
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General
Faculty

Illinois Wesleyan University

October 5, 2015

1. Call To Order

The meeting was called to order at 4:06p with a quorum present. Without objection,
Student Senate President Jake Thaker was admitted as an observer.

2. Approval of theMinutes of the Last Meeting

The minutes of the August 31, 2015 Faculty Meeting were approved by common consent.

3. Old Business

At the request of CUPP, and without objection, the sole item of old business—the AAUP
resolution concerning ART 175, carried over from the last faculty meeting after quo-
rum was lost—was moved to the present spot in the agenda. Before opening discussion,
Pres. Wilson observed that the ART 175 issue had been already been discussed at three
separate faculty meetings for a total of nearly three hours. He urged faculty to expedite
discussion and swiftly move to a vote on the motion.
Prof. Tiede reminded faculty that the motion, if passed, would rescind the April faculty
vote assigning an Arts Gen Ed designation to ART 175 from any future sections of the
course, although that rescission would have no retroactive effect on the present semester’s
offering. Provost Green pointed out since the instructors did not plan to offer the course
again, the motion was unlikely to have any practical effect. Prof. Tiede responded that the
faculty’s approval in April had certified the course’s Gen Ed designation for up to three of-
ferings as an experimental course. In addition to upholding the principle of departmental
authority over their own curriculum, a vote to rescind would mean that the course would
have to come before the School of Art faculty, CC, and the faculty as a whole in order to
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receive Art Gen Ed designation if the instructors were to change their minds and offer
the course again.
Prof. Lutze asked once again what the approval of the department would involve. Does
it require explicit approval of a majority of the faculty in that unit? President Wilson
answered that conventions very across units. Prof. Theune contended that although con-
ventions might vary across units, at the very least approval of the department would surely
require a majority. Prof. Simeone replied that a unit might tacitly agree in advance that
individual experimental courses might go forward without an explicit vote of all of the
units faculty. Prof. Theune observed that nothing in the discussion of this case suggested
that such an agreement was in place in the school of Art.
Prof. Simeone stated that he would be voting against the motion. He said that the motion
was focused on process, and that concerns about process are not paramount when a unit
is experiencing the kind of rancor—a “civil war”—that is obviously taking place in the
School of Art. He added that, to his mind, the AAUP’s concerns about academic freedom
and faculty governance on this issue involved a misplaced emphasis on the prerogatives
of academic units. The curriculum, he said, belongs not just to units, but to individual
faculty members, faculty committees, and to the faculty as a whole.
Prof. Sultan, Chair of CC, noted that the committee had debated long and hard about the
proposal, and had given it more process than it was due. The Council had approved the
course on its merits and for the sake of the students who were enrolled in it. Prof. Theune
answered that the course would still have been offered even without faculty or CC ap-
proval; the question before CC concerned only whether the course would receive an Arts
Gen Ed designation. He noted that there was nothing in the motion that was specific to
CC; the motion framed the matter in terms of a procedural error on the part of the faculty
as a whole. Finally, he observed the importance of having procedures in place for approval
of courses, and for following those procedures even when comity is not possible within
a unit. Procedures are not mere technicalities; they serve an important purpose, perhaps
never more so than when matters become controversial.
The motion came up for a vote (by secret ballot, as requested). The motion failed by a vote
of 30 to 47, with three abstentions.

4. Curriculum Council Consent Agenda and Addendum

Prof. O’Gorman requested that PSCI 244 and PSCI 270/370 be pulled from the consent
agenda for discussion, and Prof. Tiede requested that all of the remaining courses related
to the Entrepreneurship minor, and the proposed minor itself, be pulled from the consent
agenda and its addendum.
The remaining items on the consent agenda and addendum passed by common consent.
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5. Committee Reports

a. CUPP

Prof. Weis provided an oral report.

• CUPP is reviewing and considering provost guidelines for accepting restricted fund-
ing for programs in Academic Affairs. There should be new to report by the next
faculty meeting.

• CUPP is reviewing policies for using university funds to buy alcohol.
• CUPP is looking into a course unit “banking system.” Prof. Weis opined that such

a system was likely to prove unfeasible for the time being.
• CUPP plans to bring forward to the faculty at its next meeting guidelines for han-

dling “opportunity hires,” with careful CUPP scrutiny.
• CUPP is deliberating about CUPP representation of faculty members who are

housed exclusively in interdisciplinary programs and thus lack a direct CUPP rep-
resentation. Opinions within the committee very widely on the question, but they
hope to have a proposal to bring forth by the next faculty meeting.

• CUPP is soon to begin looking into the question of how faculty and staff salaries
and benefits might be improved.

Prof. Tiede inquired about the status of the resolution the AAUP chapter had forwarded
to CUPP on the issue of who might chair Faculty Meetings once President-elect Jensen
assumes office. Prof. Weis answered that CUPP hadn’t met since receiving the resolution,
but that they would address it before next faculty meeting.
Prof. Sainsbury expressed concern that its minutes show that CUPP has engaged in dis-
cussions about the tuition benefit program for faculty and staff. She argued that benefit
programs are not within CUPP’s purview, and she urged CUPP not to be complicit in
cutting employee benefits. Prof. Weis replied that this year’s CUPP would not be consid-
ering any changes to the program. Prof. Sainsbury asked whether a future CUPP might
consider such changes, which, she once again contended, lie beyond the council’s charge.
Prof. Weis said that a might future CUPP might choose to take up the matter.
Prof. Kearney urged future CUPPs and University Presidents to tread very carefully con-
cerning tuition benefits, should they approach the issue at all. The tuition benefit program,
he said, is a contractual matter. Prof. Sainsbury observed that IWU faculty did not really
have contracts, and that past contract-like assurances had been abandoned without reper-
cussions. The faculty handbook from 1991, for instance, stated that faculty would have
health insurance into retirement, which is no longer the case. Prof. Kearney later replied
that not all benefits are on equal footing; their legal status is affected by how they are
presented at the time of hire. He noted that during his own term as chair of CUPP, Pres-
ident Wilson had been steadfast in his support of the tuition benefit program. He also
suspected that the President would agree that faculty have relied on the program in their
planning, which would confer on the program contractual status.
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President Wilson noted that the tuition benefit discussion had not originated with the
administration; the current administration has no interest in altering it. Prof. Sainsbury
asked how the topic had come toCUPP, and Prof.Weis answered that it had been brought
to CUPP as a constituent concern. He reminded faculty that not all of their number
support the tuition benefit program, and that those faculty are entitled to have CUPP
hear their arguments.
Prof. Weis closed by thanking Pres. Wilson for his leadership and service and for main-
taining and improving strength of IWU during his tenure.

b. Curriculum Council

Prof. Sultan presented the Council’s written report.

Proposed Constitutional Amendment

Prof. Sultan brought forward from CC (with the required 30 days advance notice) a mo-
tion to amend the constitution to include the registrar as a non-voting, ex officio member
of CC. She noted that CC had voted unanimously in favor of the motion at their first
meeting of the year. The rationale for the proposed amendment is that CC simply can-
not perform its duties without the Registrar’s assistance. Absent the Registrar’s input on
the nuts and bolts and logistics of the catalog and schedule, CC would commit many er-
rors, some of them quite grave. For that reason, CC has long had a policy of inviting the
registrar to its meetings on a semester by semester basis. Prof. Sultan characterized this
as absurd: When a committee requires a given administrator’s presence in order for it to
function, she said, that administrator should be made a member of that committee. She
noted that the one administrator—the Associate Dean of Faculty and Curricular Devel-
opment, who was similarly indispensable for the Council’s proper functioning—already
served in a non-voting, ex officio capacity. The same courtesy ought to be extended to the
Registrar, too.
Prof. Anderson, a past and present member of CC, supported the proposal by pointing to
specific examples where the Registrar had provided indispensable counsel. She noted that
in discussion of a recent proposal for an interdisciplinarymajor, the Registrar had averted a
potential disaster by urgingCC to remind the student that courses could not double-count
toward a major and a minor. On another occasion, when CC was petitioned to approve
the deletion of a course, the registrar again averted disaster by reminding CC that the
course was also a part of a cross-listed interdisciplinary program. Given the important
role that the Registrar plays in catching such errors, she said, there was no reason not to
make the registrar a nonvoting member of CC. Not to do so would be disrespectful.
Prof. Jahiel contended that there would be no harm in simply continuing the policy of
routinely inviting the registrar to attend CC meetings. She argued against the analogy
with the Associate Dean of faculty and curricular development; that position is occupied
by a faculty member, while the Registrar’s is not. She argued that faculty who were serving
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on CC at the time of those errors would have detected the errors Prof. Anderson described
if they had been checking for interdisciplinary conflicts.
Prof. Quinn, who had just rotated off CC after serving as its Chair, affirmed the value of
having the Registrar present at Council meetings. In response to Prof. Jahiel’s last point,
he noted that even the most attentive and careful members of CC confront a complex
curriculum with many moving parts, and that errors are inevitable. For that reason, and
because he could see no downside to adding the Registrar to the committee as a non-
voting, ex officio member, he urged faculty to vote for the motion.
Prof. Criley spoke against the motion on the grounds that it would put a non-faculty
administrator on the committee in perpetuity. While the current Registrar is by all ac-
counts a helpful and supportive presence on the committee, there is no guarantee that
future occupants of that office would be. To enshrine the Registrar’s position on CC in
the Constitution would take the decision about whether to have Registrars present at
CC meetings out of the hands of future Councils; it would require a two-thirds vote to
amend the constitution to change it back if future CCs were to change their minds. He
contended that all of the reasons faculty raise in favor of having the registrar serve as a
member could still be satisfied by having the Registrar continue to be a regular invitee,
and that he saw no stupidity or disrespect in continuing the Council’s current practice.
Provost Green replied that having the Registrar serve as a member of curricular com-
mittees is now the norm at the majority of our peer institutions, and for good reason.
Registrars are trained to handle the minutiae and sundry logistical details of curricular
work, and to do so in ways that facilitate the accreditation process. He noted that faculty
serve on CC for only two years, and the Assoc. Dean of Faculty and Curricular Devel-
opment only serves for four years. The Registrar provides the committee not only with
expertise but with continuity and institutional memory. Assoc. Dean Duke concurred,
pointing again to the complexity of the curriculum and reemphasizing the Registrar’s fa-
miliarity with the catalog’s intricacies. She added that she could not see what the concern
would be about having the Registrar on the committee as a non-voting member: Surely
no Registrar would have have such persuasive power that she or he would be able to sway
CC to vote against its better judgment. Even if that were to happen, curricular changes
still require the approval of the full faculty. Prof. Tiede replied that precisely the conti-
nuity and institutional memory the Provost and Assoc. Dean had cited could imbue the
Registrar with the persuasive power to shape and frame debates over the curriculum even
without a vote. Prof. Tiede also noted, in reply to the Provost, that many of our peers’
curricular committees are differently constituted than our own and divide (as IWU did
until recently) responsibilities for curricular development and for academic standards into
separate bodies. He noted that his concerns about the Registrar’s membership on a cur-
ricular committee rested not primarily on her or his addressing details of the catalog and
particular course development; rather they rested with her or his role in addressing more
global curricular development and academic standards.
Prof. Sultan said that she foresaw terrible trouble if there ever were to come a time when
faculty paranoia about an administrative presence on committees became so severe that
CC decided not to have the Registrar at their meetings. Errors would ensue, and students
would suffer.
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Prof. Sainsbury argued that the arguments offered in favor of the motion spoke only to the
importance of having the Registrar attend CC meetings; they did not demonstrate that
there would be some extra advantage to making the Registrar an official member of the
committee. Why not continue the current practice of inviting the Registrar? Prof. Sultan
replied that given that there are good reasons to have the Registrar present at CCmeetings,
and given that CC has long found that presence crucial, it made sense to change the
constitution to reflect those facts. Faculty could vote to revoke the change later if concerns
about the Registrar’s presence arise.
Prof. Sheridan asked whether individual student petitions for Gen Ed credit (e.g., for
courses taken off campus) were adjudicated in house by the Registrar’s office rather than
by the Associate Dean of Faculty and Curricular Development. While allowing that this
question was not directly relevant to the motion at hand, Sheridan argued that it was
relevant to the general worry about having an administrator make curricular decisions.
Because it was a motion to amend the constitution, the vote was held by paper ballot and
required a two-thirds majority to pass. Themotion failed by a vote of 53–28.

Political Science 244 and 270/370

Prof. O’Gorman pointed out a couple of errors in the descriptions of these courses. In
PSCI 244, the “Visiting Rights Act” should read “Voting Rights Act.” In PSCI 270/370,
“Martin Luther King” should have “, Jr.” appended to it. She noted that she had earlier
pointed these errors out to Greg Shaw, Chair of Political Science, and that although he
was not in attendance at the present meeting, he (and the members of the Political Science
faculty who were in attendance) welcomed the corrections.

Entrepreneurship Courses andMinor

Prof. Tiede had pulled from the consent agenda five proposed courses—ACC 113, BUS
140, BUS 255, BUS 440, FIS 203—and the proposed Entrepreneurship minor that com-
prised them. Tiede reported that he had pulled them so that he might vote against them
on academic freedom grounds, since they were the product of awarding a donor an inap-
propriate voice in curricular offerings, programming, and staffing. This, he warned, would
set a dangerous precedent. Prof. Lutze asked Prof. Tiede why these courses in particular
represented a special threat to academic freedom; Prof. Tiede answered that it was not
primarily the courses themselves that troubled him. Rather, he was principally troubled by
the way in which they and the academic programs comprising them had originated with
the donor. Whatever strategic curricular planning might be, he said, it surely shouldn’t
permit the University’s priorities among potential new programs to be influenced by non-
curricular factors like donors’ preferences. He lamented the fact that the visiting position
in support of the Entrepreneurship minor would be exempted from the standard proce-
dures for allocation visiting positions and would thus be insulated from competition with
other proposals. If funding for new programs and visitors are increasingly to come from
donors, are we prepared as a faculty to have the direction of our curriculum shaped by
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donors’ preferences rather than by curricular concerns? Prof. deHarak countered that the
procedures for approving this visiting position were in effect more demanding than the
standard procedures, since the entire faculty would have a vote on whether to implement
that visiting line.
Prof. Myscofski asked CC how, if at all, the Entrepreneurship minor was connected to
the upcoming proposal for a Design, Technology, and Entrepreneurship (DTE) major.
Prof. Sultan said that they were alike in having common origins and funding, but that the
Entrepreneurshipminor, an upcoming ProductDesignminor proposal, and the upcoming
DTE major proposal were each independent, stand-alone propositions. She added that
the forthcoming proposals would also involve staffing consequences, including (donor-
funded) visitor and adjunct hires.
Prof. N. Kerr asked whether the proposed courses and minor had been brought before
and approved by the Business Administration department. Prof. Marvin answered in the
affirmative. He added that the department had been teaching entrepreneurship-related
material for seven years or more, and that increasing and formalizing their offerings in
this area had been a departmental curricular priority before the donor’s offer came forward.
Prof. Kerr then asked Prof. Sultan whether CC had received the necessary paperwork
attesting to the Business Administration department’s approval of the proposal. Answer:
they had. Prof. Kerr remarked that she took this to be evidence that the department had
approved the proposed courses and minor and that their decision was not the result of
“strong-arming” on behalf of a donor.
Prof. Sainsbury observed that it was hard to separate the courses from the minor: the slate
of proposed courses wouldn’t exist if it weren’t for the proposed minor. She suggested that
to approve the minor and the slate of courses at this stage would be to commit resources
to a new program absent evidence of student interest. She said that she could understand
Business’s interest in expanding its curriculum into new areas, but she pointed out to the
rest of the faculty that the proposal, as designed, contained the germ of its own perpet-
uation and its own consumption of resources beyond the three-year donor-funded trial
period. Since some of the proposed courses were available for enrollment by Business Ad-
ministration majors, and since there was an abundance of (tuition-paying, faculty-salary-
funding) Business Administration majors, there was good reason to believe that those
courses would fill—and thus continue to be staffed by the University—whether or not
the minor program itself was independently successful. However they might cast their
ballots, she said, faculty should bear in mind that their present decision on a curricular
matter was tantamount to deciding a resource allocation question three years hence.
Prof. Spalding remarked based on firsthand experience that the donor had sought to
fund faculty priorities, and that a variety of academic units had been represented in the
early stages of the process—e.g., Educational Studies’ now-departed Jeanne Koehler, who
taught a Gateway on Social Entrepreneurship. He characterized the proposed programs
not as expansions of Business but rather as opening the School’s resources and expertise to
students outside of Business. Such an opportunity might help IWU enrollments by giving
interested prospective students and their parents who worried about career opportunities
coming out of a liberal arts program “permission” to consider IWU seriously. A recent
external review team on which Spalding had served had recommended a similar approach
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to Earlham College.
Later, Prof. Pelusi concurred with Prof. Spalding and contended that it was hard to think
of a single institution of higher learning that did not have some sort of entrepreneurship
program. (He later added that such programs often originated with a donor’s gift.) To
continue to ignore this trend, he said, would be to further marginalize ourselves. To adopt
such programs now would be to level the playing field with our peers and give prospective
students further reasons to pursue a liberal arts education at IWU.
Prof. Theune asked how, if the various entrepreneurship-related proposals were to pass,
the University could determine whether the programs have proved to be self-supporting
by boosting enrollment sufficiently to cover their own expenses. Answering that question
requires not simply considering how many students are enrolled in a program but rather a
more complicated counterfactual question: How many of those enrolled students would
not have enrolled at IWU without that program in place? How can we compare the en-
rollment changes that would result from implementing the Entrepreneurship minor to
those from implementing a host of other potential minors?
Provost Green acknowledged—and Prof. Renner concurred—that there was no reliable
way to answer that counterfactual question. However, he said, if the minor were to enroll
as few as eight students per year, the tuition revenue from a cohort even that small would
cover the instructional costs of the program. If the program were not to meet that break-
even number—or even if it did—the faculty would be able in three years to decide whether
it was appropriate to approve the program. Prof Theune answered that this made even
more pertinent Prof. Sainsbury’s earlier point about how the courses might take on their
own momentum with enrollments from Business majors. Provost Green countered that
due to double-counting considerations the minor program itself was not an option for
Business majors or minors; Prof. Marvin noted that of the five proposed courses for the
minor only two—BUS 255 and BUS 240—could count for credit toward a Businessmajor,
and those only as electives for the fairly narrow subset of Business students pursuing a
concentration in General Management Studies (usually 10–15 graduates per year).
Prof deHarak reported that anecdotal evidence thus far suggested that much of the
prospective interest in the Entrepreneurship minor was from Theatre Arts students and
Music students.
The five courses and the proposed minor came to a vote; at a faculty member’s request, it
was conducted by secret ballot. Themotion passed by a vote of 68–7, with one abstention.

c. Faculty Development Committee

Prof. Kunce presented the Committee’s written report, noting that FDC had awarded
roughly $25,000 dollars thus far in the academic year out of its $105,000 budget. She
noted the impending deadlines for awards and fellowships: Oct. 20 for ID grants, andNov.
3 for sabbaticals, Junior Faculty Leaves, and Senior Faculty Resource Program awards.
She encouraged tenured faculty members who were at least two years beyond their last
sabbatical to consider applying for the last of these awards. Four are available every year,
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and there are often fewer than four applicants—this despite the fact that they carry a $600
stipend, a course release, and a semester’s release from University service. Prof. Sainsbury
pointed out that given the required staggering of awards and leaves, a faculty member
would be eligible to receive the award twice in the interval between sabbaticals.

d. Assessment Committee

Prof. Erlewine presented the Committee’s written report.

e. Gen Ed Task Force

Prof. A. Schultz urged faculty to consult the Task Force’s comprehensive web page, which
includes all of its minutes and documents and—as of the following week—a statement
of the rationale behind the revision of the Gen Ed program. She noted that the Task
Force had held a faculty forum on Oct. 1. At present, Schultz said, the Task Force is
still at the generative “discuss, dream, think-tank” stage of their work. According to the
posted tentative time-line, the Task Force is charged with bringing forward to faculty
two or three Gen Ed models for discussion and debate in the early part of the Spring
semester; currently the “Models” tab of the web page contains many resources from peer
institutions.

f. Council on Excellence in Teaching and Learning

Prof. Ferradáns prsented the Council’s written report.

6. Administrative Reports

a. Provost’s Report

The Provost presented a written report and set of announcements. Further announce-
ments and admonitions:

• The slides Jillian Kinzie used in her talk at the Fall Faculty Conference are available
to download and peruse.

• Homecoming would take place the following weekend, bringing back to campus
many alums who would be eager to see their instructors and mentors at campus
events. The Provost urged faculty to oblige them.

• The deadline for midterm grades (“C-/D/F slips”) is October 9. Final grades for the
first set of 7 week courses are due on October 16.
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• Jon McGee, Vice President of Planning and Public Affairs at the College of Saint
Benedict and Saint John’s University, would be giving a talk at 11a on Wednesday,
Oct. 14, entitled “The Changing Marketplace for Higher Education.” The Provost
observed that CSB/SJU share many characteristics with IWU and that the talk
would be based on McGee’s new book Breakpoint. McGee would also attend the
Chairs/Directors meeting immediately following the talk.

Finally, Provost Green profusely thanked President Wilson for his years of leadership and
mentorship.

b. President’s Report

President Wilson addressed the faculty for the last time as President of the University. His
farewell remarks—entitled “The Last Faculty Meeting”—are appended in their entirety
to these minutes.

7. New Business

Prof. O’Gorman brought forward the following motion, which was seconded by
Prof. Weis:

Once a course has been granted General Education category or flag status,
whether by vote of the general faculty or through petition by a student in the
course after the fact, all students in the course are eligible to receive that Gen-
eral Education designation for the course, whether the designation is perma-
nent, as per faculty vote, or temporary, as per petition pertaining to a particular
iteration of the course.

Prof. O’Gorman’s proposal was occasioned by witnessing the difficulties encountered by
a student who sought to receive a Global Diversity flag for a course taken in the London
Program. That course itself did not carry such a flag, but one of the student’s classmates
had successfully petitioned to receive it. However, O’Gorman said, the arguments a stu-
dent makes in an individual Gen Ed petition do not carry over to classmates’ transcripts.
The result, she said, was that each individual student starts from scratch, developing their
own petition and arguments, needlessly creating extra work for students and for the aca-
demic staff who need to adjudicate a lengthy string of individual petitions once word gets
out that one student’s pleading had been successful. The present motion would eliminate
these inefficiencies.
Prof. Weis and later, Prof. French, urged that any student who spends a semester studying
outside of the country ought to automatically thereby satisfy the Global Diversity Gen
Ed flag.
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Speaking against Prof. O’Gorman’s motion, Prof. Walsh argued that in some cases differ-
ent students do different work within the same course; some of this work might warrant
a Gen Ed designation, while others might not. Thus, an automatic transmission of Gen
Ed credit would sometimes be inappropriate. Prof. Anderson highlighted another, sim-
ilar situation, in which students who take a joint 200/300 level course at different levels
might do different work, and where only one of the levels might warrant Gen Ed credit.
Assoc. Provost Boyd posed a different objection to the motion: The petitioning process
reinforces the aim of the General Education program, in that it requires students to iden-
tify the learning goals of the Gen Ed category or flag and demonstrate the way in which
their own work meets those goals. The current motion would allow an end run around
that process. Prof. N. Kerr noted that she had once supervised an overseas independent
study and had written the petition to CC for the student to receive Gen Ed credit for
it; assessing whether a course of study satisfies the learning goals this question should be
the responsibility of faculty. Prof. O’Gorman asked faculty to consider whether in a sit-
uation like the one she described at the outset—where 18 students had all had the same
learning experiences in the same course with the same professor in the semester—they
really want to insist that 18 separate petitions be filed. Prof. deHarak suggested that the
proposal might be modified so as to avoid Profs. Walsh’s and Anderson’s concerns if the
automatic eligibility for Gen Ed credit would only apply when the instructor certified that
all students in the course had had much the same learning experience.
Prof. Sultan suggested that the motion be sent to CC for further consideration.
Prof. O’Gorman said that she was willing to do so; her only reservation was that doing so
might undermine the impetus behind the proposal, which was to avoid wasting faculty’s
time. Prof. Sheridan urged CC to revisit the question who reviews individual petitions
for Gen Ed credit; he also noted, in response to Prof. Weis and Prof. French’s earlier
point, that students are now allowed to petition for Global Diversity simply on the basis
of their experience studying abroad. Prof. Tiede moved to refer the motion to CC, since
its maker and CC were both amenable. The motion was seconded and came up for a vote.
Themotion passed.

8. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 5:42p.

Respectfully submitted,
Mark Criley
mcriley@iwu.edu
Faculty Secretary
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The Last Faculty Meeting
October 5, 2015

In 2007, Randy Pausch delivered what he described as his last 

lecture as a faculty member at Carnegie Mellon University.  He had a 

terminal illness and used the occasion of his last fifty-minute lecture to 

challenge his students to pursue their dreams and to facilitate the 

dreams of others.

As I began thinking about my last faculty meeting, the lessons in 

his book came to mind.  Now, you will be pleased to know that I do not 

intend to lecture for the next fifty minutes; I plan to be done in no more 

than ten minutes.  I will also say a few things that you have heard me 

mention before to different audiences, not because they are especially 

profound but because I have been saying good-bye for 10 months and I 

all out of fresh material!

Before I begin, I have two special presentations to make.  I am 

convinced that for many of us, the highlight of the monthly Faculty 

Meeting is the reception that occurs just before we begin.  Everyone has 

their favorite hors d’eourve but none gets me more plaudits than the rice

krispy treats, at least from Professor Kooken.  You see, this is Wendy’s 

favorite snack and she comes to this meeting every month with great 

anticipation and hope that I have used the power of my position to 

respond to her snack preference.  Like most issues that come to my 

attention, I disappoint her more often than not.  Well, Wendy, today is 



your big day—a full plate of rice krispy treats of your own.  The ethical 

dilemma that you now face is:  to share or not to share.

My second presentation of the day draws its inspiration from the 

very first Fall Faculty Conference that I attended in 2004.  At that 

meeting Mike Weiss presented me with a green cowboy hat, invoking a 

metaphor that I cannot reconstruct but involving both encouragement 

and support for my work that was about to begin.  If you will permit a 

poor metaphor of my own drawn from an old movie starring John 

Wayne and Glen Campbell: “well Pilgrim, it is time for you to saddle up 

for the ride”.   Mike, I am returning the hat to you as the cowboy leading 

the IWU CUPP Gang that is holed up on the Eckley Quad.

On a more serious note, I have been asked regularly over the last 

ten months to comment on what it has been like to serve as IWU’s 

President for the last eleven years.   It is hard not to think about this 

period without some reference to the economy.  I arrived just after the 

dot.com bust in the technology sector, struggled through the subprime 

economic collapse in 2008-09, and more recently have faced a decline in

the number of high school graduates nationwide, combined with an 

abiding concern about the cost of higher education and employment 

prospects following graduation.  But those realities are mere context for 

what I have found compelling during my presidency.  

I have drawn continuing inspiration from the effort devoted on 

this campus to balancing teaching, research, and service obligations.  As 

you know, many institutions have long-since given up on achieving any 



semblance of balance among these three priorities or find themselves 

being buffeted about by the latest fad in higher education.  For me, the 

balance that we have achieved here is fundamental to our success in 

helping students achieve their hopes and aspirations for the near future 

and over the arc of their lives and careers.

Second, I also have been inspired by what our students 

accomplish while they are on campus and subsequently as alumni.  For 

the most part, students at IWU do not come from privileged 

backgrounds.  IWU is an aspirational school for these students and they 

come with great eagerness to take advantage of the opportunities.  And 

we deliver.  Lives truly are transformed at Illinois Wesleyan.

Third, I see evidence every day of the dedication of the faculty and 

staff to students and to each other.  The University is stronger because of

this enduring value.  I see this in the way we celebrate the achievements 

of our colleagues and the desire to help shoulder the burden or grief 

when challenges occur in the lives of those with whom we work.  I also 

am told on a regular basis how much the faculty and staff on this 

campus mean to our alumni.  The stories confirming the presence of 

“difference makers” at IWU are extensive in number and compelling in 

significance.  Hearing these stories has been one of the great joys of my 

work for Illinois Wesleyan.

Finally, as we face the next decade, it is important to protect these 

core values but, at the same time, engage in thoughtful deliberations 

about appropriate ways for the University to change in response to the 

world in which we live.  The University of today is not the University of 



twenty-five or fifty years ago.  We are more diverse and inclusive, we are

more global, we are more sustainable, we see more evidence of our 

commitment to social justice, we have a more robust curriculum, and we

have more adequate physical facilities.  We must protect these 

characteristics while at the same time exploring on a continuing basis 

additions or extensions to the curriculum that respond to emerging 

needs in the society that are distinctly possible in an liberal arts 

environment.  We have a governance system that will allow this to be 

done; we must have the will to get it done.  This is my fondest hope for 

you and for the University. 

Despite all the challenges we have faced over the last eleven years,

your continuing support and fairness during both good and challenging 

times have made this a very rewarding experience for Pat and me.  I am 

enormously grateful to have had the opportunity to serve as your 

president; we both feel enormously blessed to count you as friends and 

colleagues.


