
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Wednesday, August 7, 2002 

12:00 – 2:15 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Dan Feeney (chair), Gary Balas, Susan Brorson, Arthur Erdman, Marti Hope Gonzales, 
Roberta Humphreys, Marvin Marshak, Judith Martin, Charles Speaks 

 
Absent: none counted for a summer meeting 
 
Guests:  Professors Wilbert Ahern, Sara Evans, John Sullivan 
  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) the presidential search; (2) a thank-you; (3) committee jurisdiction; (4) football 
stadium] 
 
 
1. The Presidential Search 
 
 Professor Feeney convened the meeting at 12:00 and welcomed Professors Ahern, Evans, and 
Sullivan, the three faculty members of the presidential search-advisory committee.  He noted that the 
three of them have a large task and that the Committee is pleased the three of them were asked to serve.  
To say that the Committee had hoped there would be more faculty members is an understatement, but it 
has great confidence in  the three who have been selected. 
 
 Professor Evans commented on the disciplinary backgrounds of the three faculty who have been 
appointed:  two are historians and one is a political scientist.  They do not represent the intellectual and 
disciplinary diversity of the University faculty.  FCC members commented variously that they are not 
concerned with the issue of "representativeness" and that they have great confidence in the three 
individuals; cognizant of their lack of "representativeness," Professors Ahern, Evans, and Sullivan said 
they understood fully their obligation to represent the broad interests of the faculty from across the 
University.   
 
 Professor Feeney noted that the Committee has sent two letters to Regents' Chair Maureen Reed; 
he has today received a response.  The text of the two letters, and Regent Reed's response, follow. 
 
Letter One: 
 
     July 3, 2002 
 
The Honorable Maureen Reed 
Chair, Board of Regents 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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The University of Minnesota 
600 McNamara Center 
 
Dear Regent Reed: 
 
 This letter follows up our conversation about the presidential search. 
 
 As we have contemplated the University's past and present searches for a president, we have 
become increasingly concerned.  In this letter, we would like to communicate the sources of our concerns 
and suggest methods by which the Board of Regents might identify a new president--already great or 
capable of greatness. 
  

As we think about university presidents who have been spokespersons for American higher 
education in recent years, or who have been highly esteemed as institutional leaders, the record at 
Minnesota is not what one would have hoped for.  Consequently we cannot help but wonder whether our 
search processes are flawed or whether the weight attached to certain qualifications is skewed.  For 
example, other universities, notably California and Michigan, have recruited nationally-distinguished 
presidents, selected in significant part because of their academic credentials. We agree that leadership and 
integrity are extremely important qualities, and that successful experience in upper-level administration is 
also important.  We believe our highly respected peer institutions were right to choose first on the basis of 
academic accomplishment.  And also right to avoid the usual "open search" with candidates, public 
interviews, and so on.  Instead, they first identified persons they wanted to consider and then pursued 
them. Candidates of this caliber almost never enter into open competition, because it can be an 
embarrassment to their institutions as well as to themselves.   
 

In our judgment, the process used at Michigan and California is far more likely to lead to 
appointment of an outstanding president than is the routine this University has used for the last several 
searches. We view as noteworthy the stance that Mark Yudof took vis-à-vis the chancellorship at Texas, 
effectively being willing to entertain an offer but unwilling to subject himself to a series of competitive 
interviews.  We also note with great interest an interview that Mary Sue Coleman, the new President of 
the University of Michigan (formerly of Iowa), gave to the University of Michigan weekly 
newspaper, The University Record:  "When asked if she would have considered putting her name in the 
pool for an open search, Coleman simply said, 'No.'"  In the search that led to the appointment of 
President Yudof, there were a number of very strong candidates who refused to be considered at 
Minnesota because of the public nature of the process. 
 

It seems to us that any candidate Minnesota would truly want will very likely adopt the same 
stance.  For that reason we urge you not to spend a lot of time accepting applications and relying too 
heavily on the search firm; it would be preferable to identify a candidate and then pursue him or her, in 
much the same way as distinguished senior faculty are often recruited to the University. 

 
 The search will no doubt yield candidates from both Association of American Universities 
(AAU) sources and non-AAU schools, but there are likely to be more non-AAU candidates simply 
because there are more of them.  The faculty, however, will strongly prefer someone who comes from an 
institution that has the traditions of programmatic excellence of an AAU member.  We have a suggestion 
for the Board in this connection:  You might ask the search firm to provide a list of the presidential 
searches that have taken place in the last 5-10 years at the top 30 research universities.  The information 
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should include who was selected and--of critical importance--the successful candidate's position prior to 
assuming the presidency.  We believe that it would be highly instructive to know who was selected at our 
peer institutions.   

Our understanding of the current search process is that both the search firm and the search-
advisory-committee members identify possible candidates.  Although the search firm is advisory to the 
search-advisory committee and to the Regents, whether the search firm or the committee members will 
play the larger role will no doubt vary with the members (and chair) of the search-advisory committee.  
This is one reason we are concerned about the faculty representation on the search committee:  It is the 
faculty members who can best ascertain the names of academically-distinguished colleagues who might 
be considered for the presidency, so it is important that there be a sufficient number of faculty members to 
reach the broadest array of potential presidents.   A search firm will not have anywhere near the reach that 
the faculty members themselves have.  

 
In seeking a president who is academically distinguished and also fully capable of leading the 

University, we suggest two other possibilities.  First, when Harvard sought a new president in the early 
1940s, it plucked an outstanding scholar, James Bryant Conant, from the ranks of its faculty.  Conant 
went on to become one of Harvard's great presidents. Second, the homecoming impulse can sometimes be 
used to bring in a candidate not otherwise eager to leave his or her present position.  President Yudof’s 
return to Texas is the most obvious and recent case in point. . . . 

 
We are also concerned that the pool of final candidates might include candidates who have 

followed the typical pattern of career advancement to end up presidents of second-tier institutions (a state 
university or a smaller institution).  With all due respect, many such individuals are capable but uninspiring 
administrators whom the University should not consider hiring.  Does not the University deserve a president 
from a true peer institution, e.g., Michigan or Cornell or Stanford? 
 
 Finally, we again strongly urge that you appoint as many faculty members as possible to the 
search-advisory committee for the reasons we have explained.  The Board will not have the benefit of 
advice from across the institution if it insists on very few faculty members.  The membership of the recent 
University of Michigan presidential search committee is instructive in this regard:  the members were a 
dean, nine faculty members, two staff members, two students, and two alumni, for a total of 16.  This 
example shows how differently Minnesota goes about its searches and serves as a basis for our strong 
recommendation that the Board consider a similar composition for our own search committee.  We repeat 
our earlier observation:  It is unbecoming to a research university to have so few faculty members 
involved in the search.  The President is intended to be the leader of the faculty; if the faculty members 
have not had a significant hand in his or her selection, and if the candidate does not measure up to the 
standards the faculty sets for itself, then the new President will not only begin at a disadvantage but will 
hardly be able to lead. 
 
 Let us emphasize, too, that whoever the Board considers for the presidency must qualify for tenure at 
Minnesota.  We have had at this University a number of senior administrators in  recent years who would not 
have met this standard.  That is most undesirable at an institution of the quality of our University; it would be 
a disaster in a president. . . .  
 

We look forward very much to helping the Board conduct the search. 
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     Dan Feeney, Chair 
     Faculty Consultative Committee 
 
     Judith Martin, Vice Chair 
     Faculty Consultative Committee 
 
     Joseph Massey, Past Chair 
     Faculty Consultative Committee 
 
Letter Two: 
 
     July 26, 2002 
 
The Honorable Maureen Reed, Chair 
Board of Regents 
600 McNamara Alumni Center 
 
Dear Regent Reed, 
 
 The Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) appreciates the Board's appointing three of the six 
faculty members we suggested for the Presidential Search Advisory Committee.  Those colleagues have 
our highest confidence and respect.  Still, we must share our lingering concerns about the search process, 
following up on our discussion of three weeks ago.  
 

At that time we expressed concerns about the "search process" without knowing specifics.  We 
indicated the strong FCC sentiment that the majority of the Presidential Search Advisory Committee 
reflects the interests of the faculty and the university community.  When the committee membership was 
revealed, many colleagues contacted us expressing disappointment.  That disappointment can be best 
expressed thusly:  The Presidential Search Advisory Committee, as constituted, differs so significantly 
from other recent Big 10 searches that many worry about the signal that it sends to the University 
community and to the outside world.  We understand that the Board faces political pressures, as well as 
expectations from numerous internal and external institutional constituencies.  But the divergence from 
what seems common practice is stark. 
 

The specifics below highlight the depth of the difference: 
 
Iowa:            14 faculty, 9 others (7 from the university) 61% faculty 
Michigan: 9 faculty, 7 others (6 from the university) 56%  
Penn State:   8 faculty, 7 others (all from the university) 53% 
Wisconsin:   11 faculty, 10 others (9 from the university) 52% 
Illinois:          9 faculty, 11 others (all from the university) 45%  
Indiana:         6 faculty, 8 others (6 from the university) 43% 
Purdue:         4 faculty, 10 others (5 from the university) 29% 
Ohio State:    5 faculty, 13 others (all from the university) 28% 
Minnesota:     3 faculty, 9 others (3 from the university) 25% 
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As you will note, other Big Ten search committees were all larger than the one just constituted.  In 
general, those Big Ten institutions most highly-ranked academically (by the National Research Council) 
had the greatest faculty/university representation on these committees.  

 
Like the Board of Regents, the FCC is concerned about candidate quality under the constraints of 

the Minnesota Open File Statute, as we expressed to you and Regent Bergland as well as Mr. Funk from 
Korn-Ferry.  Now that the details are public, our worries have magnified about the ability to attract a 
"sitting" AAU president (if that were to be the goal), or anyone who might function, among other duties, 
as the intellectual leader of this University.  The Advisory Committee, as constituted, simply does not 
reflect the academic nature of this position. Please consider our worries as constructive comments by 
concerned members of the university community with a vested interest in the outcome of this process.   

 
We must communicate with our faculty colleagues, whose interests we are charged with 

representing; many of them are very interested in the conduct and outcome of the presidential search.  It is 
our plan to incorporate this letter and part of the text of our July 3 letter in the minutes of the August 7 
FCC meeting as a way to let them know we have been paying attention to the issue. 
 

Thank you for your consideration. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Daniel A. Feeney, Chair 
Faculty Consultative Committee 
 
Judith A. Martin, Vice Chair 
Faculty Consultative Committee 
 

Letter Three: 
 
     August 2, 2002 
 
Chair Dan Feeney 
Vice Chair Judith Martin 
Faculty Consultative Committee 
University Senate 
427 Morrill Hall 
 
Dear Professors Feeney and Martin: 
 
 I wish to acknowledge your letter of July 26, 2002 and your concerns about the membership of 
the Presidential Search Advisory Committee.  I appreciate your continuing efforts to keep me apprised of 
the Faculty Consultative Committee's views. 
 
 Regarding the search, I hope you and your colleagues will encourage all faculty to forward the 
names of possible presidential colleagues either through the distinguished faculty members who serve on 
the Advisory Committee or to the search consultant, R. William Funk.  It is important that the Advisory 
Committee and the Board receive everyone's best suggestions and advice. 
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 I know that, while we will not always agree on every issue, we do agree on the importance of the 
search process and the goal to select the best individual to lead the University. 
 
 Thank you. 
 
     Sincerely, 
 
     Maureen Reed 
     Chair 
 
 The Committee then held a 75-minute off-the-record discussion about the presidential search.  At 
the end of the discussion it was agreed that Professor Feeney would again contact Regent Reed, not about 
the composition of the search-advisory committee but about public perceptions of issues associated with 
the search. 
 

 It was also agreed that Professors Ahern, Evans, and Sullivan would get in touch with the 
Committee, after the first meeting of the search-advisory committee, to identify a process for soliciting 
views about values that should predominate in the search (in order that the faculty members on the 
search-advisory committee can obtain expressions of opinion from the faculty in all disciplines and from 
University community including students and staff as well as a process for soliciting nominations.  It may 
be that a few public forums will be appropriate. 
 
 It was also agreed that there should be a report at the October 3 Senate meeting from the three 
faculty members on the presidential search. 
 
2. A Final Thank-You 
 
 Professor Feeney next noted that last spring Professor Ahern had been unable to attend the 
recognition reception for outgoing committee chairs, so had been unable to be presented with the small 
token of appreciation for his service.  Professor Feeney presented it now; the Committee gave Professor 
Ahern round of applause for his two-year service as chair of the Senate Committee on Educational Policy. 
 
3. Committee Jurisdiction 
 

The Committee on Finance and Planning has scheduled for September two meetings with Mr. 
Maturi, the new Director of Athletics, one to discuss the status of the proposal for a joint-use football 
stadium (which discussion will actually be led by Associate Vice President Pfutzenreuter) and one to 
discuss Mr. Maturi's long-term plans for athletic department financing and the future of the $10-million 
annual institutional subsidy.  Professor Speaks reported that Mr. Maturi has accepted both invitations.  
The Committee voted unanimously that the Committee on Finance and Planning should proceed with its 
activities as planned. 
  
4. Football Stadium 
 
 Professor Marshak wondered how it would be possible to keep the Vikings/University stadium 
from "sinking" the management of athletics on the campus and noted that students would be one of last 
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concerns in any such venture.  Professor Speaks pointed out that the Committee on Finance and Planning 
will look only at financial issues, such as building a $60-million parking ramp that is projected to lose $3 
million per year, the contribution of a large parcel of University land, and the role the stadium might play 
in addressing the financial needs of intercollegiate athletics.   
 
 Professor Erdman said that with respect to the stadium, the train has left the station and the only 
question is when, not if.  If one looks at a map of the Minneapolis campus, one might be startled at the 
large percentage of real estate that is devoted to athletics; that percentage will increase if there is a new 
football stadium on campus.  He said he would not speak for or against the stadium, but the University 
must consider the academic opportunities lost if that entire section of the campus is locked up in a 
stadium.  One alternative might be to consider planning significant ACADEMIC space in a new stadium.  
Not every unit could use such space but there are many that could.  There are probably service units that 
could also be located there.  Professor Martin agreed that any stadium discussion must be couched in 
terms of opportunity costs and lost lands and funds.  It would be a terrible loss for the University to 
commit its last large piece of land for an activity that has no academic component. 
  
 This issue will be taken up with Mr. Pfutzenreuter at the September 10 meeting of the Committee 
on Finance and Planning, Professor Speaks promised. 
 
 It was also agreed that someone from this Committee should be asked to serve on the small 
committee dealing with stadium issues.  Professor Erdman agreed to serve.   
 
 Professor Kane said she believed the proposed partnership with the Vikings would be a disaster 
and is unconscionable for the University.  Why does not the Committee vigorously raise this issue, 
Professor Humphreys inquired?  The last time University leaders spoke on the issue, they said the 
University was not in a partnership with the Vikings.  Now one hears that the issue is a done deal.  
Professor Feeney said the committees have made the point repeatedly.  Professor Speaks said the Finance 
and Planning Committee would emphasize this issue.   
 
 Professor Feeney adjourned the meeting at 2:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


