
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General
Faculty

Illinois Wesleyan University

March 2, 2015

Call To Order

e meeting was called to order at 4:06 p.m. with a quorum present.

Approval of the Minutes of the Last Meeting

e minutes of the February 2, 2015 meeting were approved by common consent.

Curriculum Council Consent Agenda and Addendum

Prof. O’Gorman asked to pull MUS 189 and the string pedagogy classes for discussion.
e remainder of the CC Consent Agenda and its Addendum passed by common consent.

Committee Reports

CUPP

Prof. Williams presented CUPP’s written report, and announced the CUPP representa-
tives for the upcoming year. e newly elected representatives are: Prof. Kooken (Nursing
& Physical Education); Prof. Sheridan (Humanities); Prof. Hudson (Art, eatre Arts,
and the School of Music); Prof. Weis (Social Sciences); and Prof. de Harak (Natural Sci-
ences, as a one year sabbatical replacement for Prof. Williams). Members of CUPP whose
terms carry over into next year are Prof. Willis, Prof. Davis-Kahl, and, as one Faculty
Representative to the Board of Trustees, Prof. Kelahan.
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CUPP’s report contained a proposal to revise the language of Chapter II of the Faculty
Handbook. A new provision under section 4 would clarify that it is the responsibility of
the elected Faculty Representatives to the Board of Trustees to prepare a comprehensive
written report within one month after each Board of Trustees meeting.
Prof. Folse asked whether the proposal shifted the burden of writing the report solely onto
the shoulders of the elected Faculty Representatives rather than having all four faculty
members who attend BOT meetings contribute. Prof. Williams answered that the expec-
tation would remain that all four representatives would be responsible for drafting the
report, with each reporting on the Subcommittee meeting s/he attended. e proposed
language would make it clear that responsibility for assembling and disseminating that
report would now rest with the elected Faculty Representatives.
Prof. de Harak noted that clause (d) of proposed amendment to section 4 declared that
the Faculty Representatives to the Board of Trustees shall be at-large members of CUPP;
he suggested that the clause (currently clause (c) of section 4) should be modified to in-
dicate that only two of the four faculty members who visit the Board—the two elected
Faculty Representatives—serve as at-large members of CUPP. (e remaining represen-
tatives are the Chair of CUPP and one other member elected from with CUPP’s ranks.)
Prof. Williams suggested that context made it clear that the language applied only to the
elected Faculty Representatives. Prof. Tiede moved to amend the last clause to read, “e
two elected Faculty Representatives to the Board of Trustees shall serve as at-large mem-
bers of CUPP,” and the motion was seconded. As a point of order, Prof. Williams asked
whether the proposal would require 30 days notice before coming to a vote, since the pro-
posal would in effect amend the constitution. Parliamentarian Shallue noted that the rule
applies only to significant amendments. It was swiftly decided that the proposed change
was merely clarificatory and hence not significant. e motion to amend the proposal
came to a vote, and the amendment to the motion passed.
e amended proposal from CUPP came to a vote. As a constitutional amendment, it
required a secret ballot. e motion (as amended) passed.

Prof. Tiede noted that in its minutes CUPP reported that it had forwarded to the Provost
for comment some constituent concerns about the issue of converting visiting faculty po-
sitions to instructional staff positions. Prof. Tiede urged that the general issue of whether
and how such conversions should be made would require further CUPP attention. For
instance, because instructional staff are not faculty, they are ineligible for Curriculum
Development grants to support their teaching, and their academic freedom and due pro-
cess rights are not explicitly covered in Faculty Handbook. Provost Green wholeheartedly
agreed that such issues were important, and Prof. Tiede urged the Provost to translate his
long-standing agreement into concrete action. Prof. Williams vowed to add the topic to
CUPP’s agenda.

Curriculum Council

Prof. Sultan presented CC’s written report, which included several proposed changes to
the Faculty Handbook under the section “CC Conduct of Business.”
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e first of these was simply a revision for the sake of clarification and concision, con-
densing two paragraphs into one. As such, it required no faculty vote. e subsequent
two proposals represented procedural changes, however, and so came to the faculty for a
vote.
First, CC proposed to establish a Resource Advisory Group (henceforth, “RAG”) to supply
CC with information and context as it deliberates about curricular proposals that might
impose new draws upon University resources. In addition, curricular proposals coming
forward from CC that would involve new resource demands would now have to be flagged
to indicate this when presented for consideration of the full faculty. In response to ques-
tions from Prof. N. Kerr, Prof. Sultan emphasized that there would be no change in the
procedure or criteria for faculty who submitted curricular proposals: e form submit-
ted to CC would remain the same, as it already explicitly asks faculty to address the re-
source question. Prof. Fritzsche asked whether the resource-based decisions that CC makes
about curricular issues would affect CUPP’s recommendations for staffing proposals. For
instance, might CC’s rejection of a curricular proposal due to a dearth of resources to sup-
port it then prejudice a later decision about whether the curricular needs of a program
warrant hiring a visiting or tenure line faculty member? She noted that the repercussions
already flow in the other direction: When CUPP declines to recommend hiring in an area,
parts of the curriculum wither. Prof. Sultan sympathized with Fritzsche’s general concern,
and she suggested that the current RAG proposal would to help facilitate coordination and
sharing of information between the relevant committees and administrators. Prof. Tiede
sought, and received, assurances that RAG’s functions would be strictly informational and
that it would have no explicit vote on curricular proposals.
Second, CC proposed a new paragraph for the handbook that would institute a schedule
for election of CC members. ere was no discussion of this part of the proposal.
ese proposals from CC came to a vote, and the motion passed.
Discussion then turned to the items that had been pulled from the Consent Agenda and
Addendum.
Prof. O’Gorman noted that Item 3 on page 1 of the CC report indicated that the proposed
course MUS 189: Introduction to Song Literature, part of the revised major program for
a Bachelor of Music in Vocal Performance, will “require a new hire.” O’Gorman noted
that three paragraphs later the report also endorsed the idea that “proposals requiring new
resources should not be approved by CC unless the proposer can demonstrate the avail-
ability of staff, or a guarantee of staffing from the Provost” and in addition CC endorsed
(in the proposed Handbook changed just adopted) the idea that any course it approved
that would require new resources should to be flagged as such. Nevertheless, the pro-
posal for MUS 19 came forward to faculty on the Consent Agenda without such flag.
Prof. O’Gorman asked for a reconciliation of the apparent inconsistency of these moves.
In particular, she asked that proposals flagged by CC as requiring new resources not be
placed on the Consent Agenda, where they might be passed without faculty notice or
discussion. (Prof. Pelusi noted that the CC report was in error on one point: MUS 189
would not require a new hire, because it would take its staffing resources from a diction
course being deleted from the curriculum.)
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Next, Prof. O’Gorman asked about the string pedagogy sequence proposal from the
CC Consent Addendum, which mentions that courses would be primarily provided by
Prof. Lisa Nelson. Prof. O’Gorman noted that Prof. Nelson was listed as a visiting faculty
member, and asked whether the proposed revision to the major made it dependent
upon a visiting position. Prof. Pelusi replied that Prof. Nelson is an instructional staff
member, whose duties and compensation are primarily tied to the Preparatory Program.
Prof. O’Gorman also inquired about the suggestion in the string pedadgogy seqeunce
proposal that “other members of the string faculty will be involved in helping students
with independent study projects”. Since those faculty would presumably receive no extra
money for their participation in Independent Studies, would this program be built upon
uncompensated labor? Profs. Pelusi and Nelson answered that these arrangements are dif-
ferent from typical Independent Studies: Prof. Nelson will serve as the main instructor of
record, while students in the 4th semester of the sequeence seek out faculty collaboration
and specialized assistance as they prepare for a recital or research project. Prof. O’Gorman
countered that since collaborating faculty would receive no credit toward their teaching
load for providing that assistance, it would be problematic to build a program on the
assumption of faculty participation. She asked for, and received, assurances that faculty
would not be pressured into participating; Prof. Pelusi noted that the Music faculty who
would serve the program had voted in favor of it.
e proposals from CC that had been pulled from the Consent Agenda and Addendum
came to a vote, and the proposals were approved.

Nominating Committee

Prof. Weis reminded faculty that Nominating Committee had circulated forms asking
faculty to volunteer to run for an elected committee. Roughly one-third of faculty have
responded. Slates for every committee except for Promotion and Tenure Committee now
have a sufficient number of slots filled to run an election in April. PAT will need to add
three more members, and so five names must appear on the ballot. Prof. Weis urged faculty
to come forward to serve.

Promotion and Tenure Committee

On PAT’s behalf, the Provost reported that the committee had met a number of times in
executive session to discuss pre-tenure reviews.

Faculty Development Committee

Prof. Lehr presented the committee’s lengthy written report, and he highlighted two pro-
posals: the plan to unify the budget lines for FDC grants and the proposal to create a
Continuous Professional Development grant program.
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Budget Unification

Currently, FDC maintains distinct budgets for its grants: ere is one budget line for ASD
grants and another for CD/ID grants. Under the current budget structure, when money
runs out in one budget line and money remains unused in the other line, it is not possible
to draw money from the underutilized grant budget to fund grants in the other category
whose funds are exhausted. Moreover, money left over in an underutilized grant line at
the end of the fiscal year reverts to the general Academic Affairs budget. FDC proposes
to rectify this inefficiency by merging the two budget lines into a single budget line from
which all FDC grants will draw.

Continuous Professional Development Grants

FDC proposes to offer this new grant alongside existing ASD and CD/ID grants. CPD
grants could be used to support faculty development opportunities involving courses,
workshops, and web-based seminars that could be used to develop a skill or area of ex-
pertise without necessarily being tied to a particular end result. ASD and CD/ID grant
proposals, by contrast, must by design be tied to some specific outcome—a scholarly or
artistic product, or the creation or revision of a course. Funds for this more general sort of
development case once came from the Mellon Center; because those funds have become
less plentiful, the CPD would aim to restore funding for these opportunities.
Prof. Boyce noted that the proposed September/December/March grant cycle might not
be sufficiently frequent to allow faculty to take advantage of web-based seminars and other
events that are usually announced with a much shorter lead time than conferences. Might
that schedule change? Prof. Lehr welcomed the feedback and noted that suggestions for
changes to the schedule or budgets were welcome. Prof. Fritzsche voiced her support for
the general idea behind the CPD grant, asked whether it could be used to support ei-
ther pedagogical or scholarly/artistic development (answer: yes), and asked whether CPD
grants in smaller amounts might be sought, e.g., to support a $50 web-based seminar fee.
Prof. Lehr replied to the last question by noting that faculty members’ travel funds could
currently be used to support smaller projects of that sort; that would probably be the more
efficient source from which to draw minor funds, given the labor involved in drafting an
FDC proposal.
Prof. Boyce asked whether CPDs might be sought retroactively, to apply them to reim-
burse a faculty member for an opportunity for which they themselves had already paid.
Prof. Lehr replied that FDC hadn’t thought about that possibility and would address it in
future meetings, but that he did not see a problem in principle with such a use.
Prof. Epstein asked whence the money for CPD grants would come: Would it take money
away from ASD and CD/ID grant budgets? Prof. Lehr reiterated that the proposal would
not be accompanied by an immediate increase in the FDC budget, so money taken for
CPD would necessarily come at the expense of funding for those programs. If the FDC
budget were to remain split into separate ASD and CD/ID categories, then FDC would
have to decide in which budget CPD would have to find a home. (He speculated that
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CPD might be a more natural fit with CD/ID than ASD.) However, if FDC’s budget
unification proposal goes into effect, then the funds for CPD grants would be drawn
from the common budget pool from which all FDC grants would then be drawn.
Prof. Liffiton asked what needs a pedagogically-geared CPD grant might satisfy that could
not be met with an ID grant. Prof. Lehr answered that while ID grants are targeted to be
used for needs within a particular course, CPD funds can be used to develop skills that
would not be tied to a particular course.
Prof. Lutze noted that ID grants may be used to attend pedagogy conferences. Would it
now make more sense to apply for CPD than for ID grants for such a conference, especially
when the content is not tied to a particular course? Prof. Lehr agreed that this might be
appropriate, but cautioned that while CPD grant proposals need not be tied to a specific
course or product, they should be tied to some specific area of professional development,
e.g., the acquisition of some specific set of skills. Prof. de Harak asked whether FDC
had considered broadening the criteria for ID grants to cover skill acquisition rather than
adding a fourth category of FDC grant. Prof. Lehr expressed concern that the monthly
cycle of ID grants, if directed to this use, might rapidly deplete FDC funds. Prof. Kunce
reiterated that CPD grants go beyond curricular considerations to include skills whose
application might lie in research, teaching, or in some (perhaps unforeseen) combination
of the two.

Health Care Advocacy Committee

HCAC released a major written report to faculty and staff on Feb. 17. Prof. Young led
the faculty through that report, noting that it did not contain any proposed actions from
HCAC. e committee was still gathering information and considering options for ad-
dressing IWU’s health insurance future, and it intended its report to start a conversation
with faculty and staff on campus about these issues. Young noted that HCAC’s role is ad-
visory; the decisions will ultimately rest with the administration and the BOT. But he also
noted that the committee’s charge is one of advocacy, and that its objective is to protect as
much of that benefit as is feasible. He reminded faculty that there would be an open forum
at noon on ursday, March 5, in the Davidson Room, where members of HCAC and the
administration would be present to answer further questions. He also reminded faculty of
two upcoming non-orgs (on March 30 and April 13) at which Profs. Shaw and D. Brown
would discuss healthcare policy and tax issues, with special attention to repercussions for
our situation.
Prof. Pelusi began discussion by noting that the committee’s report stated they were still
seeking clarity about the effect that raising the attachment point on reinsurance had had
on our premiums. Had the committee subsequently attained that clarity? Prof. Young
replied that, in his assessment, the committee had. Although our recent patterns of claims
might be taken as evidence that reinsurance had increasingly become a losing proposition
for IWU, those patterns can fluctuate depending on the severity and costs of medical
emergencies the IWU community experiences within a given year. He opined that the fact
that the cost in premiums exceeded paid claims from the reinsurance company should not
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be a matter of drastic concern; as an analogy, Young pointed out that he did not regard
his private home insurance premiums as a waste of money simply because his house did
not burn down last year.
Later, Prof. Williams asked about the motivation and mechanism behind the looming ex-
cise tax. How would it be calculated? What makes a plan “too rich”? Is it based on the
percentage of a premium paid for by the university rather than the employee? Prof. Young
noted that to a rough approximation, the tax is based on the total premium paid by em-
ployee and employer together. Any premium paid above a certain threshold (in 2018,
$10,200 for a singly-insured employee and $27,500 for an employee with dependents)
will incur a 40% excise tax on that amount, to be paid by the employer. He noted that
our current total premiums are nearly at those levels already, several years before the tax
will be imposed.
Prof. Tiede noted that less than a year ago—when the financial facts concerning our health
insurance plan were surely not very different from what they are now—the University
adopted a strategic plan that committed itself to the preservation of employee benefits;
current discussion of healthcare now seems pointed in the direction of taking away some
of those benefits. He argued that our discussions should distinguish three separate issues.
First is the excise tax, which may or may not come into effect. He noted that 17% of all
healthcare plans in the U.S., and 40% of all large employer health plans, would incur this
tax; this gives the lie to the idea that that the plans so affected are only elite “Cadillac”
plans. He urged that HCAC and the administration plan for the possibility of the excise
tax coming into effect, but he also urged that they not pre-emptively opt for an eviscerated
plan that would make no sense in the (not unlikely) event that the excise tax is repealed
or overturned. Second, there is the general question of the affordability of our health
care plan, both for the institution and for its employees. Tiede noted that, since we are
self-insured, the majority of the cost of our premiums is determined by the level of costs
that employees and dependents incur in claims. us, any steps the University takes to
reduce our premiums will reduce what a plan can pay in claims, and that will shift the
cost of healthcare over to employees’ out-of-pocket expenses. For instance, the average
high deductible plan for an employee and dependents has an average out-of-pocket limit
of $12,000; on such a plan, employees and their families must pay the first $12,000 of
their own healthcare costs out of pocket (with the exception of routine preventative care).
Tiede noted that he and his family would have hit that $12,000 cap in each of his first
seven years as a faculty member. Any insurance policy that requires covered patients to
incur such expenses, he declared, is scarcely deserving of the name. ird, the issue of
reinsurance requires further scrutiny; the fact that our gross claims decreased last year but
our premiums increased for the present year suggests that something is amiss in that part
of the ledger.
Prof. Young acknowledged the gravity of Tiede’s cost-shifting concern. In particular, he
noted that the committee was deeply concerned about high deductible plans and the risk
of high out-of-pocket costs to which they would expose employees. However, he noted
that those plans seem to be the only long term course of action that would avoid the excise
tax. Hence, the committee might be willing to be dragged “kicking and screaming” to such
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plans, provided that other, more comprehensive plans were offered as options alongside
them. He acknowledged the apparent paradox involved in the fact that even though we
are self-insured and our gross claims have been steady for years, our premiums continue
to rise, and he noted that changes in the reinsurance over the past several years do seem
to have had an effect on that pattern. We are one of 25 institutions participating in our
health insurance trust, EIIA. Prior to 2013, the trust pooled our large claims with those
other schools, so that individual claims between $25,000 and $550,000 were distributed
across the members of the trust. Young noted that we were net beneficiaries of that pooling
mechanism; between 2003 and 2013, we drew more than $3 million more out of that pool
than we put into it. But that pooling mechanism is no longer available, and that has driven
us into the commercial stop-loss reinsurance market to handle a greater range of our high
claims.
Vice Pres. Klotzbach chimed to note that since we are a self-insured institution, our pre-
mium increases are determined for each year based upon projections about what our claims
will be for the upcoming year, calculated using estimates of projected healthcare inflation
and our own history of claims over the previous two years. In years where those projec-
tions are too high, we are in effect prepaying into our trust and our rates will be adjudsted
accordingly in future years. But in years where those projections are too low, we have to
make up the difference by raising upcoming years’ premiums.
Prof. Epstein asked whether HCAC had looked at what our peer aspirant groups have
been doing to cope with these challenges. Prof. Young noted that Prof. D. Brown had
mentioned that one college in Massachusetts that had recently gone for the “nuclear op-
tion.” In the face of raising costs and the excise tax, they decided to get out of the business
of providing their employees with healthcare altogether; instead, they began providing em-
ployees with vouchers and sent them out onto the affordable care act health exchanges to
purchase healthcare insurance on their own. Prof. Epstein encouraged HCAC to investi-
gate what other institutions with similar endowments are doing to address these problems;
Prof. Young commented that our cohort in the EIIA trust provides us with information
about what our peer institutions’ efforts, but he assured Epstein that HCAC would soon
seek out a wider comparison class.
Professor N. Kerr asked about the trust’s recommendation that we switch to using a
single third party administrator (TPA). Would the primary advantage to such a switch
be to secure superior analytics and case management, rather than simply reducing fees?
Prof. Young agreed, and noted that HCAC would be meeting for six hours the next day to
interview potential TPAs. e committee would be comparing suitors based on a variety
of factors, including their fees, the average discount rates they secure from providers, and
the breadth and quality of their networks. (Prof. Jeter later joined Young in emphasizing
the importance of the latter two attributes.) Young noted that our current practice of hav-
ing two TPAs is an archaic holdover from the days when there was less overlap in TPA
coverage for the major healthcare providers in Bloomington/Normal. Later, Prof. Pelusi
asked whether we might be losing some competitive advantage by consolidating to a single
TPA: Don’t our current TPAs compete against one another in order to attract employees
to their own plan? Young replied that neither HCAC nor the trust believe that there are
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any such competitive effects.
Prof. Flores-Rodríguez asked whether the committee had considered ways to reduce the
discrepancy in premiums between singly insured employees and employees with depen-
dents. Prof. Young replied that this issue is wholly separate from the first items on HCAC’s
agenda: selecting a TPA and designing insurance coverage plans. e premium discrep-
ancy concerns the contribution the University makes toward employee premiums; HCAC
will almost certainly turn to that question once the TPA and plan questions are settled.
Speaking on his own behalf, Prof. Young suggested that the $70 monthly premium paid
by singly insured IWU employees was unreasonably low, unfair, and unsustainable; the
university pays 89% of the premiums for those singly insured employees and a compara-
tively much lower percentage for employees insured with dependent. An employee with
one dependent, who receives twice as much insurance as a singly ensure employee, should
not have to pay seven times as much for coverage.
Prof. Shallue asked whether it might be possible to reduce our costs by trying to join
a larger pool that distributed risk across a greater number of institutions. Pres. Wilson,
who serves on the board of the EIIA trust, noted that a number of other institutions were
eagerly seeking to leave their own smaller trusts and join ours, which would increase the
size of the pool.
Dean Duke thanked Prof. Young for the clarity of his presentation and commended the
committee for their work to date. She expressed appreciation for their attempts to be
proactive and transparent throughout their deliberations. Pres. Wilson echoed her senti-
ments.

Presidential Search Committee

Prof. Chapman reported for the committee. He noted that they had met twice, and he
encouraged faculty to keep an eye out for updates and materials on the webpage the com-
mittee had set up at http://iwu.edu/presidentialsearch. Among the recent news: the lan-
guage of the advertisement has been finalized; a search consultant has been retained; and
a survey would soon be circulated to solicit opinions about what we should look for in
our next president. e committee would use these materials to construct a “Presidential
Prospectus”—in effect, an extremely detailed job description for prospective hires.
Prof. Chapman anticipated two widely asked questions.
First, would the search be fully confidential (“closed”) or only partly confidential
(“open”)? Answer: e matter is under discussion in the committee and is as yet unre-
solved. Prof. Ponce asked who would ultimately have the authority to decide the issue of
open or closed search. Answer: the committee as a whole.
Second, what is the timeline for the search? Chapman reported that currently the plan is
to engage in candidate development through the early summer and to host candidates on
campus near beginning of the Fall semester. (“Hosting” should be understood neither to
entail nor preclude an open search.) e current aim is to have the new president start by
January 1, 2016.

9

http://iwu.edu/presidentialsearch


Prof. eune asked whether the committee had a sense of whether the timeline might
have a negative effect upon the search. Might the planned midyear start to the position
rule out some worthy applicants? Chapman answered that he did not recall whether that
matter had been discussed.
Profs. Anderson and Shallue both raised the issue of what the faculty could do to weigh in
with the committee on the question of whether the search would be open or closed. Shal-
lue remarked that certainly the faculty could at least express a preference, even though the
expression of that desire would in no way be binding on the committee. Prof. Tiede noted
that he had submitted a motion under New Business to address this matter. Prof. Shallue
noted that interested faculty might share their views by contacting individual search com-
mittee members, while Chapman recommended submitting feedback to the committee
via an email to presidentialsearch@iwu.edu. Prof. Folse reminded the body that there are
five faculty representatives on the search committee whom they could also contact.

Administrative Reports

Provost’s Report

e Provost presented a written report and a set of announcements.

• e Provost noted that he would be out of town for the next few days with members
of the Economic Development Commission to join them in their Washington, D.C.
lobbying efforts in support of McLean County.

• Prof. Carolyn Jarvis has just published a new addition of her textbook, Physical Ex-
amination and Health Assessment, which is the most widely used health assessment
textbook in the world.

• A call will soon be issued by the president’s office for applicants for two endowed
chairs: the Merwin chair in History and the Colwell chair in English.

President’s Report

e President presented a written report and solicited questions.
Prof. Fritzsche remarked that a recent Inside Higher Education article reported that debt
holders are increasingly exerting direct influence on colleges and universities. Have our
debtors ever put pressure on us to make any policy changes? Pres. Wilson assured her they
had not. He noted that while the most recent financial assessments have changed IWU’s
fiscal outlook to “net positive” in part as a result of policy changes it has autonomously
adopted, the University has not been pressured in the ways described in IHE article.
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New Business

Prof. Tiede proposed the following motion:

e faculty requests an assurance from the Presidential Search Committee that
open forums for finalists will be scheduled to occur during the regular semester
(fall or spring) and not in May or over the summer.

Prof. Shallue seconded the motion, and asked whether the holding of open forums would
entail that the search would be partly confidential. Prof. Tiede agreed that it would.
Prof. Anderson suggested that this should be made explicit in the motion itself. In re-
sponse, Prof. Tiede proposed to amend the motion to read:

e faculty requests an assurance from the Presidential Search Committee that
the search will be partly confidential and that open forums for finalists will be
scheduled to occur during the regular semester (fall or spring) and not in May
or over the summer.

Prof. Shallue seconded the amendment. Prof. eune noted that while he would still vote
for motion if amended in this way, the change would have the odd effect of urging that
the search be partly confidential rather than fully open (i.e., with no confidentiality what-
soever), which was the option he might prefer as an ideal.
Prof. Williams asked Prof. Chapman whether he could foresee any reason why this motion
might be a bad idea. Prof. Chapman suggested that he wasn’t sure that he could answer that
question, not out of concern for committee confidentiality but because he wasn’t certain
of the answer. Prof. Nadeau replied that the search consultant had suggested in a meeting
that opening might reduce the candidate pool by discouraging candidates who might not
want to be part of such a process. However, Prof. Nadeau noted that the faculty should
consider whether a candidate who had such a preference would be the sort best suited for
IWU’s presidency.
Pres. Wilson observed that he did not interview through an open forum during his campus
visit to IWU. While he had many interview meetings with disparate groups, there was
no general open forum. Prof. Nadeau noted that Wilson had met with many different
constituencies during his campus visit, and asked what the substantive difference would
be between what had transpired during his visit and an open forum. Prof. Tiede recalled
that the most recent Provost search had in fact involved open forums. e Provost noted
that open forums allow campus and candidate to get a sense of their mutual fit; he noted
that he had withdrawn from a search after an open forum revealed that the campus might
not be a good fit for him.
Prof. Pelusi expressed concern that blocking forums from being held in May or over the
summer would diminish the applicant pool.
Prof. Young reminded colleagues of the tentative timeline that Prof. Chapman had an-
nounced, and suggested that the content of Chapman’s report should reassure faculty that
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their worst fears about the way the search might be conducted were groundless. He then
remarked that a motion expressing a vehement faculty preference for an open search would
be one thing, but faculty who supported the motion should think carefully about what sort
of assurance the search committee would be in a position to offer the faculty. Prof. Tiede
asked for clarification of that remark; Prof. Shallue suggested that Young might have meant
that by the very nature of the conversations they were having, the search committee would
not be in a position to respond to the motion. Nevertheless, Shallue suggested, the motion
if passed in its current form would have the effect of expressing a strong faculty preference
for an open forum; Young concurred that it would have that effect. Prof. Chapman noted
that the motion does call for a quite specific response from the committee, and that it
was unclear whether the committee would be able to so respond. He also remarked that
the proposed amendment to the motion calling for the search to be partly confidential
represented not a clarification but a substantive change: “open forums” is more restrictive
than “partly confidential”.
Prof. Folse objected to the motion because it struck her as adversarial and potentially po-
larizing; she contended that the faculty had expressed their views at the current meeting,
and she urged them now to trust that the five colleagues they had elected to the presidential
search committee would convey the voice of the faculty to that committee. Prof. eune
replied that the motion struck him as a collegial request rather than as adversarial, and ex-
pressed his support for it. Prof. Tiede suggested that it was important that faculty not only
express their preferences but that they could expect to hear a response from committee’s
addressing those preferences.
At that point, Pres. Wilson noted that a quorum was no longer present. Prof. Tiede asked
that the item be brought forward as Old Business at the April 6 Faculty Meeting.

Adjournment

e meeting was adjourned at 5:55 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Mark Criley
mcriley@iwu.edu
Faculty Secretary
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