
Illinois Wesleyan University 
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General Faculty 

3 February 2014 
 
Call to Order 
President Wilson called the meeting to order at 4:07pm and noted that a quorum was present.  The Student Senate 
President, Austin Aldag, requested permission to attend the meeting, and it was granted.  
 
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes 
The minutes of the 13 January 2014 general faculty meeting were approved by common consent. 
 
Consent Agenda and Addendum 
No items were moved. 
 
Committee Reports 
Council on University Programs and Policy: 
Prof. Williams offered to take questions on the committee’s written report and reminded the faculty that the 
election for CUPP representatives is approaching. 
 
He presented a proposal on behalf of CUPP for a change to the Faculty Handbook concerning the Selection, Term, 
and Review of a Department Chair/School Director (IV.H.2).  He thanked Prof. Tiede for his assistance with composing 
the language of the changes. 
There was no discussion. 
The motion passed. 
 
Curriculum Council: 
Prof. Roesner offered to take questions on the committee’s written report and brought some of CC’s current work 
to the faculty’s attention, including IWU’s mode of awarding BA and BS degrees, a proposal for possible 
reorganization of CC to make it representational, and a proposal for revision of the Gateway Colloquium.  She 
encouraged faculty to share their feedback on these items with CC.  
 
Promotion and Tenure Committee: 
Prof. Delvin offered to take questions on the committee’s written report.  There were none. 
 
Faculty Development Council: 
Prof. Mendez-Carbajo offered to take questions on the committee’s written report. 
 
Prof. Nadeau inquired about the progress on re-aligning faculty development opportunities and funding.  Profs 
Theune and Folse raised questions about the severity of the impact of budgetary concerns on faculty development 
opportunities and the connection between the discussions of other groups on campus, such as the SPBC 
workgroup on Teaching and Learning, and FDC’s deliberations.   
 
Prof. Mendez-Carbajo replied that FDC judged that it isn’t prudent to craft large-scale changes to faculty 
development opportunities when the financial situation is so unstable and much remains to be discussed.  As for 
assessing the impact of budget adjustments on faculty development and connecting conversations on campus about 
these topics, he explained that much of that work lies ahead. 
 
Assessment Committee: 
Prof. Theune offered to take questions on the committee’s written report and reminded departments of some 
important deadlines. 
 
Administrative Reports 
Jonathan Green, Provost and Dean of the Faculty 



Provost Green extended warm congratulations to Prof. Nadeau on her recently awarded Franklin Research Grant. 
He reminded the faculty that the deadline for proposals for the Strategic Innovations Fund is February 17. 
He commented on the progress on making budget reductions, noting that we still need to find some savings.  He 
discussed his plans for upcoming conversations about budgetary adjustments and thanked the members of the 
faculty who have been assisting with the process.  He shared some thoughts on work-study as one area where 
reductions might successfully be made. 
 
Prof. Amoloza raised a concern about cutting departmental budgets by cutting work-study positions: how does this 
impact our students’ financial aid packages? 
 
Provost Green validated her concern, but explained that we have budgeted for more hours than are used, and so we 
are not really looking at cutting into financial aid packages. 
 
Provost Green concluded his remarks by emphasizing the important role of the Early Response System in 
retention. 
 
Bob Murray, Dean of Enrollment Management 
Dean Murray made a presentation with the aid of slides on retention prompted by a gradual drop in our retention 
rate (retention has dropped from 91% in 2009 to 88% in 2012).   
 
He had good and bad news.  The good news is that we have good infrastructure in terms of how we address 
retention.  The bad news is that there is no silver bullet.  
 
He explained some of the data we are tracking and why the problem is so difficult to solve.  We track academic 
profile, gender, race, how many students are 1st generation college students (24% of current students), and academic 
programs.  We know the top four reasons students leave IWU: 
1) major not offered/unhappy with dept. 
2) medical/mental health 
3) financial (variety) 
4) personal adjustments/personal reasons (unpredictable) 
 
What know what we can impact:  in some cases, we can address financial concerns, and we can think more 
creatively about the majors we offer and how we promote the liberal arts. 
 
Dean Murray paused to address some questions about trends regarding majors and financial aid academic 
performance rule enforcement.  He explained that there really are not any trends regarding majors students want 
that we don’t offer.  He also explained some of the rules and policies governing financial aid and the ways in which 
those policies are applied and rules are enforced (e.g., some are internal to IWU, some are imposed externally; the 
source of the rule/policy determines how much flexibility we have). 
 
Dean Murray turned his attention to high school performance, a major predictor of performance at IWU.  He 
explained that based on the information available to him, even the students with the lowest high school profile 
should be able to succeed at IWU.  In making the transition from high school to college, academic advising is 
crucial to success. 
 
He detailed the efforts on campus to address retention: monthly retention meetings, a student satisfaction survey, 
the new Student of Concern early warning system, the Student Success Team (Student Affairs, Academic Advising, 
Registrar’s Office, and Financial Aid), working on communicating when a student has dropped a course to his/her 
advisor, etc. 
 
He concluded his remarks with some suggestions for faculty: provide feedback on academic performance early and 
often, reach out to first generation students, be aware of the issues associated with students not performing to 



your/their expectations, and be aware of the extent to which students are impacted by you and care about what you 
think. 
 
There was discussion and questions about a variety of topics, e.g., “what explains boomerang students?”, “what is 
the interface between the retention committee and the recruitment and retention task force like?”, “is there help on 
campus for faculty to help students learn how to market themselves?”, “how do we know who’s a first generation 
college student?”, “what do the retention rates look like at other places?”, and “can we get more consistent records 
of our students’ concerns?”  
 
In response to the first question, Dean Murray did not have enough information on the phenomenon to answer it.  
To the second, he replied that there is frequent conversation between the different groups on campus investigating 
this matter.  To the third question, Dean Carney-Hall replied that the Career Center would be happy to provide 
such help.  To the fourth question, Prof. Burke replied that she and Christy Cole are setting up a mentoring 
program for first generation students and encouraged faculty to let her know if they are first generation students.  
To the fifth question, Dean Murray replied that our retention rate is comparatively very good.  The sixth question 
was met with a sense that we are working on ways to improve communication regarding student concerns. 
 
Associate Provost Boyd offered some information in response to the earlier concern about enforcement of financial 
aid policies and rules.  He was clear: we are not trying to more aggressively enforce the merit aid policy.  We are 
actually trying to conjure up more need-based aid for students whose merit aid is in jeopardy.  We are constantly 
trying to figure out how to keep student aid where it is.  However, it’s not ethical to continue to carry students who 
are, for example, in their fifth year with sophomore credit.  We are being more aggressive in such cases. 
 
Richard Wilson, President 
President Wilson reminded faculty that the Board of Trustees will be on campus next week.  During their visit an 
additional endowed chair will be announced, action will be taken on promotion and tenure cases and leaves and 
sabbaticals, and nominations for honorary degrees will be discussed.  There will also be a poster session on the 
Strategic Plan in the Joslin Atrium. 
 
He announced that all six workgroups have reported to SPBC.  They will have three weeks to seek advice from the 
campus community.  On March 1, Michael Thompson and Jenny Hand will put together a consolidated report.  
Their report will be available by April 1, if not sooner.  The report will be discussed at the first faculty meeting in 
April.  It will be discussed again and voted on at the second faculty meeting in April. 
 
He informed the faculty that the 10-year review by the University Senate of the United Methodist Church will take 
place next week.  They will be investigating the financial health of the university and the “standard of spiritual life 
on campus,” broadly defined.  Their visit will be brief.  We produce no new materials for them; they will use the 
materials we compiled for the HLC.  If you would like to meet with them, Chaplain Nelson-Winger is setting up an 
open meeting. 
 
New Business 
Prof. Miner presented a proposal for a change to the Faculty Handbook ("The agenda, reports and presentations of 
all committees and administrators and other documents deemed appropriate shall be posted online to the General 
Faculty Meeting website at least two business days in advance of any General or Special Meeting.") and explained 
her rationale: 
1) Substantive reports from the President, Provost and other administrators fall at the end of long meetings when 
fewer faculty are present and there is little time or inclination to discuss.  
2) Thoughtful responses on matters of increasing complexity are difficult to offer in the brief  
amount of time available for reflection and response.  
3) Prior notice of topics presented seems more conducive to effective deliberation and decision making.  
 
Prof. Tiede seconded. 
There was discussion. 



Prof. Theune inquired about the administration’s reaction to the proposal. 
 
President Wilson replied that he has mixed feelings about the proposal.  He understands the rationale, but noted 
that this proposal would not solve the problem we’ve had the last couple of meetings.  Also, he worries that this 
proposal might diminish the opportunity to have an organic conversation about important issues by making our 
conversations more scripted.  Despite his concerns, he replied that he would be willing to comply with the proposal 
if it were the faculty’s will to pass it. 
 
Provost Green noted that written documents posted on Friday will not include feedback from groups that meet on 
Mondays (e.g., SPBC). 
 
Profs. Tiede, Williams, de Harak, and J. Kerr voiced their support of the proposal, citing increased ability to budget 
our time appropriately, greater ability to make decisions about re-ordering the agenda, the value of thinking ahead of 
time about what you intend to say, and the value of having something in writing to aid in one’s digestion of 
important information.  They also responded to the criticism that this proposal makes the dynamic too rigid, noting 
that it doesn’t prevent things from changing between Friday and Monday, nor does it distract from or otherwise 
impede our ability to use parliamentary procedure to maximize the effectiveness of our meetings. 
 
Profs. Fritzsche, Sheridan, and Anderson added their voices to those in support of the proposal, noting that it 
would be a case of “flipping” the faculty meeting (we would be implementing a strategy we believe works in the 
classroom) and that it would relieve some pressure on the faculty secretary to capture the entire meeting, while 
ensuring that a more complete record of the meeting is available. 
 
Profs. Folse, Seeborg, and N. Kerr expressed their concern about/opposition to the proposal, suggesting 
compromises (e.g., a bullet list as opposed to a report) and alternatives (e.g., efficient and thoughtful use of 
parliamentary procedure) and noting that having the reports ahead of time might diminish our ability to influence 
major decisions. 
 
Associate Dean Duke asked whether the proposal, if passed, would prohibit the Provost and President from 
presenting action items if they do not post their reports 2 business days before the meeting. 
 
Prof. Tiede replied that chairs of committees can always add to their reports.  In fact, it is permissible to make an 
oral report.  He did not see any reason we would not extend this same courtesy to administrative reports. 
 
Prof. Theune added that we did not vote to require written reports; we agreed that they are helpful and changed our 
culture accordingly.  He opined that we should encourage administrators to adopt this culture, but noted that the 
oral report option provides a lot of flexibility to those responsible for reports to the general faculty. 
 
Prof Schmidt expressed her agreement with the spirit of the proposal, but noted that, as it reads, it’s too 
prescriptive.  She encouraged the faculty to work on phrasing the proposal in a way that better captures the spirit. 
 
Parliamentarian Shallue offered that any faculty member may delay the vote if s/he does not yet feel comfortable 
taking action.  He emphasized that this is always true; it is every faculty member’s privilege to delay the vote  
 
Prof. Fritzsche delayed the vote.  
 
Prof. Shallue called attention to a violation of procedure at the last meeting.  He explained that what we voted on 
concerning who determines PAT rules of procedure (“faculty”) conflicted with what had 30 days written notice 
(“committee and the faculty”).  He recommended that the previous vote be declared null and void.  He proposed 
new language to be voted on at the March faculty meeting with 30 days written notice:  
 
1) Change to Article III.Section 5.a  
 



Old language: “The Committee shall determine its own rules of procedure, which shall be  
published in the Faculty Handbook subject to the provisions of Article IV.”  
Replaced by: “The Faculty shall determine the committee’s rules of procedure, which shall  
be published in the Faculty Handbook subject to the provisions of Article IV.”  
 
2) The approval process table in Chapter 2, Article IV  
 
Old language: Chapter III.B.1-4, 6 the approval of the respective committees  
New language: Chapter III.B.1, 3, 4, 6 the approval of the respective committees  
Add new line: Chapter III.B.2 the approval of the faculty  
 
President Wilson asked if there were any objections, and then declared the vote at the last meeting null and void. 
 
Prof. Weiss seconded the motion. 
There was discussion. 
 
In response to questions from Profs. Jeter, Miner, and Roesner, Prof. Shallue explained that what we are trying to 
establish is that changes to procedure can come from PAT, but must be approved by the faculty, and also faculty 
can propose changes.  We are attempting to make it the case that PAT submit their rules to the faculty for approval 
and that faculty can vote on rules of procedure for PAT.  The majority of committee procedures are controlled by 
the committee, but the Hearing Committee and the Assessment Committee procedures are controlled by the 
respective committees and the faculty.  We are proposing that the faculty determine the procedures for PAT.  The 
original intent of the original motion was to give the faculty full control over the procedures governing PAT; this 
does not mirror what we have decided with respect to the Hearing or Assessment Committees.  There is a major 
difference between placing the authority to change procedure in the hands of the faculty alone and the faculty and 
PAT.  
 
Prof. Theune inquired about the nature of the difference between the “faculty alone” and the “faculty and PAT” 
arrangements. 
 
Prof. Shallue explained that, according to his interpretation, in the “faculty and committee” approval arrangement, 
both parties have a veto. 
 
Prof. Tiede reminded the faculty that there is a distinction in constitutional language between procedures and 
policies.  When we voted on the changes regarding the Hearing Committee, there was a strong sense that 
procedures should be left up to the committee, but that policies should be brought to the faculty.  
 
Prof. Folse opined that, due to the fact that the charge of PAT is personnel related, policies should not be left 
completely up to PAT.  She voiced concern that it is not clear that this proposal captures policies, and it is clearly 
the will of the faculty that PAT does not reach policy decisions without the approval of the faculty. 
 
Prof. Tiede concurred with Prof. Folse that policies and policy interpretation are the rue source of the problem the 
proposed amendments we have been considering are designed to address.  In response to a question from Prof. 
Theune about the difference between policies and procedures, Prof. Tiede explained that, in the case of PAT, 
policies are essentially the standards for tenure and promotion. 
 
Prof. Folse inquired, how do we ensure that our language reflects that our will is that PAT does not reach a major 
policy decision in the absence of the faculty’s approval? 
 
Prof. Miner offered that Assessment Committee’s committee description includes that proclamation that they keep 
records.  We could, she suggested, add similar language to the PAT committee description. 
 



Prof. Tiede offered that we could pass this amendment and then amend the PAT rules of procedure to include 
record keeping. 
 
The proposed amendment will come up for vote at the next faculty meeting. 
 
Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:32pm. 


