
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General
Faculty

Illinois Wesleyan University

January 12, 2015

Before calling the meeting to order, Pres. Wilson noted that this was the first Faculty
Meeting after the December 15 announcement of his impending retirement from IWU.
He closed the meeting with some prepared remarks about his decision, which are in-
cluded at the end of these minutes.

Call To Order

e meeting was called to order at 4:07 p.m. with a quorum present.
Without objection, and to welcoming applause, new Student Senate President Jake
aker was admitted as an observer.

Approval of theMinutes of the Last Meeting

e minutes of the meeting of December 1 were approved by common consent.

Curriculum Council Consent Agenda and Addendum

e CC Consent Agenda and Consent Addendum were approved by common consent.

Committee Reports

Assessment Committee

Prof. Snyder-Young solicited questions or comments about the committee’s written re-
port; none were heard.
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Nominating Committee

Prof. Weis announced that an electronic ballot would soon circulate for a special elec-
tion to select a one-semester replacement to the Promotion and Tenure Committee.
One candidate (Prof. César Valverde) had volunteered thus far; at least one additional
candidate would be needed before the election could be held.

CUPP

Prof. Williams invited questions about CUPP’s written report. He noted that the Coun-
cil had spent most of its meeting time since the Dec. 1 Faculty Meeting deliberating
about applications for visiting positions.

Presidential Search

Prof. Williams encouraged faculty to volunteer to stand for election to the Presidential
Search Committee (deadline for nominations: Friday, Jan. 16). e committee will con-
sist of nine Board of Trustees members, five faculty members, two staff members, and
two students. In response to a query from Prof. Young, Pres. Wilson said that he did
not yet know which Trustees would represent the Board on the search committee, but
he vowed to pass that information along when it became available.
Prof. Tiede raised a concern about the short timeline currently proposed for the search.
If the search were to extend beyond the end of the current semester, faculty who are
not on campus after April might not be able to attend the open fora for the finalists.
Tiede urged that the Board of Trustees commit to protracting the search in that case to
allow for general faculty participation in those crucial search events in the Fall semester.
Pres. Wilson recalled that the search that had resulted in his own hiring had taken only
six months from the formation of the search committee to the announcement of his
appointment. He thought it reasonable to expect a similar pace for the current search,
which would allow for those fora to fall during the Spring semester, when full campus
participation in them would be possible.

Action Items

e final two Action Items from the Strategic Curricular Planning document came to
the floor, having been deferred from the December Faculty Meeting.

Action Item 4. As proposed by CUPP in the SCP document, this Item read:

4. In order to maintain the traditional Illinois Wesleyan target of an 11:1 student
to full time-equivalent faculty ratio (recognizing that 80% of the faculty FTEwill
be tenure line), over the next three years the faculty adopt a target of tenure line
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approvals that approximate half the number of openings created by retirements
and resignations.

Prof. Fritzsche inquired about the background and motivation for the Item.
Prof. Williams characterized it as an attempt to split the difference between an
outright hiring freeze and the restoration of the total number of tenure lines lost due
to retirements and resignations. CUPP estimated, based on predictions about reduced
enrollments and coming retirements, that a 50% replacement rate of vacated tenure
lines spread out over the next three years would put the University on track to maintain
an 11:1 student/faculty ratio with 80% of FTE coming from tenure lines. Williams
referred faculty to CUPP’s table (on page 46 of the SCP document) that projects
academic staffing levels against a range of enrollment possibilities. Should enrollments
stabilize at 1850 students, as CUPP and the administration tentatively project, an 11:1
student/faculty ratio would require a faculty size of around 168 FTE. If 80% of that
FTE total were to come from tenure line faculty, then 134.5 FTE tenure lines would be
required. CUPP hoped that by voting to ratify these numbers the faculty would reaffirm
IWU’s commitment to a level of academic staffing appropriate to the curriculum and
type of instruction that IWU has traditionally provided, while accepting the realities
pressed upon us by our reduced size.
Prof. O’Gorman voiced opposition to the Item, describing its target of an 11:1 stu-
dent/faculty ratio as a peculiar marketing fiction and noting the negative effects on
the curriculum that would follow from replacing only half of faculty positions vacated.
She also expressed concern that the administration could frame the enactment of this
Item as a faculty decision to hire replacement faculty rather than raising salaries and
restoring retirement contributions. Hence, despite her general opposition to the Item,
Prof. O’Gorman moved to amend it by adding a second sentence: “ese approvals will
go forward in any given year only if and when faculty have been given a raise at least
equal to the rate of inflation plus half a percent.” is motion to amend was seconded,
and discussion commenced.

Prof. Burke spoke against the proposed amendment, while thanking
Prof. O’Gorman for calling attention to the pitfalls IWU would face if
it were to view itself as negotiating a trade-off between curriculum and
compensation. Her fear, she said, was that to prioritize raises over tenure
line hires would risk deepening IWU’s difficulties with under-staffing and
the erosion of parts of our curriculum. Should matters come to a choice
between receiving raises and preserving our curriculum, Burke said, she
would have to choose the latter. Prof. Shallue joined both in Prof. Burke’s
expression of gratitude and in her ranking of priorities.
e motion to amend came to a vote, and the amendment failed.

Prof. Tiede observed that the Item seemed naturally to divide into three distinct and
separable parts: (i) the 11:1 student/faculty ratio; (ii) the provision of 80% of faculty
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FTE by tenure line faculty; and (iii) the call to allocate new tenure lines at a rate of 50%
of tenure lines vacated over the next three years. (To support the separability claim, he
noted that he would without contradiction support (i), oppose (ii), and strongly oppose
(iii).) Tiede asked that the question be divided accordingly, so each part would come to
a vote separately. Pres. Wilson acknowledged the division of the question, and the parts
were taken up in order.
(i) 11:1 student/faculty ratio
Prof. Williams observed that CUPP had intended the first two parts of the divided
question primarily as context-setting, in order to motivate part (iii): the rate at which
new tenure lines would be allocated over the next three years.
Prof. Sultan began discussion by concurring with Prof. O’Gorman’s earlier characteriza-
tion of the 11:1 student/faculty ratio as a marketing fiction that required further expla-
nation. Provost Green reported that the ratio is a standard benchmark for institutions
of higher education, calculated by dividing the number of FTE students by the number
of FTE faculty. He observed that the 11:1 figure roughly represents IWU’s average over
recent years, and he contended that it represents a suitable target for IWU because it is
near the mean and median for our peer institutions in the Annapolis Group. He con-
cluded that there was nothing magical about that number, however, and that no drastic
changes would follow if the ratio were to float a bit—say, to 12:1. Prof. Tiede observed
that since a full time student is assumed to take 4 courses while full time faculty are only
assumed to teach 3 courses, a ratio of 11:1 would yield an average class size of roughly
14.5 students rather than 11. (is discrepancy might explain why the 11:1 ratio struck
faculty ears as a fiction.) By contrast, a student/faculty ratio of 12:1 would yield an av-
erage class size of 16. Prof. Willis recalled that in the most recent ratios report from the
Associate Provost’s office the student/faculty ratio was closer to 9.5 to 1, since reduc-
tions in enrollment have not been offset by proportional reductions in the size of the
faculty. Prof. Chapman urged faculty to support the motion to keep the target at 11:1 in
order to keep class sizes from creeping up. Provost Green noted that there were minor
trade-offs to be found in this area; a ratio of 12:1 would result in slightly larger average
class sizes, but it might also free up some money for raises.
e motion came to a vote, and the motion (part (i) of the divided Action Item 4)
passed.¹
(ii) 80% Tenure Line FTE
Per Prof. Williams, this part of Item 4 was (like (i)) intended to situate part (iii) of the
Item in the context of IWU’s commitment to providing close student/faculty interaction
with a high percentage of instruction via permanent faculty.
Prof. Tiede opposed this part of the motion, on the grounds that AAUP guidelines
urge that this percentage should be at or above 85%. Prof. Nadeau suggested that the

¹Prof. eune later pointed out that part (i) as enacted was not a sentence but a dependent clause (“In
order to maintain the traditional Illinois Wesleyan target of an 11:1 student to full time-equivalent faculty
ratio …”). A little retroactive finagling reconstructed the enacted language to read, “Illinois Wesleyan shall
maintain the traditional target of an 11:1 student to full time-equivalent faculty ratio.”
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language could be amended to incorporate the phrase “at least,” thereby acknowledging
that a higher percentage would be desirable, other things being equal. ere was some
discussion of amending the language to read “at least 85%,” but no such motion was
made. (Provost Green noted that since the current level is roughly 80%, IWU would
have been out of compliance with this part of the Item had it passed in that amended
form.)
Prof. Chapman argued that enacting this part of the Item would either be meaningless
or destructive. For consider the type of situation in which a Provost would be most likely
to drop the percentage below the specified level: one in which unpredictable enrollment
numbers and financial constraints put the University in a position where failing to drop
below 80%would be a threat to the curriculum or theUniversity itself. Either the Provost
would be entitled to ignore that percentage or s/he would not be entitled to do so. If
the Provost would be entitled to ignore the percentage, then our enacting it would be
meaningless. If, however, the enactment were somehow binding in a way that the Provost
couldn’t override in those exigent circumstances, then it would be destructive.
Profs. de Harak and Nadeau each suggested amending part (ii) to convey that the per-
centage was intended as aspirational rather than binding; Prof. Chapman acknowl-
edged the value of making our aspirations clear, so long as the enactment would not
tie the Provost’s hands. Prof. Tiede demurred, and urged that part (ii) simply be re-
jected. Provost Green averred that Provosts would always aspire to lift the percentage
of tenure-line FTE as high as was feasible, but no Provost would countenance being
bound by a specific figure in exigent circumstances of the sort Prof. Chapman described
earlier.
emotion came to a vote, and themotion (part (ii) of the dividedAction Item4) failed.
(iii) Tenure Line Approval Rates
Prof. Roesner noted that tenure lines losses are imperfectly predictable, both in their
number and location. Wouldn’t it be a mistake to lock in a replacement rate that might
block the restoration of unexpected losses in crucial areas? Prof. Nadeau, a member of
CUPP, noted that the committee regarded the 50% replacement rate as conservative,
leaving a little bit of room for an increase to deal with emergencies and perhaps facili-
tating raises and restoration of retirement contributions if no such emergencies were to
arise.
Prof. Tiede redeployed Prof. Chapman’s argument from the discussion of part (ii) to
claim that locking in a specific replacement rate would either be meaningless (because it
would be overridden at the Provost’s discretion in the event of an emergency) or destruc-
tive (if it genuinely bound the Provost to allocate inappropriately high or low numbers
of tenure lines in response to such an emergency). Prof. Chapman added that setting a
replacement rate might have the effect of taking the Provost off the hook for line alloca-
tion decisions. A Provost ought to provide a public accounting of the specific reasons for
the number and distribution of tenure lines on a per year basis; a faculty-pre-approved
replacement rate might diminish the felt need for such an accounting. Prof. Sullivan,
while praising in general the idea of splitting the difference between a freeze and full
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replacement, argued that setting a three year replacement rate would unduly constrain
future allocation decisions. Without knowing the circumstances each of the next three
years will bring, CUPPwould be best served by handling its allocation recommendations
on a year-by-year basis.
e motion came to a vote, and the motion (part (iii) of the divided Action Item 4)
failed.
Prof. Williams expressed concern that the enactment of part (i) together with the re-
jection of part (iii) left the body committed to a general goal (a student/faculty ratio
of 11:1) but without a specific plan in place for achieving that goal. Prof. Tiede coun-
tered that the means for achieving the goal would simply be the annual execution of the
University’s present tenure line allocation procedures.

Action Item5. As brought forward from CUPP in the SCP document, this Item read:

5. Each year interested academic units will submit to the Provost curricular ini-
tiatives for Advancement to pursue.e Provost and the Advancement Office will
identify promising initiatives for targeted fundraising, and Administration will
update the faculty on progress toward funding these curricular initiatives.

Prof. Williams suggested the intent behind this Item was to open and publicize a clear
channel of communication between academic units and Advancement to ensure that
curricular concerns receive appropriate attention in fund-raising efforts. He noted that
the proposal was not intended to limit or restrict other ways in which academic units
might seek support for their academic initiatives.
Prof. de Harak asked what the practical effect of the measure would be. Can’t academic
units currently contact Advancement to discuss fund raising for curricular initiatives?
Moreover, the faculty does not have the authority to compel the Provost to serve as a
conduit for those requests. Pres.Wilson suggested that now that the Transforming Lives
campaign has come to a close, the University as a whole will need to deliberate about its
new priorities, themes, and targets for its fund-raising efforts. e Transforming Lives
campaign was a large-scale effort, focused principally on funding endowed chairs and
scholarships. Some universities are now opting for shorter, narrowly tailored campaigns
rather than larger, general campaigns; perhaps IWU would choose to go that route in its
next campaign and make a deliberate effort at more targeted curricular projects. He also
noted that the Vice President for Advancement currently receives project-based fund-
raising ideas from academic units and turns to the Provost for coordination on these
efforts. Prof. Tiede inquired whether Action Item 5 was then simply a vote to ratify
current practices. Provost Green noted that these practices hadn’t always been in place;
enacting Action Item 5 would have the value of institutionalizing them, along with their
superior efficiency and flow of information. Prof. Terkla highlighted one way in which
Action Item 5 would constitute a change from the current practices described above:
the Provost would approach the Vice President for Advancement with initiatives rather
than vice versa. is, Terkla thought, would be an improvement; while our current Vice
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President for Advancement has been enthusiastic in advancing proposed initiatives to
the Provost, there would be no guarantee against future occupants of that office letting
such proposals die on their desks. Prof. Nadeau suggested that by directing these calls
through the Provost’s office, the Item would result in the delivery to Advancement of a
better coordinated, more strategic slate of initiatives. Prof. Roesner also observed that
enacting the Item would have the added advantage of publicizing to all academic units
that such fund-raising mechanisms are available. Prof. Kooken suggested, in that spirit,
that there should be a public call for these initiatives. And so an amendment was ad-
vanced, framed jointly by Provost Green and Prof. Terkla, and seconded: the phrase
“…interested academic units will submit to the Provost…” should be changed to read
“…the Provost will invite academic units to submit …”. is amendment came to a vote,
and the amendment passed.
Prof. Sheridan commented that the term “initiative” was extremely abstract, and that
it seemed sufficiently broad as to encompass new courses and/or a reconfiguration of a
major or minor program. Prof. Williams agreed that the term was indeed abstract, and
that CUPP had intended it to be so in order to cover the range of proposals Sheridan
described. Sheridan then expressed concern that the Item might infringe on the purview
of Curriculum Council. If an academic unit were to receive generous funding for some
specific curricular initiative, wouldn’t that weigh heavily in favor of approval of that
initiative and tie the hands of the faculty as a whole? Prof. Williams answered that any
such initiative would still have to go through the usual tribunals any proposed curricular
change must face. us, CC and the faculty as a whole would still have to consider and
approve any such proposal, no matter how generously underwritten it might be.
Prof. Roesner asked whether faculty might want to consider broadening the scope of
the Item by excising the term “curricular,” thereby allowing units to develop proposals
to fund items (e.g., pieces of equipment) that might not (yet) be tied to a particular part
of the curriculum. Prof. Anderson enthusiastically endorsed this idea and put it forward
in the form of an amendment to strike the word “curricular” from the Item, noting
that without such an amendment Ames Library and its faculty would be excluded from
proposing initiatives through this process because they have no curriculum. Prof. Young
seconded the amendment, and discussion of the amendment followed.

Prof. Nadeau cited two reasons for her opposition to the proposed amend-
ment. First, the Item was part of the Strategic Curricular Plan, and so its
curricular focus was appropriate. Second, the Item wouldn’t preclude using
other channels to approach Advancement for help in raising funds for non-
curricular initiatives. Prof. Anderson cited a specific instance of an initiative
she feared wouldn’t be covered by the Item if it were left unamended: her
partnership with Prof. Ferradans to host a summer program at IWU for
high school students from under-represented minority groups. Prof. Young
cited another specific example. An alumnus who had studied the Medieval
period with Prof. Jerry Stone was considering donating money for a post-
doc position in Stone’s memory. Prof. Terkla remarked that these proposals
seemed sufficiently curricular in nature as to be covered by the Item with-
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out emendation, although Prof. Shallue countered that if the post-doc were
non-instructional, the case would not be quite so clear. With that, the mo-
tion came to a vote, and the motion to amend failed.

Returning the discussion to the Action Item itself, Prof. Chapman praised the general
idea of coordination between Advancement and academic units, but raised a concern
about the way in which Action Item 5 might politicize that process. If the Item were
enacted, each unit might reasonably see itself as having to lobby for funds for its own
initiatives, and might see its own case as in competition for approval against other units’.
Provost Green noted that these proposals need not be in competition for an inelastic set
of resources; different units already approach Advancement with fundable needs that are
matched with donors who have corresponding interests. Moreover, when the University
finds external monies to meet fundable needs, others units benefit as internal monies
are freed up for other uses. Prof. Amoloza noted that the Item wouldn’t preclude groups
or divisions from collaborating and coordinating on proposals that would be of benefit
beyond an individual unit. Prof. Lutze added that if the Itemwere to fail and we were left
with the status quo, the pressures toward politicking that Prof. Chapman feared would
still be in place, but we’d have removed the general invitation and reporting from the
process. Both of these are improvements on our current policy, he said, and well worth
having. Prof. Chapman acknowledged the strength of Lutze’s argument, but added that
he was holding out, perhaps in vain, for a proposal that would handle these matters
better than either Action Item 5 or the status quo.
While Prof. Roesner suggested that the call might be widened to be issued to the fac-
ulty as a whole rather than academic units, Pres. Wilson expressed concern that the Item
even as proposed would result in developmental disarray, pulling IWU’s fund-raising ef-
forts in too many different directions. He envisaged 35 different units marshalling 35
different plans and sets of priorities without a unifying vision. He urged that curricular
fund-raising priorities ought instead to be set by the faculty as a whole, perhaps with the-
matic focus that could be shared across academic units (e.g., funding equipment needs or
student summer research). Adopting a broader approach would not preclude launching
more narrowly focused campaigns (e.g., current efforts to raise funds for 150th anniver-
sary of the School of Music), and it would allow for better coordinated major campaign
initiatives.
Prof. Bollivar moved to return the Item to CUPP for further consideration in light of the
floor debate; Prof. Tiede seconded. Prof. Williams spoke against doing so, citing units’
needs to move forward with relatively small but pressing fund-raising efforts. Prof. Shal-
lue also spoke against returning it to committee, suggesting that the present discussion
had likely covered the proposal comprehensively. e motion to return Action Item 5
to committee came to a vote, and the motion failed.
Prof. Sultan raised the worry that if the Item were adopted, fund-raising considerations
and donors’ whimswould supplant the faculty as the driving force behind the curriculum.
She asked faculty to imagine the substantial financial pressure that would accompany
an offer of a generous gift to support a curricular innovation even if it were a poor fit
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with the institution or its mission (e.g., a program in Interior Design). Prof. Terkla
re-emphasized that such a proposal would still have to go through the usual approval
processes to which any curricular initiative is subject, and that it would do so without
prejudice in its favor. To illustrate, he noted that successful Mellon “Re-centering the
Humanities” grant proposals for new, team-taught courses still had to go through the
standard curricular channels even after having received awards to support them.
Prof. Shallue moved to end debate on the item; Prof. Tiede seconded. e motion
passed with more than the two-thirds majority required.
Action Item 5 as amended came to a vote, and the motion passed.

Curriculum Council

Prof. Quinn called attention to the committee’s written report, and in particular to its
second item. After the faculty voted in December to institute a comprehensive review
of the Gen Ed program, CC began discussions with Associate Dean Duke, the Chair
of CETAL, and the Chair and Vice-chair of CUPP, and decided to put together a CC
Working Group (consisting of Associate Dean Duke and members of CC, CUPP, and
the Assessment Committee) to begin preliminary work on the review process.

Promotion and Tenure Committee

Prof. Plath reported that PAT had met once in December in executive session to discuss
promotion and tenure cases.

Faculty Development Committee

Prof. Lehr directed attention to FDC’s written report; no questions or comments were
forthcoming.

Administrative Reports

Provost’s Report

In addition to the items noted in his written report, Provost Green made the following
announcements:

• IWU was awarded a Freeman Foundation grant to support the IWU Asia In-
ternship Program, which will fund 14 students in summer internship and service
learning opportunities. Provost Green praised Prof. Amoloza for her work in se-
curing the grant; Amoloza announced that the deadline for applications to the
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program had moved to Feb. 2 and that the Hart Center has applications available
online. Provost Green encouraged faculty to do their best to ensure that the 14
slots are all filled, as the program might be renewable if it proves to be a success.

• Faculty should carefully check class rosters and report to the Registrar any dis-
crepancies between enrollees and attendees.

President’s Report

Pres. Wilson began by congratulating and thanking Prof. Amoloza; to earn a grant from
the Freeman Foundation, he noted, is no small feat. Prof. Amoloza thanked the Univer-
sity in turn for its support of her work with ASIANetwork, which helped substantially
helped in laying the groundwork for the Asia Internship Program.
Pres. Wilson remarked that the enrollment outlook for Spring semester is positive. We
are 10–15 students above their enrollment target for the term, and have a smattering of
other students who are attending class but whose registration status is not yet finalized.
Pres. Wilson concluded his report with a prepared statement addressing his decision to
retire from IWU. A copy of that statement in its entirety is affixed to the end of these
minutes.

Adjournment

e meeting was adjourned at 5:35.

Respectfully submitted,
Mark Criley
mcriley@iwu.edu
Faculty Secretary
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Remarks for Faculty Meeting
January 12, 2015

Although the timing of my retirement announcement in December may have come 

as a surprise, I doubt that the decision itself was a revelation to any of you.  As a 

colleague mentioned to me recently, speculation about my retirement has been a 

topic of discussion around campus for months.   

Pat and I made the decision last summer that this would be our last year at Illinois 

Wesleyan, but finding a good time to make the announcement proved complicated. 

The Transforming Lives Campaign ended in July, and the first opportunity to 

celebrate the success of that effort would not occur until the Board Meeting in late 

October.  I felt it was important to celebrate the success of the Campaign without the 

distraction of my announcement.  For the same reason, I also felt it was important to 

keep attention focused during the fall on completing the Strategic Curricular Review 

and on the second year adjustments required to implement the new Net Tuition 

Revenue model.  

The search that brought me to Illinois Wesleyan took about six months from the first

meeting of the search committee to the day I came to campus for the public 

announcement.  George Vinyard plans to convene the search committee before the 

end of the month, giving us seven months in what I believe is the ideal time of year 

to be conducting a search for a president.  Just in case it takes a little longer for the 

person appointed to actually take up residence, I indicated to the Board of Trustees 

that I would stay until my successor’s appointment begins.

The decision to retire was not easy, but I am convinced that the timing is right, both 

for me and for the University.  Looking specifically at major projects completed over 

the past two years, it seemed to me that this was an opportune time for a leadership 

transition for the University.  On a personal level and thanks to the Pantagraph, 



everyone in McLean County now knows my age and can understand why making 

this decision at this point in time might be attractive to me.

 

I have been asked repeatedly where Pat and I plan to live and what our personal 

plans are following retirement.  We have not made any decisions about where we 

will live.  There are two things we know for sure:  (1) we have to move out of our 

house and (2) we have accumulated a long list of places we want to visit and explore.

In my retirement announcement, I also mentioned that we wanted to spend more 

time with the six grandchildren who have been born since we arrived at IWU.  I have 

learned to be careful about that statement, however, as our daughter contacted us 

immediately to indicate that she was delighted to read about our desire to spend 

more time with our grandchildren because she and her husband wanted to begin 

planning multiple vacations without the kids.

Although our plans are indefinite, I do hope to stay involved in higher education in 

some limited way, perhaps helping with policy issues at the state or federal levels or 

providing assistance to universities conducting comprehensive fund-raising 

campaigns.

My announcement understandably turns attention to the future, but I certainly hope 

we can make the next seven months as productive as possible—and there is much 

work to do, from moving ahead with several important elements of IWU 2020 and 

the Strategic Curricular Review to continuing the fund-raising momentum 

established during the campaign, meeting our budget targets, and establishing a 

compensation plan for next year.  

The opportunity to serve as president of Illinois Wesleyan has been enormously 

challenging and rewarding.  Despite a difficult economic climate created when the 

tech bubble burst in the early part of the last decade and the general collapse of the 



economy later in the decade, I feel we moved forward together on a number of 

important initiatives.  The opportunity to work with you on these initiatives over the

past decade has been very satisfying.  Your loyalty to the University and dedication 

to students have been inspiring.  Your fairness to me as we made adjustments along 

the way has been sustaining.  I am very grateful to have had this opportunity.


