
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General Faculty 
7 April 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 March 2014 general faculty meeting were approved by common consent.  
 
At President Wilson’s request, Prof. Shallue moved that the faculty dedicate their attention to the Strategic Plan 
beginning at 5:00pm.  The motion passed. 
 
Prof. Bollivar moved that the faculty place a 10-minute limit on all agenda items. 
Prof. Anderson seconded. 
The motion passed. 
 
Consent Agenda 
No items were removed. 
 
Committee Reports 
CUPP  
Professor Williams reviewed some aspects of the committee’s written report, especially the Guiding Principles for 
Strategic Curricular Planning, and offered to take questions. 
 
Prof. Tiede asked Prof. Williams or a member of the administration to comment on the status of median salaries at 
IWU and encouraged CUPP to consider the manner in which IWU will handle salary stagnation, compression, etc. 
 
Prof. Williams acknowledged the importance of discussions about the state of faculty salaries and deferred to 
Associate Provost Boyd.  Associate Provost Boyd offered to make available data on faculty salaries before his next 
meeting with CUPP. 
 
Prof. Folse inquired about the criteria governing decisions about adjunct positions. 
 
Prof. Williams defended the two core criteria used this year, number of majors and service to the general education 
program, but encouraged faculty to think about whether these are the best criteria by which to evaluate adjunct 
proposals. 
 
Associate Provost Boyd added that he has received some feedback on the criteria used this year.  For example, it 
was suggested to him that we should consider how long an adjunct has been working for the institution when 
considering whether or not to hire him/her to teach for the coming semester.  It was also suggested that we should 
consider whether adjunct resources will allow tenure line faculty members to teach outside of their disciplines.  He 
emphasized that his job is to implement the will of the faculty and encouraged faculty to give him feedback on the 
criteria. 
 
Prof. Tiede criticized the practice of applying the criteria to individual courses, as opposed to thinking more 
holistically about the overall university picture.  Returning to the guiding principles for the SCP, he encouraged 
CUPP to consider revising the language to make it more reflective of the authority of departments. 
 
Prof. Theune moved to extend discussion of the current agenda item by 5 minutes.  It was seconded, and passed. 
 
Prof. Williams replied that CUPP is very sensitive to the authority of the departments.  They see the process as 
being “department-centric.” 
 



Prof. Amoloza requested that we also think of the process as “program-centric.” 
 
Prof. Sainsbury inquired about the relationship between this SCP and its previous incarnations.  She also submitted 
for consideration the fact that we are losing important courses (e.g., courses in African-American literature and 
history). 
 
Prof. Williams replied that CUPP sees the SCP as action-oriented and hopes that departments will communicate 
about what we are losing due to retirements and budgetary constraints and how we should plan to react to these 
important losses. 
 
Prof. Williams presented a motion: Intellectual Property Policy Draft  
The motion passed. 
 
Curriculum Council  
Professor Roesner presented several motions:  
 
(A) Curricular Motion I: Addition of a Writing Intensive Flag for English 220 “Intricate Enchantment: On 
Science in Literature” 
 
She explained that the motion is being presented off the consent agenda because it requires additional resources, an 
adjunct instructor.   The course is being offered during May Term by an adjunct.  It was added late in response to 
long wait lists for other courses.  The instructor’s salary will be paid through May Term fees. 
 
The motion passed. 
 
(B) Curricular Motion II: Revision of the Risk Management Major to become A Financial Services Major  
 
Prof. Jeter tabled the motion. 
 
Prof. Bollivar requested a justification for tabling the motion. 
 
Prof. Jeter explained that he would like to delay the vote until the Mathematics Department has had the opportunity 
to discuss the proposed revisions with the Department of Accounting and Financial Services.  
 
(C) Curricular Motion III: Deletion of the Risk Management Major  
 
In response to the tabling of Motion II, CC withdrew Motion III. 
 
(D) Curricular Motion IV: Deletion of Business Administration-Finance Specialization Major  
 
In response to the tabling of Motion II, CC withdrew Motion IV. 
 
(E) Motion concerning BA and BS degrees  
 
There was discussion.   
 
Prof. Williams inquired about the accessibility/applicability of the policy to departments beyond those specifically 
listed in the proposal. 
 
Prof. Criley raised a concern about the apparent lack of a plan for handling students who are double majoring in 
disciplines where one discipline offers only a BS degree and the other offers only a BA degree and the extent to 
which this proposal might discourage double-majoring. 
 



The motion passed.  
 
Prof. Roesner acknowledged that while the motion passed, there are important issues to be worked out in the 
proposal, especially in relation to Prof. Criley’s concern about double-majors. 
 
(F) Motion for the restructuring of CC  
  
Prof. Burke requested a brief summary of the rationale for divisional organization. 
 
Prof. Roesner explained that divisional organization is motivated by two factors, 1) CC’s role in discussions 
concerning campus wide resources and planning, and 2) the difficulty we have encountered filling slates for CC 
(divisional representation might result in increased encouragement to serve).   
 
Prof. Balina inquired about representation for interdisciplinary programs on CC. 
 
Prof. Spalding offered that interdisciplinary programs might combine with the Ames Library. 
 
Prof. Davis-Kahl strongly objected to Prof. Spalding’s suggestion, contending that the Ames Library is better 
identified with information literacy than with interdisciplinary programs. 
 
Prof. Munro offered that the interdisciplinary programs could form their own group. 
 
Prof. Criley raised a concern about double-voting under Prof. Munro’s proposal. 

 
Prof. Roesner suggested that we could agree that CC be representational, but decide on the precise manner of 
representation later. 
 
Professor Tiede presented an amendment by substitution as an alternative to the CC proposal: Alternative Motion 
for the restructuring of CC. 
Prof. Shallue seconded. 
 
There was discussion. 
 
After clarifying that the second half of the amendment (F. Article V) would apply to all committees (not CC alone), 
Prof. Loitz expressed strong opposition to it. 
 
Prof. Shallue expressed his support of the proposal, citing its simplicity as a virtue. 
 
Prof. Folse expressed her support for it, citing the elimination of AS and CD as a possible enticement to faculty to 
run for CC. 
 
Prof. Bollivar requested that we split the motion, with support from Prof. Nadeau. 
 
Prof. Tiede explained that what is under discussion is technically an amendment by substitution, and clarified the 
acceptable courses of parliamentary action.  
 
As several faculty members discussed possible amendments to the amendment, a procedural concern was raised: a 
2/3 majority is required to pass either CC’s motion or Prof. Tiede’s amendment.  It was determined that such a 
majority could be achieved. 
 
Prof. N. Kerr suggested that we table discussion and turn our attention to the Strategic Plan. 
 
Prof. Theune moved for extended time. 



Prof. Shallue seconded. 
The motion passed. 
 
Prof. Tiede moved to call the question. 
Prof. Willis seconded. 
The motion passed. 
 
Prof. Tiede’s amendment to the amendment came up for a vote, and failed. 
 
CC’s original motion came up for a vote. 
The motion passed (46-22-10) 
 
Faculty Development Committee  
Professor Mendez-Carbajo offered to take questions on the committee’s written report. 
 
Prof. Nadeau inquired about whether all of the FDC funds have been spent. 
Associate Dean Duke replied that FDC’s funds were nearly completely spent. 
 
Prof. Munro inquired about the possibility of an off-campus Eckley Summer Scholar. 
 
Prof. Mendez-Carbajo replied that such an arrangement does not exactly fit with the current model, which involves 
intense mentorship by a faculty member, but offered that FDC would be willing to consider it. 
 
Administrative Report 
 
The hour crept past 5:00pm and President Wilson was given the floor. 
 
Richard Wilson, President  
 
President Wilson’s report focused exclusively on the University's revised Mission and Vision Statements and the 
New Strategic Plan.  He explained that there were some editorial changes to the Mission and Vision Statements, and 
that there may need to be more, but requested that the focus stay on substantive feedback.  He proceeded to review 
it with the faculty piece-by-piece, pausing to collect feedback. 
 
Prof. Sainsbury commented on the Enriched Campus Community and Diversity Goal Statements, noting again that 
we have lost both our African American literature and our African American history specialists.  She commented 
that we have no resources to replace them, which seems inconsistent with these goals. 
  
Prof. Theune inquired about a component of the Enriched Campus Community strategies, II. A6: Students will 
learn Financial Literacy Skills.  He expressed concern that, as it seems to express goals, it seems educational (not co-
curricular) and seems to be the sort of thing that the Assessment Committee will have to assess.  Also, he noted, it 
seems to require resources, and we are short on resources. 
 
Dean Carney-Hall explained that while it is a goal of her office and the institution to teach students financial literacy 
skills, this is truly meant as a co-curricular activity.  The current thinking does not include assessment, but rather 
focuses on helping our students to understand personal finance, especially as it concerns their loans.  Furthermore, 
she added, though it requires resources, many of these resources could be provided free of charge (e.g., some of our 
lenders provide this kind of assistance). 
 
Prof Pelusi inquired, “Is it fair to say that we are striving toward these goals, though we don’t have all the funding 
right now?”  He noted that there is nothing problematic about setting goals that one cannot achieve at this very 
moment. 
 



President Wilson confirmed that many of these goals are aspirational and added that some do not require additional 
resources. 
 
Prof. Theune drew attention to II. A8: “summer intellectual community.”  He noted that it seems to suggest 
additional demands on faculty time and potentially dramatic change to how we think of the school year. 
On that point, Prof. N. Kerr suggested that we change the language of II. A8 so that it better expresses the idea that 
there are opportunities for faculty to interact with students over the summer, but that this is not a requirement. 
 
Turning the attention to Goal III: Diversity, Prof. Fritzsche noted that 1/3 of the adjunct cuts came from the 
languages, which diminishes our linguistic diversity on campus. 
 
Prof. Theune inquired about the relationship between II. D2 and III. B1, seeking assurance that the proposed 
“annual themes” are not limited to social justice and diversity. 
 
Prof. Tiede inquired about V. B1: What is the 80th percentile?  How realistic is our target? 
 
President Wilson expressed commitment to the goal and optimism about our ability to meet it in the future. 
 
Attention turned to Goal I: Teaching and Learning. 
 
Prof. Myscofski requested that the language of I. A1 be modified to reflect that many of us are already deploying the 
strategies delineated. 
 
Prof. Terkla inquired about the nature of the “recognition” in I. A2.  Does it refer to recognition by PAT? 
 
Provost Green replied that we can make it explicit that what is meant is recognition by PAT. 
 
Prof. Williams asked for a draft of I: Teaching and Learning that is more reflective of our reality. 
 
Prof. Pelusi, again, expressed his support for goals that are difficult to reach.  There’s nothing wrong, he observed, 
with an aspirational plan. 
 
Prof. Terkla inquired about the lifespan and revision cycle of strategic plan documents? 
 
President Wilson replied that the typical lifespan is 5-7 years with fairly constant revision. 
 
Prof. Theune inquired about I. D2: How we can deliver a Certificate of Excellence in Writing if we have no person 
who is qualified to administer the certificate?  If we intend to hire such a person, how will that person fit into the 
overall distribution of tenure lines?  Aspirations are good, he agreed, but noted that they should be constrained by 
financial realities.   
 
Prof. Kearney commented that the strategic plan is partly a fundraising document.  We come up with goals, various 
bodies approve the goals, and then Advancement goes out and raises money for them. 
 
President Wilson replied that it is in part a fundraising guide, but noted again that many goals do not require 
additional funds, and added that we cannot just pick any goals we want and then go get money for them. 
 
Prof. Munro commented that teaching practices seem to be the focus, but we should also think about curriculum 
more broadly. 
 
Prof. Thomas requested more specific delineation of the priorities, and asked about opportunities for revision. 
 



President Wilson replied that the plan will be reviewed every year by him and by other groups, so there will be 
plenty of opportunities for revision.  He concluded by expressing his hope that we will vote on this plan at the next 
faculty meeting. 
 
Promotion and Tenure Committee  
Professor Delvin notified probationary faculty that all annual reviews are completed and that letters are ready to be 
distributed. 
 
He presented some proposed amendments to Chapter 4 of the Handbook regarding the promotion and tenure of 
coaches and athletic trainers that were developed in consultation with the Athletic Department. 
The motion passed. 
 
Assessment Committee 
Professor Theune presented a motion to revise the current guidelines for the assessment of student learning. 
The motion passed. 
 
Nominating Committee  
Professor Leekley reviewed the committee’s written report, noting the incomplete slate for PAT. 
 
There was discussion about how the previously approved motion regarding CC might affect the PAT slate.  The 
matter was not settled. 
 
Prof. Leekley informed the faculty that ballots will be distributed electronically in the next day or two. 
 
Old Business  
 
Proposal for Faculty Handbook Change 
Parliamentarian Shallue presented the background for and content of his proposed amendment to the Faculty 
Handbook, emphasizing that this incarnation of the amendment contains particularly strong language. 
 
Prof. Kearney asked for clarification about the vote on the previous proposal and the difference in language.  
Parliamentarian Shallue provided it, noting that the vote on the previous proposal with the weaker language was 
uncontroversially in favor. 
 
Prof. Folse asked whether Prof. O’Gorman had been consulted about the revisions, and Parliamentarian Shallue 
replied affirmatively. 
 
Prof. Munro inquired about whether this means that PAT technically has no policies if this passes, as, according the 
amendment, all policies must be approved by the general faculty. 
 
Parliamentarian Shallue replied that he believes that Prof. Munro’s interpretation is fair, and encouraged an 
immediate motion to approve all policies and procedures. 
 
Prof. Anderson proposed an amendment to match the language describing PAT to that describing the governance 
of the Hearing Committee. 
Prof. Tiede seconded. 
 
There was discussion about what exactly PAT was doing that was problematic, the difference between procedures 
and practices, and what matching to the Hearing Committee language would look like. 
 
Prof. Kearney expressed his feeling that the matter essentially comes down to two questions, 1) are there executive 
minutes?, and 2) have they ever been destroyed?  If they have been destroyed, he commented, then this is 
unacceptable and the policy/procedure should be abolished immediately. 



 
Provost Green replied to 1) yes, and to 2) no.  The issue, he explained, is editorial, not preservational. 
 
Prof. Tiede, Prof. Shallue, and others discussed the ways in which the language displayed would be changed if Prof. 
Anderson’s amendment were passed.   If it is passed, Parliamentarian Shallue offered to re-craft the language and 
make it available to the faculty.  As the amendment will substantially revise the Handbook, it will require 30 days 
notice, and will be voted on at the first Fall faculty meeting. 
 
The amendment failed (13-16). 
 
The faculty revisited Parliamentarian Shallue’s original motion.  
 
Prof. Tiede proposed an amendment to Prof. Shallue’s proposed change to Article III.Section 5.a.  Instead of 
reading “The Faculty shall determine the committee’s rules of procedure,” it read “The Faculty shall approve all 
changes to the committee’s rules of procedure,” in an effort to get past the concern that PAT will have no policies 
and procedures if we pass the motion. 
It was seconded. 
 
Prof. Kearney commented that this is acceptable as long as it is understood that the status quo is keeping all 
minutes and not destroying them. 
 
The amendment passed.  
 
Parliamentarian Shallue’s original motion was voted on by secret ballot (no results were announced). 
 
Administrative Reports 
 
Jonathan Green, Provost and Dean of the Faculty 
 
Provost Green made several brief announcements: 

Honors Day Convocation will take place this Wednesday. 
The John Wesley Powell Research Conference will take place this Saturday. 
Congratulations were extended to Prof. Ferradans for the publication of her most recent book (with cover 
art by Spencer Sauter and a translation by Bob Bray). 
A memorial for Wendell Hess will be held at Wesley United Methodist Church at 2pm on Saturday. 

 
Prof. Tiede requested a report at the next meeting on the implementation of the new policies regarding the election 
of chairs and directors. 
 
Prof. Diaz announced that a memorial for Jim McGowan will be held on April 16. 
 
Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 6:10pm. 


