
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General Faculty

Illinois Wesleyan University

February 2, 2015

Call To Order

e meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m. with a quorum present. As President Wilson was
out of town attending an NAICU meeting, Provost Green presided.
Without faculty objection, Student Senate President Jake aker was admitted as an observer.

Approval of theMinutes of the Last Meeting

Prof. Tiede asked that the minutes from the January 12 meeting be amended to reflect (i) that
President Wilson had agreed to seek the Board of Trustees’ response regarding Tiede’s request
that open fora for presidential candidates be held during the academic year when faculty could
easily attend them and (ii) that Prof. Tiede had noted that he was prepared to propose a motion
expressing the expectation that the search committee would adopt such a schedule.
e minutes, thus amended, were approved by common consent.

Curriculum Council Consent Agenda

Prof. Tiede asked that the proposed course MUS 315: e Entrepreneurial Musician be pulled
from the CC Consent Agenda for discussion. Because that course was required for the pro-
posed Bachelor of Music degree in Contemporary Musicianship, that major was also pulled for
discussion from the CC Consent Addendum.
e remainder of the Consent Agenda and Addendum passed by common consent.

Committee Reports

CUPP

Prof. Nadeau, subbing for Prof. Williams, noted the committee’s written report and called at-
tention to two components:
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1. IWU is assembling an Accreditation Leadership Team for our midterm review for Higher
Learning Commission; two faculty representatives are needed. CUPP planned to appoint
the two faculty members Pres. Wilson had requested to serve on this committee (Profs.
Tiede and Schmidt), unless the general faculty expressed a desire for an election for those
posts. No such desire was expressed.

2. CUPP has proposed revising the Faculty Handbook to require that faculty visitors to the
Board of Trustees file a written report of the proceedings they had attended. Because these
revisions will involve a change to the Constitution portion of the Faculty Handbook, they
were disseminated today so that they might come forward as a motion at the March 2
meeting. She noted that this proposal would merely formalize the customary practices of
faculty visitors to the Board, which have lapsed on a few recent occasions.
Prof. Tiede asked that the general minutes of the Board of Trustees be circulated among
faculty upon their approval. Prof. Nadeau agreed that having those minutes is important,
and noted that this proposal was intended to supplement rather than replace the (some-
times lapsed) custom of passing on to the faculty the Board’s own minutes. Because the
official Board minutes of a meeting aren’t approved until the next Board meeting, it can
be months before those minutes circulate. Direct reports from faculty visitors to the board
provide faculty with a more timely update on the Board’s activities.
Prof. Epstein asked whether CUPP had considered incorporating requirements insisting
that visitors’ reports meet some minimum standard of length or rigor. He noted that the
quality and substantiveness of these reports have varied widely; some common expectations
might be welcome.

Curriculum Council

New CC chair Prof. Sultan presented the committee’s written report, and noted a clerical error
in the Addendum: the total number of units units required for the new Contemporary Musi-
cianship B.M. degree should be 27 units rather than 26.5.
Discussion turned to the course MUS 315: e Entrepreneurial Musician, which had been pulled
from the consent agenda. Prof. Tiede asked why that course was to be listed as offered only occa-
sionally, given that it would be a required course for the proposed Contemporary Musicianship
major. Prof. Pelusi reported that the Registrar’s Office understands the phrase “offered occa-
sionally” to mean “offered every two or three years.” He noted that while the School of Music
fully intends to offer the course every other year, they had opted for the “offered occasionally”
label because the course might on rare occasions have to be delayed for a year due to illnesses,
sabbaticals, etc. In any event, Prof. Pelusi assured the faculty that the course would certainly be
offered with sufficient regularity that each major would have the opportunity to take it during
his or her undergraduate career.
e proposed course MUS 315 and the proposed Bachelor of Music major in Contemporary
Musicianship came to a vote. e proposals passed.

Promotion and Tenure Committee

Prof. Plath reported that the committee had met 6 times in January. All of these meeting were
conducted in executive session to discuss annual reviews.
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Faculty Development Committee

Prof. Schmidt, subbing for Prof. Lehr, presented the committee’s written report. She noted in
particular that the committee’s proposal for a new “Continuous Professional Development” grant
would circulate via email with the minutes from FDC’s January 28 meeting; FDC hopes to have
faculty discussion of the proposal at the March Faculty Meeting. Prof. Terkla asked whether
FDC had secured additional funds for the CPD program, or whether the funds for such grants
would be come out of the general FDC grant pool. Answer: no additional funds have been
secured. Prof. eune asked about the the motivation for the new program: What was the gap
in grant opportunities that recent grant applications had called to the Committee’s attention?
Prof. Schmidt noted, as one example, that some faculty had requested funds to attend online
seminars (“webinars”) for professional development reasons, and that current ASD grants do
not cover those opportunities.

Administrative Reports

Provost’s Report

e Provost presented his written report. Other announcements and reminders:

• Prof. O’Gorman announced an upcoming reading of a work in progress by author Carol
Maso on Feb 18 at 4 p.m. in School of Art, sponsored by the English Department in con-
junction with Women’s & Gender Studies. Prof. O’Gorman recommended in particular
Maso’s novel AVA as a compelling and beautiful work, and she invited faculty to contact
her to set up reading group on that text.

• Ten student members, three faculty members and one administrator from the music school
at the Teacher’s College of Beijing Union University will visit campus Feb. 5–15 as part
of the School of Music’s sesquicentennial celebration and the campus Lunar New Year
celebration. Profs. Mazo and Lutze and Chaplain Nelson-Winger were instrumental in
arranging the visit.

• e theater publication OnStage just ranked the IWU School of eatre Arts’ theater de-
sign and technology program as the second best in the country.

• Reminder: Students who receive special accommodations under the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act must provide their instructors with appropriate documentation before those
accommodations can be made. Provost Green reminded faculty not to make accommo-
dations on an ad hoc basis. Contact Chandra Shipley (cshipley@iwu.edu) or the Provost
himself with any questions or concerns.

• e May Term Advisory Committee is seeking feedback on its recent report. Please watch
for two upcoming Non-Orgs on the topic.

• e search for a new Athletic Director will take place this semester. CUPP is in the process
of assembling faculty representatives for that search.
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• e midyear reconciliation of the Academic Affairs budget revealed a $280,000 deficit.
is has been temporarily covered by reallocating monies from the budgets for adjunct
instructors and permanent equipment. e Provost reported that he is currently looking at
unencumbered funds in the off-campus study (OCS) budget that might be used to patch
the hole without substantial effects on any budgetary needs.

• e allocation of visitor lines have been announced to chairs/directors; the Provost is still
working with units whose requests were denied to try to figure out ways to accommodate
their staffing needs.

• CUPP has recently been fielding questions about the nature and role of instructional staff
positions. ese are posts occupied by employees on campus whose duties are principally
administrative but nevertheless involve some instructional responsibilities (e.g., the Field
PlacementOfficer in Educational Studies). Faculty who have questions about instructional
staff and their status are encouraged to contact the Provost.

• Within the next few weeks, following final consultations with CUPP and Pres. Wilson,
the Provost will announce the number of tenure lines available for searches next year, at
which time units will be invited to submit requests for those lines.

• e Provost noted that his report contained a comprehensive time-line of the development
(thus far) of the proposed Entrepreneurial Design (henceforth, ED) initiatives, and high-
lighted several components of that development. e proposal originated with an alumnus
donor who believed that such a program would be a good fit for IWU and expressed a will-
ingness to fund faculty efforts to explore its development. Two open meetings held in the
Spring semester 2014 drew 18 interested faculty members, many of whom have been en-
gaged with the project ever since. e President and Provost shared with those faculty
members’ work with the donor, after which he agreed that if the faculty were to approach
such a program, he would be willing to fund it for its first several years in a test run. e
donor’s pledge does not entail commitment on IWU’s part to approve, fund, or staff such
a program; any such developments would have to go through their standard CUPP, CC,
and full faculty approval processes. He closed with a procedural note: If the program were
to be approved, the University would have to provide a (pro forma) report of this curricular
development to the Higher Learning Commission.

e Provost then opened the floor to questions and concerns.

Budget Reconciliation

Prof. Terkla asked several questions about the funds that were being drawn from the OCS pro-
grams to patch the budget. Are those funds coming from London and Spain programs? Did
the survey of the OCS budget look back over several budgets years to see what the draw on
these funds looks like in a typical year? Provost Green answered that the budget amount was
based on a survey of the past two or three years; most of the targeted funds are those that have
been allocated, but unused, to pay fees for students’ participation in third party overseas study
programs.
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Entrepreneurial Design (ED) Program

Prof. eune raised several questions about the proposed ED program; he categorized his first
few as questions about the program as a product and his last few as questions about the procedures
by which it and similar programs might come into place.
First, eune asked whether the plan involved the creation of a “test run” of a major with only
three years’ funding in place. If so, how would students who opted to major in that program
during the test run be assured that they would be able to graduate with that major? Provost
Green replied that a slow roll-out of the major, with students gradually opting into it, would
allow the University to project whether that the program would make long-term fiscal sense,
gauging its effects on tuition revenue and grant and development opportunities. If it becomes
clear after a couple of years that the program would not be a long-term component of IWU’s
curriculum, judicious use of the remaining funds could ensure that remaining students could
complete their degrees as the program winds down.
Second, Prof. eune asked about the design component of the ED program: How could the
program live up to its promise to benefit a wide range of students, when many of those allied
areas on campus would have no obvious connection to industrial design and production? Provost
Green noted that the program would be broader than those endeavors: the proposed minor, for
instance, would cover entrepreneurial skills in the world of business; participants in the program
from the arts would be involved in the manufacture of artistic rather than industrial products.
Prof. Spalding chimed in, describing ED as an umbrella program, comprising faculty across the
campus—from Computer Science and Physics, to eater, Art, and Music, to Business Ad-
ministration. Prof. eune remarked that some of the areas that he would have expected to be
involved in the program—e.g., Sociology and Anthropology—were not represented in the cur-
rent planning documents. How was it decided which parts of the University would be involved
in the conversation? Provost Green reiterated that there had been a general call for volunteers
among interested faculty; he also noted that a faculty member from Sociology/Anthropology
who was involved in the earlier stages of planning had been unavailable for more recent plan-
ning due to a sabbatical leave. e Provost predicted that over time a greater number of faculty
and units would recognize connections between own existing areas of expertise and the work
being done in the new program; he mentioned that one participant in early stages of planning
had suggested that a course on the history of the interior would be a good fit for an ED program,
only to discover that Prof. Trout had been teaching such a course for years.
Prof. Ponce asked why the donor had contacted IWU in particular, and why the donor had
thought the University would be a good fit for the such a program. Provost Green noted that the
donor is an alumnus—the CEO of the furniture company that designed many of the products in
use in State Farm Hall—who had wanted to do something for IWU and had noted the general
need for employees with the type of broad, creative training in business and design that would
be provided by an ED program at a liberal arts institution. Nevertheless, the donor had always
intended the program to be directed by the expertise of the faculty, recognizing that it was up
to them to design and implement the curriculum. Ponce asked whether the donor expected any
consideration in return (e.g., naming rights for a building, or the rights to products developed
in the program), and the Provost assured her that he did not.
Prof. Spalding noted that some of the new courses that could be developed within the program
could be developed in the program might provide new, varied, and attractive General Education
opportunities within the Natural Sciences.
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Prof. Pelusi remarked that the first program in Entrepreneurship in Music had begun at the
University of Colorado in the 1990s, and that the discipline has expanded widely in the decades
since. He reported that DePauw University had received a $15 million dollar gift (in part) to
underwrite the development of musical entrepreneurship in Music, and that Depauw is looking
at ways to integrate entrepreneurship into every academic unit on their campus. He urged that
IWU faculty embrace the possibilities and benefits such new ideas and initiatives would bring.
Late, he noted that every piece of our current had begun as an idea, and encouraged faculty to
take hold of new opportunities to innovate and follow their dreams.
Prof. eune returned to questions about the procedures used in the development of ED ini-
tiative. He expressed concern about the sequence reported in the penultimate bullet point from
the Provost’s report: the proposals developed by faculty had been shared with the donor, and the
donor had then agreed to provide funding. What would have happened, eune asked, if the
donor had not agreed, or had asked for changes in the proposals? If the University is going to
be increasingly dependent on donor generosity, we ought carefully to plan our responses to such
pressures on our curriculum. Provost Green agreed, noting in this regard the indispensability of
CUPP’s, CC’s, and general faculty’s control over the approval of curricular programs. He added
that it was his own provostial responsibility to ensure that these crucial principles of curricular
independence were always upheld, and he declared that if a potential donor were to offer to fund
a program that the faculty did not support, the University would have to refuse (or try to redirect)
that offer.
Later, Prof. Criley echoed Prof. eune’s concern about the unacceptable curricular pressures
that a donor might subtly and perhaps even inadvertently exert whenever a gift involves faculty
sharing their curricular plans with a donor before the donation is completed. Faculty members
whose units’ curricula stand to benefit from a donation might (either intentionally or uncon-
sciously) shape their proposals in ways that they anticipate would make the gift more likely,
more generous, or more secure. e usual faculty mechanisms for safeguarding the curriculum
against external pressures would not be effective against internalized influence of that sort. He
argued that if future funding is increasingly to depend on the generosity of donors, care must be
taken to ensure that the designers of curricular initiatives are not put in a position where they
would be sensitive to donors’ wishes. Finally, he asked the Provost whether the sharing of the
curricular proposals with the ED donor had taken place at the donor’s request or by Univer-
sity personnel’s initiative. Provost Green then said that the plans that had been shared with the
donor were broad, programmatic outlines and anticipated budgets rather than specific curricular
proposals.
Prof. eune also expressed concern that some materials and equipment for use in the ED pro-
gram have already been purchased as part of the first stage of funding. Wouldn’t these gifts effect
a sort of “soft pressure” on the University to go ahead with the program? Provost Green answered
that the only purchases that have been made are ones that would also be useful in supporting
existing areas of the curriculum. Were the ED program never to be approved, or were it not
to survive beyond its three year test period, those materials would still serve as equipment re-
placements or enhancements for current programs. us, the purchase of these items should not
be considered prejudicial concerning any faculty vote on the proposed program. Prof. McElroy
objected that even the purchases made thus far have come at a cost to established areas of the
curriculum. Students are no longer able to take sculpture or ceramics, she said, because their stu-
dios have been converted into space for an experimental course developed with the support of the
ED initiative. She expressed concern that disruptive changes have been undertaken using uncer-
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tain, soft money funding. Prof. Strandberg countered that the sculpture shop had been in poor
repair for some time, and that two years ago—before the ED initiative was on the horizon—he
had proposed that the studio be updated and renovated to facilitate 3D Design work. Sculpture
and glass courses have continued, thanks in part to ED funding. He also contended that the
ceramics situation was entirely separate question: e current dearth of ceramics courses was
due to someone’s having removed vital ceramics equipment from the studio. Prof. Chapman
argued that McElroy’s general point was sound: e faculty should adhere to the principle that
current programs and initiatives should not be sacrificed in response to donor pressure. He ex-
pressed concern that in fact such a major curricular shift had just taken place in response to the
ED funding: Two areas of studio art listed in the catalog are no longer being offered, with no
CUPP, CC, faculty, or even departmental involvement in that decision. is Prof. Chapman
characterized as “an unconscionable usurpation of the faculty’s prerogative over curriculum.” In
reply, Provost Green and Prof. Strandberg reiterated their claim that no curricular sacrifices had
been made: e sculpture studio remains a (newly renovated and updated) sculpture studio, and
ceramics courses will be offered again as soon as possible—likely in expanded studio space made
possible by ED funds.
Prof. Miner asked the Provost to address the ways in which the staffing needs of the ED program
would bemet over its three year trial period. Provost Green answered that soft money from donor
would be used to hire non-tenure-line instructors within disciplines related to ED proposals. He
also noted that as an added bonus there will likely be spill-over from ED instructional resources
into other, existing courses; for instance, a visiting instructor hired with gift money to teach ED
courses in physics would likely end up providing other physics courses outside of ED as well.
Prof. Miner asked whether the allocation of those positions would be handled outside of the
standard line allocation procedures followed by the Provost’s Office in consultation with CUPP.
Provost Green answered that it would, and this has long been IWU’s practice when soft, short-
term money becomes available from a donor or a grant that is designated for a specific purpose.
Prof. Tiede echoed his colleagues’ concerns about the subtle pressure that a gift can exert on the
curriculum. Once a curricular notion is put forward to the faculty with the force of a donation
behind it, he said, it becomes, if not a fait accompli, a privileged candidate for faculty approval.
Such developments should concern the general faculty because, generally speaking, curricular
innovation is something close to a zero sum game: What we add to the curriculum costs us later
opportunities to develop the curriculum in different directions. In the ED case, Tiede said, a cur-
ricular proposal is getting a leg up over other curricular initiatives simply because a wealthy donor
is backing it. He expressed concern that this form of curricular influence has an ideological bent
to it, noting in particular his repulsion at the example Prof. Pelusi had cited of DePauw Univer-
sity’s aim of incorporating entrepreneurial values across its curriculum. Lastly, Tiede contended
that it would be inadequate protection against donor influence to rely on a Provost’s efforts to
ensure that principles of curricular independence are upheld. He charged that while developing
the ED initiative the Provost had not adhered to the Faculty Handbook requirement that all
administratively-formed committees involving faculty representation must go through CUPP.
Prov. Green strenuously denied that charge. He argued that the call for faculty had been wide
but informal, that he had not directed or organized the resulting group of 18 faculty but had
only occasionally provided them with things that they had asked for, and that hence the group
of faculty in question did not qualify as an administratively-formed committee. He noted that he
and Prof. Tiede had been engaged in a lengthy exchange over this issue, and that CUPP would
take it up at its Feb. 11 meeting.
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Prof. Chapman suggested that, given the important role that the Provost would continue to play
in handling donor gifts with curricular emphases, it would be helpful for faculty to know in
advance how he would approach these matters. Prof. Chapman asked Provost Green to draft
and share with the faculty his own set of guidelines and policies for appropriately deliberating
about such donations. e Provost readily agreed to do so.
Prof. Kooken encouraged her colleagues to be charitable and open rather than suspicious and
worried in assessing the motives behind, and influence of, alumni donors. She urged faculty to
be mindful of the fact that our alumni donors have been trained by our own hands to think about
how to lead an ethical life, and that, as alums, they are likely to have a philanthropic rather than
an ideological or a selfish approach to their interactions with the University.
Prof. N. Kerr noted a feature of the ED program she thought had been overlooked in the con-
versation thus far: that it represented “a beautiful melding of science and art,” and an especially
good interdisciplinary fit for a liberal arts institution. Later, Prof. Boyce shared in this senti-
ment; she reported that when she and Profs. Schmidt and Spalding had used a Recentering the
Humanities grant to sponsor a series of three talks about similar issues, each 7 p.m. talk was well
attended by enthusiastic IWU students.
Prof. de Harak reported that he is presently teaching an experimental course designed for the
ED program entitled Engineering Design, and that Profs. Kerr and Boyce’s observations about
the program were apt: this class filled more rapidly than any course he had ever taught before;
science students are learning about the ways in which aesthetics matter; and student enthusiasm
has been high.He also noted that he shared his colleagues concerns about donor influence, but he
argued that the such influences are pervasive rather than being limited strictly to personal, private
donors. For instance, federal funding agencies’ priorities shape the way in which grants are sought
and research conducted. He also noted that foundation grants supporting information literacy
or particular approaches to academic writing also exert curricular influence. While scrutiny and
careful discussion about curricular influence are important, we should refrain from selectively
attending to only some sources of such influence.
Prof. McElroy remarked that she was initially excited about the ED program’s potential for using
design to confront and solve social problems; at that point, she envisaged ED students designing,
e.g., mobile applications to address difficulties of life in Bloomington’s West side. But on its
current trajectory, she said, the program seems pointed in a direction that is less well-aligned
with the University’s mission statement—a direction focused on the production of artifacts rather
than on academic research, the process of design, and social innovation. ProvostGreen noted that
there are elements of the program that are focused on the areas McElroy was championing—e.g.,
an interest in Social Entrepreneurship—and that the broader the range of faculty participation
in the program and the wider the perspectives on design and entrepreneurship brought to bear
on it, the better the program would be.
Prof. Ponce asked whether anyone who currently teaches design is involved in the ED committee.
Answer: yes, Prof. Trout.
Prof. Terkla asked about the future of the gift beyond the trial period: Are there indications that
if all goes well and the program is a success the donor would continue to endow the initiative
after those 3 years? Provost Green noted that while he would not presume to speak on the donor’s
behalf, the donor has a track record of being a consistent and generous IWU benefactor.
Prof. Sultan asked whether by the time ED curricular proposal begin to appear on its agenda
Curriculum Council would be provided with the information required to make judicious deci-
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sions about the viability of specific course, minor, and major proposals—e.g., information about
which units will be allocated the soft money to use for hiring faculty to teach their proposed
courses. Uncertainty about future visitor and adjunct allocations, she said, are already taxing
CC’s capacity for informed deliberation about proposals for existing curricular areas. Prov. Green
acknowledged these difficulties, but noted that confronting the uncertainties attendant to ad-
ditional soft and temporary funds (e.g., the Mellon Recentering the Humanities grant and the
ED initiative) is vastly preferable to confronting the painful certainties we would face if no such
funds were available.
Prof. Strandberg reminded faculty that the Non-Org on Feb. 23 would address the ED program.
He and the Provost encouraged faculty to attend the session and continue its discussion.

Adjournment

e meeting was adjourned at 5:12 p.m.

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