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Revised Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General Faculty 
3 March 2014 

 
Call to Order 
President Wilson called the meeting to order at 4:05pm and noted that a quorum was present.  
 
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes 
The minutes of the 3 February 2014 general faculty meeting were approved by common consent.  
 
Consent Agenda 
No items were moved. 
 
Committee Reports 
CUPP 
Prof. Williams reviewed some aspects of and offered to take questions on the committee’s written report.  There 
were none. 
 
Prof. Bolivar made a motion: We shall limit conversation on any agenda item to 15 minutes. 
Prof. Tiede seconded. 
Prof. Weis requested a justification. 
Prof. Bolivar explained that adhering to a time limit would expedite the meeting and allow us to consider important 
issues in a timely fashion.  He noted that such a limit could be suspended at any time by another motion. 
 
Curriculum Council Committee 
Prof. Roesner presented several motions. 
 
Independent /Curricular Motion for Art 242 and Art 342  
 
In addition to reviewing the background and rationale provided in writing prior to the meeting, Prof. Roesner 
explained that the proposed courses previously existed under the Computer Science rubric and that they are being 
presented separate from the Consent Agenda because they depend upon an adjunct instructor.   
 
There were questions: 
Was the Computer Science Department consulted?  If so, what is their position on the change? 
 

Prof. Tiede replied on behalf of CS, explaining that CS supports the changes, but also noted that if the 
faculty opposes the motion, the courses will still be offered as CS courses, which would require the same 
amount of resources.   
Prof. McElroy added that under the current arrangement, art students have difficulty locating these courses.  
Additionally, Admissions suggested that we change the listing to help give prospective students a better 
sense of the art course offerings. 

 
Are these courses required for the degree/major/minor? 
 

Prof. Roesner explained that while the first of these courses is currently required only for the Design track 
of the BA art major and the second of these courses is not required for the degree/major/minor, they both 
develop competencies that are required for graphic designers and that offering them is consistent with best 
practices in the field.  These proposals contain language that will henceforth make both courses required for 
the Design track of the BA Art major and the Graphic Design track of the BFA in Art. 

 
Both motions passed. 
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Independent Curricular Motion for Art 175 
 
In addition to reviewing the background and rationale provided in writing prior to the meeting, Prof. Roesner 
explained that this motion, like the two before, is being presented separate from the Consent Agenda because it is 
not resource neutral (it requires an adjunct instructor and equipment).  Though new equipment is desirable, she 
noted, there is a plan for carrying out the instruction without the equipment upgrade. 
 
There were questions: 
Does voting in favor of the course mean voting in favor of an adjunct professor in perpetuity? 
What exactly are we committing to by voting in favor of this motion? 
 

Prof. Roesner explained that a vote in favor is not necessarily attended by a commitment to an adjunct 
instructor in perpetuity.  The reason these motions are being presented separate from the Consent Agenda 
is because they are not resource neutral, and CC has been asked to bring resource issues directly to the 
faculty.  Technically, the vote is about curriculum and not about resources.  Voting in favor of the curricular 
change is not tantamount to voting in favor of supplying the resources required to carry out the curricular 
change. 

 
Are any courses being dropped from the art curriculum? 
 

Prof. Strandberg explained that two courses are being dropped from the art curriculum, Theory and 
Criticism and Digital Painting. 

 
Profs. Pelusi and Loitz voiced their support of the proposal, citing student interest in both Music and Theatre Arts. 
 
The motion passed. 
 
Motion for Restructuring CC  
Prof. Roesner reviewed the background, rationale, and content provided in writing prior to the meeting. 
  
There were several questions and concerns: 
Could the deadline for submitting proposals be extended under this new arrangement? 
 
 Prof. Roesner replied that the Council had not deliberated about that. 
 
What restrictions would be placed on untenured faculty who would like to serve?  Would it be more difficult for 
them to serve? 

 
Prof. Roesner explained that there is no official restriction, but offered that most faculty members will be 
likely to vote for more experienced candidates.  Prof. Burke added that junior faculty members already seem 
to do quite a lot of service at IWU. 

 
Can we split the motion into two parts?  Some faculty may support the elimination of the two subgroups, but 
oppose making CC representational. 

 
Prof. Tiede explained that any faculty member has the privilege of proposing an amendment that separates 
the two components of the motion. 

 
What will we do if all of the divisions elect someone who is untenured to represent them? 
 

Prof. Roesner replied that while this would be unfortunate, it wouldn’t violate the letter of the proposal. 
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Will the proposed restructuring increase the already heavy workload of CC? 
 

Prof. Roesner explained that it is the Council’s sense that it is the two subgroups that generate additional 
work and redundancies.  By eliminating them, the workload will be reduced on all members.  Two additional 
members do not actually lessen the load on any member; it simply burdens two additional faculty members. 

 
Prof. Tiede concurred with CC that the issues addressed by the proposal are important, but expressed doubt that 
elections organized by academic area will increase the number of people willing to serve on CC.  He presented an 
alternative motion with the promise of presenting it in writing with thirty days notice after the meeting.  He 
suggested that instead of moving CC to be representative of divisions, where there is no requirement to have a 
number of nominees 1.5 times the number of vacancies in elections, we should adopt a proposal that eliminates that 
requirement for all elections conducted by the Nominating Committee, but which retains the elimination of CC's 
subcommittees.  

Profs. Nadeau and Bushman expressed support for the CC proposal, noting that it will increase communication 
between the CC representatives and their divisions and lessen the workload on CC members, particularly in terms 
of knowledge of the other divisions’ and schools’ curricula. 
 
The vote will take place at the next faculty meeting. 
 
Common Framework for Rethinking Gateway  
Prof. Roesner reviewed the background, rationale, and content provided in writing prior to the meeting. 
 
There were several questions: 
How will FYS be allocated?  Will a business major be placed into a non-business FYS?  What will the relationship 
between FYS and majors look like? 
 

Prof. Roesner explained that there will be no pre-requisites for any FYS.  As under the current model, 
students should be able to express interest in their top FYS choices.  It remains an open question whether 
or not a FYS can count toward a major. 

 
GW topics are supposed to be the kind of topics students can engage deeply in and think critically about.  Will they 
be able to do that under this new model? 
 

Prof. Roesner replied that it is her understanding that these positive features of GW would be retained 
under the FYS model. 

 
Will the course sizes stay at 15? 
 

Prof. Roesner replied in the affirmative. 
 
A student has to take 32 courses no matter what to graduate.  How does adding gen ed credit to some FYS help us 
manage better? 
 

Prof. Roesner explained that it removes a constraint.  If a student could take a FYS with PSI credit, then we 
will have one fewer student looking for a PSI gen ed down the road.  This will free us up to devote 
resources elsewhere. 

 
What would we do about a first year student who wants to take two gateways now that they carry gen ed credit? 
 

Prof. Roesner replied that that would be a very surprising student, and that CC had not thought about that 
scenario. 
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Will the FYS be taught primary by regular faculty? 
 

Prof. Roesner replied that the idea is to have regular faculty do the majority of the teaching of FYS, but 
noted that the use of other instructors had not been ruled out during these early conversations. 

 
What will the relationship between FYA and FYS look like? 
 

Prof. Roesner explained that there has been a lot of discussion about this.  Some students don’t get the 
specific advice they need in specialized programs, so there is a push toward separating advising and FYS. 

 
There were several concerns about and considerations in favor of the framework: 
 
Prof. Fritzsche advocating for preserving a space for FYS that don’t fit in departments.  She added that in her 
department the proposed framework wouldn’t solve staffing problems. 
 
Prof. Sheese noted that students might find the proposed arrangement unfair if some FYS carry gen ed credit and 
others don’t.   
 

Prof. Roesner replied that the proposers hope that faculty will find it attractive to add gen ed credit to their 
FYS, but she noted that we cannot require it without infringing on academic freedom. 

 
Prof. Boyce advocated for a good plan for listing FYS, so that students can easily find and select a FYS. 
 
Prof. Anderson reminded the faculty that our students report to really value the cross-disciplinary aspect of GW, 
especially meeting students from other majors. 
 
Special Contract Major or Minor  
Prof. Roesner briefly presented edits made to the Special Contract Major or Minor motion that was approved at the 
January faculty meeting. 
 
Promotion and Tenure Committee 
Prof. Delvin offered to take questions on the committee’s written report.  There were none. 
 
Faculty Development Committee 
Prof. Mendez-Carbajo offered to take questions on the committee’s written report.  There were none. 
 
Assessment Committee  
Prof. Theune offered to take questions on the committee’s written report.  There were none. 
 
Nominating Committee  
Prof. Callahan presented the slates, highlighting incomplete slates, and asked for nominations from the floor. 
Prof. Shallue nominated himself to run for Assessment Committee. 
Prof. Liffiton asked to be removed from the Assessment Committee slate, as he is already on the SPBC slate. 
 
AAUP Motions  
Prof. Miner presented two motions on behalf of the AAUP.  She described some of the conversations that took 
place at the open forums hosted by the AAUP that helped to shape the motions being presented. 
 
Motion 1: The Faculty objects to the way staff were informed of the Voluntary Staff Exit Program. Presenting the 
program under the threat of the possibility of involuntary layoffs creates an atmosphere of uncertainty and is 
unacceptably coercive. Treating our colleagues in this manner is inconsistent with the values of Illinois Wesleyan.  
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Prof. Tiede seconded. 
 
There was discussion: 
 
President Wilson apologized for the lack of sensitivity in the language and distribution of the memo, and took full 
responsibility for it.  He explained that the VSEP grew out of staff discussions, that Staff Council reviewed the 
memo before it was distributed, and that Staff Council expressed no objections to the language of the memo.  
Furthermore, he explained, it was not clear at the time the memo was drafted that we could achieve enough savings 
to avoid involuntary terminations.  Thus, President Wilson felt it was important to make it clear that the VSEP is an 
incentive program aimed at achieving one outcome and avoiding another.  He expressed regret at the blunt manner 
in which the message was delivered, but ultimately stood behind the need to be very clear on these matters. 
 
There were many questions: 
Why are we required by law to include an appendix to the memo with the ages and positions of employees eligible 
for the VSEP? 
 

President Wilson explained that when an institution offers a VSEP before lay-offs, it must make clear who is 
eligible for the VSEP. 
V.P. Klotzbach added that if an institution offers a VSEP, it must be explicitly offered to everyone in order 
to avoid legal action in the event that someone is denied the VSEP after it is advertised. 

 
Why wasn’t the amount of cuts required made clear in the memo?  This seems radically non-strategic.  If you know 
where cuts need to be made, why not share that information so that staff can make better informed decisions and 
so that the campus community has a better sense of how to plan strategically? 
 

President Wilson explained that the consultants recommended immediate lay-offs, but that he wanted to get 
one year of experience with the NTR model and see where we stand before resorting to lay-offs.  He 
expressed some cautious optimism that through success with the NTR model and voluntary departures, we 
may be able to avoid lay-offs.    

 
Prof Tiede expressed appreciation that President Wilson took responsibility for the memo’s tone.  However, he 
noted, there is another problem with the memo: it’s coercive, as it suggests that if one does not take the terms 
offered, one might be laid off with worse terms.   
 

President Wilson again expressed regret at the tone of the memo, but emphasized the importance of clarity 
and explained that it is an incentive program, and one that was shaped by staff interest and input. 

 
Can staff go and talk to someone about the content of the memo? 
 

President Wilson replied in the affirmative and added that several people have come in for more 
information and for assistance with calculations. 

 
Prof. Schmidt registered a concern that those who supervise staff didn’t know about the memo before it was 
distributed, leaving them without the context required to respond to staff members with questions appropriately. 
 

President Wilson acknowledged that this was a mistake and apologized. 
 
The deadline is striking some as very abrupt; is there a reason for the April 10 deadline? 
 

President Wilson explained that we have a budget target, and so we need to know sooner rather than later 
what we need to do next if we don’t hit our target.  Some people were interested in the VSEP last year, and 
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are perhaps in a better position to take it now, so they have had more time to think about it than it may 
initially appear. 

 
Presuming that some staff will take advantage of the VSEP, what will we do in each area where there is a vacancy?  
Will staff be replaced?  If not, what is the plan for absorbing the workload? 
 

President Wilson replied that such decisions will be up to the Vice Presidents supervising the areas in which 
vacancies arise.   

 
Prof. Springwood noted that a vote in favor of this motion is symbolic.  It’s a modicum of support, and it’s 
dangerous to vote “no” at this point because of the message we would be sending. 
 
Prof. de Harak made a motion for 10 more minutes to discuss the issue. 
Prof. Jaggi seconded.   
The motion passed. 
 
Prof. Folse noted that a vote in favor is also risky.  The Staff Council saw the memo, saw no problem with it, and 
some are seeking out the VSEP.  The motion oversteps into staff issues.  She concluded that she will not be 
supporting it. 
 
Prof. Seeborg added that another message we might send if we vote in favor of the motion is that we are in 
opposition to voluntary programs, and perhaps we shouldn’t be.  People accept these kinds of offers if they think 
they benefit from them.  There are no losers.  There is choice.  Involuntary separations are not chosen, and there 
are losers. 
 
Prof. Jaggi noted that it seems that most faculty members object only to the way in which staff were informed, and 
not to the program itself.  He asked President Wilson, “Would you vote in favor of this motion?” 
 

President Wilson replied that in crafting the memo he sought input from the group that would be most 
affected, the staff.  They reviewed the memo and seemed to find it acceptable.  Our intention was to 
develop a plan that would be acceptable to everyone.  Some language could have been finessed and timing 
could have been better. 

 
Prof. Ponce replied to Prof. Folse’s concern about faculty overstepping into staff affairs, noting that many faculty 
members have tenure and have greater liberty to speak out on issues of concern. 
 
Prof. Lutze expressed his support for the motion.  He noted the vagueness around how large the cutbacks need to 
be and the lack of strategic thinking in the memo.  He added that the VSEP creates divisiveness amongst the staff, 
as some staff members might very well see another staff member’s refusal to retire as the reason s/he was laid off. 
 

President Wilson invited Prof. Lutze to explore the alternatives. 
 

Prof. Young inquired about why the terms must change after the April 10 deadline.  Does the proposal have to be a 
little coercive in order to avoid lay-offs?  If you have the resources, why not extend the same package to everyone?  
Is the coercion necessary? 
 

President Wilson replied that he has thought about this extensively, and acknowledged that his answer won’t 
be entirely satisfying to some.  The chosen course of action is distasteful and unpleasant, but he expressed 
confidence that it’s the best alternative.  He expressed optimism that after April 10 we will revert back to the 
slightly less generous offer that was extended last year. 

 
Prof. Young registered that all of this thinking might have been made known to the staff. 
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The motion passed. 
 
Motion 2: Recognizing both the importance of long-term planning for the future of the university and the work that 
faculty, staff, students, trustees and administration have put into developing the current draft of the Strategic Plan 
2020, the faculty respectfully requests that President Wilson postpone seeking approval of the plan from the faculty 
and the Board of Trustees. We need a better understanding of the impact of the current budget reductions and 
changes in enrollment strategy in order to ensure that the Strategic Plan is appropriately aligned with resources.  
 
Prof. Weis seconded. 
 
There was discussion: 
 
President Wilson had some comments.  If the faculty votes to suspend some aspects of the plan, he reported that 
he will respect that decision.  However, he voiced concern about the lack of a deadline for re-instating the plan.  
The plan provides a framework for thinking about how to grow.  The value of a well-considered strategic plan is 
never greater than in tough economic times.  The coming year is not the time to be without a long-term plan.   If 
the faculty needs time to contemplate some aspects of the plan, he understands, but we should not stop completely 
the work we are doing.  President Wilson informed the faculty that even if we delay, he would still hope for and 
request a revised draft by September 1. 
 
Prof. Fritzsche requested a secret ballot. 
 
Prof. Bolivar moved to table the motion. 
 
Prof. Tiede noted that tabling is, in fact, out of order in this case due to the timing: the content on which we are 
voting will be irrelevant by the next meeting. 
 
Prof. Pelusi moved that we accept President Wilson’s suggestion and move forward. 
 
There was no second. 
 
Discussion continued: 
 
How can we plan for anything when we don’t know what resources we have?  
 

President Wilson explained that there is a difference between a strategic plan and an annual operating plan.  
The annual operating plan is constrained by the resources we have, but the strategic plan should consider 
more ambitious long-term goals.  He expressed optimism that we will get through this time of austerity and 
need to think about priorities for the institution when resources are greater. 

 
Is the Strategic Plan a mandate?  What are you hoping to discuss in April? 
 

President Wilson replied that it is not a mandate, and that what we will discuss is the report from all the 
workgroups as compiled by Michael Thompson. 

 
Prof. Tiede: What is in front of us right now?  What do we need to do to deal with it?  How are these budget cuts 
going to play out?  How many positions can each department rely on?  How will the NTR model affect the courses 
we offer?  These questions should have priority for the rest of the year rather than a long-term plan that will be 
deeply affected by the decisions we make now.  The HR strategic plan asks for a workload analysis.  Now we have a 
VSEP that puts the cart before the horse.  We should try to conclude where we are right now and then move on. 
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Profs. Folse, Thomas, Nadeau, Shallue, and N. Kerr voiced opposition to the motion.  They noted that though we 
need to have the tough conversations Prof. Tiede mentioned, we need to have them in conjunction with strategic 
conversations, especially in an unfavorable economic climate.  They also noted that we can always vote the plan 
down if it’s not to our satisfaction. 
 
Prof. Pelusi suggested a compromise: accept President Wilson’s September 1 deadline. 
 
Prof. Theune expressed his support for the motion, noting that the strategic plan doesn’t say anything about 
maintaining the integrity of academic programs, and this isn’t something we can easily sort out in April.  We need 
more time. 
 
There were more questions: 
Will our situation and the economy improve enough in the next 6 years for us to realize the goals set out in the 
plan? 
 

President Wilson replied that it is difficult to predict the economy, but he expressed optimism that we will 
be able to achieve many of the goals we set.  He noted that we achieved about 50-60% of the things we set 
out to do in the previous plan.  That’s a victory.  Half of the plan isn’t resource driven; it’s priority driven. 

 
What happens if we don’t approve the plan in April? 
 

President Wilson replied that we will revise it. 
 
Prof. Nadeau called for a vote. 
 
The motion failed. 
 
Old Business  
Although three motions were on the agenda, they could not be discussed.  At this point in the meeting (6pm), there 
was no quorum, and so no business could be conducted.  
 
Administrative Reports 
Jonathan Green, Provost and Dean of the Faculty 
As we could not vote on the intellectual property policy due to the lengthy agenda, Provost Green invited faculty to 
give him last minute feedback as soon as possible. 
He announced that the Strategic Innovations Fund proposals will be reviewed on March 17, and noted that 16 
proposals were submitted for more funds than we have.  He offered that we will seek out additional funds to try to 
support worthy proposals. 
Provost Green informed the faculty that he will be in Washington, D.C. for the One Voice trip for the next three 
days. 
He informed the faculty that Patti will be on the alternative Spring Break trip, and encouraged them to e-mail him 
directly if they need to get a hold of him during that time. 
He concluded his report by drawing attention to some budget documents he had distributed, and offered to take 
questions.  There were none. 
 
Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 6:03pm. 


