 
Aims McGuiness: So the larger scale you have in terms of volume of research, which you can 
achieve by merging places together, the higher the ranking you are.  Now, whether that’s good, bad, 
or otherwise, I think it’s a distinctly insidious part of the rankings.   
 
Karen Brown: But McGuiness says, in practice, there are equally compelling pitfalls to a 
consolidated system.  On the one hand, staff at the smaller campuses, like Boston, Lowell, or 
Dartmouth, may feel their unique missions, much different from the flagship campus, will not be 
given full attention.  At the same time, he says, faculty at the flagship Amherst campus could also 
feel a leadership vacuum, because even though the system president is their designated leader, he 
will need to appear impartial, not favoring one campus over another. 
 



Aims McGuiness: Quite legitimately, a faculty of a university, like Amherst, will expect the chief 
officer of that campus to be deeply involved in campus affairs.  They will see that person as their 
academic leader, and that requires time, attention, and a great deal of sensitivity to that mission.  
That has been the overwhelming challenge of a leader of that kind of an institution.   
 
Karen Brown: UMass President Jack Wilson, in his initial message about the changes, referred to 
similar leadership models in Indiana, Pennsylvania, and North Carolina.  But McGuiness says 
those university systems are not analogous to UMass.  He says they are either smaller than the 
Massachusetts system, or they retain a quasi-chancellor at the flagship campus.  And he points to 
one case at the University of Hawaii, in which the system president tried to make the same change 
UMass is proposing, but then reverted back after faculty revolted.  Still, McGuiness stresses that he 
does not wish to doom the changes at UMass, and that much will ride on the quality of leadership. 
 
Aims McGuiness: I think it really is important to develop synergies among the various units so that 
they are not just ships on their own courses.  And, to the extent that developing the idea of the 
university as a single, more integrated operation, it can, in fact, enhance research opportunities, 
and, you know, the position of Amherst and have some advantage, that could be a positive one.  I 
haven’t seen that necessarily happen. 
 
Karen Brown:  UMass President Jack Wilson has said that, if the new leadership structure doesn’t 
work out, it could be reversed.  For WFCR and WNNZ, I’m Karen Brown. 
 
The next UMass Board of Trustees meeting is June 21.  UMass President Jack Wilson told the press 
to expect more details about the university’s reorganization at that time.    



May 15, 2007 
Message to the University of Massachusetts Community  
from President Jack M. Wilson 
 
Dear Friends: 
 
Over the last several months, I have spoken to many members of our community 
about the strength of the University of Massachusetts as “one University” with five 
diverse campuses, but with a unified approach to fulfilling its mission of excellence 
in education, research and service. 
 
Last week, when he received the President’s Medal at UMass Night at the Pops, 
UMMS Nobel Laureate Dr. Craig Mello described it almost perfectly. He alluded to 
the power of synergy at the University of Massachusetts—that our whole is greater 
than the sum of its parts.  
 
As one University, the University of Massachusetts has more than 500 
undergraduate and graduate programs and $404 million in annual research 
expenditures and nearly 59,000 students—it is truly a world-class University. 
 
In recent months, I have given a great deal of thought to assembling a very strong 
leadership team that will help move the entire Univers ity of Massachusetts system to 
the next level. As longtime campus leaders Bill Hogan and Aaron Lazare announced 
their retirements, and their legacies were profound and their shoes very hard to fill. 
However, I think we have found an excellent leader for the Lowell campus in Marty 
Meehan and later this week I plan to announce leadership changes that create a 
team of superb campus leaders who also join me to serve as the University’s senior 
leadership team. 
 
Over the last several months, I have consulted with many campus, alumni, business 
and political leaders and there is great consensus that that the University’s 
reputation is on the rise and has never been higher. The University is truly 
indispensable to the Commonwealth, the nation and the world. While this is great 
news, taking the University to the next level will require all of us to come together 
and lead through example. 
 
I now have news to share with the University of Massachusetts community. I hope 
you will join me in welcoming these experienced leaders to their new posts.  
 
* I have asked Michael F. Collins, MD, to serve in a challenging and important new 
role as the University-wide Senior Vice President for Health Sciences and interim 
chancellor of the University Massachusetts Medical School in Worcester. Dr. Collins 
has served the University with distinction for two years as chancellor of UMass 
Boston, and I am appointing him to a position where he can direct the University’s  
 
 



 
health sciences efforts. There is no more important time for the future of life 
sciences initiatives for the University and the Commonwealth than right now, and 
Dr. Collins is ideally suited to provide critical strategic direction for the University 
and our premier academic health sciences center.  
 
* I have asked J. Keith Motley, Ph.D. to serve as the Chancellor of University of 
Massachusetts Boston. Dr. Motley is currently the Vice President for Business, 
Marketing and Public Affairs at the University of Massachusetts President’s Office. 
Prior to this, Dr. Motley served as Interim Chancellor of UMass Boston. He brings 
extensive higher education management and administrative skills as well as his 
trademark abilities to lead and inspire. He has been a University Vice President, 
Interim Chancellor, Vice Chancellor and a Dean during his 20-plus year career in 
higher education administration at the University of Massachusetts and at 
Northeastern University.  
 
* After six years of service as Chancellor of our flagship campus in Amherst, John 
V. Lombardi, Ph.D., has agreed to finish the 2007-2008 academic year and then he 
will return to his important teaching and research. Dr. Lombardi will remain 
engaged as a special advisor to me and our senior leadership team as we take the 
University and the flagship campus to the next level of excellence -- continuing to 
unify the University system. Dr. Lombardi has served with distinction as Chancellor 
of the Amherst campus and has led important initiatives, including spearheading a 
major capital campaign and several major new building projects, including 
completing the first new dorms on the campus in several decades. 
 
* The University benefits from the insight of all of its leaders— from the President, 
Board of Trustees to campus leaders and all members of the University’s 
community of friends supporters. Together, our synergy is powerful.  
 
You will receive more details about this official announcement over the next few 
days. Thank you for all that you do for the University of Massachusetts.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jack M. Wilson, President 
The University of Massachusetts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
May 15, 2007 
Message from John Lombardi 
 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
As part of the transformation of the UMass system into a strong university with a 
flagship campus in Amherst, the university will need to restructure its management 
of the Amherst campus to ensure that the President is directly involved and engaged 
in the activities of the flagship campus. In consultation with the President, I have 
agreed to extend my term as chancellor to facilitate the transition to the new 
management during the coming academic year, working closely with the President 
and the trustees as well as with campus constituencies on this agenda. These changes 
reflect the frequently expressed commitment of the trustees and the president to the 
continued progress of the Amherst campus within the context of a unified and 
united University of Massachusetts. 
 
We all look forward to the continued improvement of the nationally competitive 
teaching and research that defines the contribution of the Amherst campus to the  
University of Massachusetts. 
 
With best wishes, 
 
John V. Lombardi 
Chancellor 
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