
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General Faculty

Illinois Wesleyan University

April 20, 2015

1. Call To Order

The meeting was called to order at 4:06 p.m. with a quorum present.

2. Approval of theMinutes of the Last Meeting

The minutes of the April 6 Faculty Meeting were approved by common consent.

3. Curriculum Council Consent Agenda &Addendum

The consent agenda and addendum were approved by common consent. Prof. Tiede noted that
CC had reported that they might be bringing new proposals forward to the faculty today that they
had passed at the meeting immediately before the faculty meeting. Were there any such proposals?
Prof. Sultan replied that there were, and that she would present them in the committee’s oral report.

4. Committee Reports

a. CUPP

Prof. Williams presented the committee’s written report; he noted that most of the committee’s busi-
ness over the past month had been conducted in executive session.
Prof. Chapman asked whether the Provost or the chair of CUPP would meet with chairs/directors of
units whose requests for tenure lines had been postponed to provide a rationale for that postponement.
Prof. Williams affirmed that the Provost did intend to conduct such meetings.
Prof. Tiede asked whether the conditionally approved tenure-line positions had been ranked by pri-
ority. Prof. Williams said CUPP had sorted the conditionally approved positions into three ranked
tiers; the Provost noted that within the list he had circulated the conditionally approved positions
were simply listed in alphabetical order by unit.
Prof. Williams profusely thanked the members of the committee for their extensive and invaluable
service throughout the academic year.
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b. Curriculum Council

Prof. Sultan presented the committee’s written report and profusely thanked the members of the
committee, as well as Julie Lappin and Christine Horner, for their extensive and invaluable service
throughout the academic year.

Course Proposals

Prof. Sultan announced that CC had moments ago approved three course proposals and was now
bringing them forward a vote at the present faculty meeting. All three courses were already listed on
the Fall schedule, albeit without the proposed Gen Ed designations. Those three proposed courses
were:

• ART 175 Let There Be Light (Gen Ed: Arts)
• ACC 216 Professional Issues in Accounting (Gen Ed: W); and
• GRS/HIST 170 Civil Violence in Ancient Greece and Rome (Gen Ed: AV, W).

Prof. Tiede asked why the courses had not been brought forward before the February deadline for new
fall classes, when they could have been given the standard level of care and deliberation that courses
receive from the faculty as a whole. He argued that for CC to approve courses at the last minute and
rush them to a faculty vote without providing faculty with a rationale for their late submission would
set a bad precedent. Prof. Sultan answered that each proposal had a special reason for coming forward
this late: the faculty returned ART 175 CC at the last faculty meeting; CC had sent ACC 216 back
to its authors for revision; and GRS/HIST 170 was developed by an adjunct whose position had only
recently been approved. (Prof. Olson added that this year’s late approval of adjunct hires had also
complicated the proposal for ACC 216, which would be taught by an adjunct.) Prof. Sultan assured
faculty that these cases would not be precedent-setting and that the pattern would not be repeated
in future years. Later, Prof. A. Schultz remarked that while she was sympathetic with Prof. Tiede’s
concern about last-minute additions, faculty must have the flexibility to approve courses at short
notice in these short-staffed times where Gen Ed course seats might fall short of the needed numbers.
Prof. Tiede agreed with her point insofar as it covered late submissions with a robust justification.
Discussion turned to the particular course proposals.

- ART 175: LetThere Be Light
Prof. Sultan said that after ART 175 had been sent back to CC at the April 6 faculty meeting, CC
had re-examined the course in light of written objections the committee had received from some
members of the School of Art faculty. CC voted once again to approve the course for an Arts Gen
Ed credit despite these objections, as they judged it to be an exciting, interdisciplinary course that
met the Arts Gen Ed category criteria and served its goals.
Prof. Estep objected that the course was not appropriate given the School of Art’s current curriculum,
since 175 would be a second photography-based course carrying the Arts Gen Ed designation. She
remarked that the course seemed to her to be more of a Physics class than an Art class. Prof. Strand-
berg replied by discussing the division of labor in the proposed course. The class meetings he led
would approach the subject from fine arts perspective; Prof. deHarak’s presentations would cover the
technical side of the material (e.g., explaining what f-stops are). The final student projects for the
course, Strandberg noted, would be an artistic portfolio. Prof. deHarak added that he saw the pro-
posed course as more of an art course than a physics course; he would be presenting the scientific
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underpinnings for a course that focuses on light as an inspiration for artistic work. The course rep-
resented a blending of the artistic and scientific worlds, he said, but the driving orientiation is art,
with the scientific work presented in service of the art. Prof. Sultan reiterated CC’s judgment that the
proposal addressed the criteria and goals of the Arts Gen Ed. Prof. Estep expressed the concern that
having the course in place would make it even harder to fill existing studio classes, and wondered why
the objectives of this course couldn’t be fit into the existing sequence of studio photography courses.
Prof. Tiede turned to the issue that had sent the course back to CC at the last meeting: Has CC
now ascertained whether the course had in fact been approved by the faculty of the School of Arts?
Prof. Sultan answered that CC had received written objections to the proposal from two faculty
members in Art. Tiede contended that if this was all that CC had received—if they hadn’t received
any assurances that the concern that had sent the proposal back to CC had in fact been addressed
and that the School’s faculty had in fact approved the course—then the proposal was not fit for CC
or faculty approval. The course proposal form submitted requires a signature from the head of a unit
indicating that the faculty in that unit have seen and approved of the proposal. The faculty had sent
the proposal back to CC at the last meeting because it seemed the proposal had in fact not been seen
and approved by the faculty in that unit. Prof. Sultan countered that the language of the form doesn’t
require unanimous approval of the proposing unit’s faculty. Prof. Tiede agreed, but suggested that
the phrase “the faculty members of your department have seen and approved of this request” would
have to require something more than just the approval of the unit’s chair or director. Surely at least
a majority of the unit’s faculty would have to approve in order for the condition on the form to be
satisfied. If all CC had learned since the proposal had been sent back was that two members of the
faculty of the School of Art had objections to the course, then CC had not in fact ascertained whether
the faculty’s concern had been addressed and whether a majority of the School’s faculty had approved
the course. Thus, he argued, the original concern about whether it was appropriate to bring the course
out of CC for a faculty vote would remain in force. Prof. deHarak asked that the body consult the
language of the form directly, and, upon inspection, conceded that Prof. Tiede seemed to be correct
about what the form required; deHarak suggested that he might have been thinking instead of CC
handbook language addressing proposed majors. Prof. Nadeau suggested that perhaps Prof. deHarak
had been thinking of experimental courses, which (unlike new or revised courses) do not require CC
approval at all. Prof. Strandberg pointed out that ART 175 was an experimental course. Prof. Tiede
countered that what was at issue wasn’t approval of the course per se but rather its Gen Ed designation,
which does require CC and faculty approval.
Prof. Thomas returned to the question of fact:Had the faculty of the School of Art seen and approved
the proposed course? Provost Green reported that he had tried to hold a meeting with the School of
Art faculty, but that it was canceled. Dean Duke reiterated that dissenting views from those faculty
had been expressed and forwarded to CC. Prof. Ponce asked whether the School of Art faculty had
actually voted on the proposal. Prof. Sultan said that CC had taken the dissenting views into consid-
eration and had decided the course still deserved Gen Ed approval, but acknowledged that the issue
raised by Prof. Tiede was disinct: Could a course be awarded Gen Ed credit without the approval of
a majority of the faculty in the proposing unit? Prof. Tiede argued once again that the “majority ap-
proval” interpretation of the condition in line 10 of the form was the least demanding of any plausible
construal of that language: It would be absurd to think that “the faculty members of your department
have seen and approved of this request” could be true in a case where all of the faculty in the unit had
seen the course but only the chair/director of the unit had approved it.
Prof. Sheridan argued that the language of line 10 was intractably vague, especially in its use of the
framing clause “The Curriculum council assumes that ….” He suggested that trying to resolve this
question on the floor of the faculty meeting was unproductive, and urged that the question of what
line 10 requires be turned over to next year’s CC.
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Prof. Tiede asked President Wilson to rule the motion from CC out of order on the grounds that
it did not satisfy one of the University’s requirements for Gen Ed approval: viz, the approval of the
faculty members of the proposing unit. He urged that doing so would shore up an important principle
of departmental autonomy: that before CC or the faculty have standing to approve a new or revised
course or a Gen Ed designation, the majority of the faculty from the proposing department must
approve it. DeanDuke asked whether such a point of order would require a vote; Prof. Tiede answered
that the initial decision rested with the President, but that his ruling on the point of order could be
challenged.
Prof. Kooken askedwhether there were any existing precedents thatmight guide a decision in this case.
Is this the first time that the language of line 10 of the course proposal form has proved problematic?
She added that unless the handbook addressed the question decisively, she couldn’t see how themotion
could be ruled out of order. Prof. Sultan averred that in her two tours of duty on CC, the committee
had never doubted or investigated the truth of any of the conditions signed off on in the proposal
form. This was the first occasion where a problem of this sort had emerged. Prof. Ponce suggested
that the present situation didn’t mean that CC should abandon its general policy of trusting faculty
members’ signatures. She noted that the faculty of the School of Music only send proposals to CC
after a majority of the School’s faculty have approved them, and she pointed out a potentially relevant
precedent from earlier in the year: When a course proposal came out of CC in a slightly different
form from what had been approved by the School of Music faculty (due to a clerical error concerning
its number of units), she had requested that the proposal be sent back to CC and the School of Music
in order to resolve the discrepancy. In the end, this process ensured that what CC and the faculty
ultimately approved was identical with what the majority of the School’s faculty had approved.
Prof. Young asked whether the Parliamentarian, Prof. Shallue, might weigh in on the question of
whether themotion was in good order. Prof. Shallue replied that he could not offer an opinion because
the point of order turned on question of fact—whether the course had in fact been approved by the
faculty of the School of Art—to which he did not know the answer.
President Wilson declined to rule the motion out of order, citing his desire to put it before the faculty
and let their vote resolve thematter. He then divided the question, splitting each of the three proposed
courses into separate motions so that each would receive a separate vote.
The course proposal for ART 175 came to a vote. After an initial show of hands for and against,
President Wilson asked those opposed to keep their hands up while he ascertained the count, and
then asked for a show of the ayes again. Themotion passed by a vote of 37-22.

- ACC 216: Professional Issues in Accounting
Prof. Sultan read out the description of the proposed course:

This course is designed to familiarize students with business writing and to develop their
ability to recognize, evaluate, and respond to ethical dilemmas. The course will be discus-
sion based, writing intensive, and will ask students to analyze a wide variety of ethical
situations, apply alternative ethical theories and positions, and take a stance in the truth
seeking conversation.

She noted that the proposal was coming forward without an Analysis of Values designation but with
a Writing Intensive flag—a flag which no Accounting course currently carries, and which the depart-
ment needs.
The proposal for ACC 216 came to a vote, and the motion passed.

4



- GRS/HIST 170: Civil Violence in Ancient Greece and Rome
Prof. Folse observed that this proposed course carried a Writing Intensive but did not list Gateway as
a prerequisite: Can students earn a W-intensive before completing Gateway? Prof. Nadeau pointed
out that this is not a requirement for Writing Intensive courses, and that some current W courses
(e.g., SPAN 280) do not have Gateway as a prerequisite.
The proposal for GRS/HIST 170 came to a vote, and the motion passed.

General Education Task Force

Prof. Sultan noted that there were seven volunteers to stand for election to the General Education
Task Force, and that an on-line election would be held in the coming week.
Prof. Sainsbury read a prepared statement about the aims and advisability of General Education
review. At her request, a copy of those remarks are appended in their entirety to these minutes.¹
Prof. R. Schultz declared that he concurred with everything that Prof. Sainsbury had said.

c. Nominating Committee

Prof. Weis reported that the ballot for the upcoming week’s on-line committee elections was nearly
finalized. He called for nominations from the floor; none were offered. Prof.Myscofski asked whether
the ballot listed continuing members of the committees. Prof. Vicary noted that continuing members
of the Hearing Committee were not yet on the list that had circulated, but promised that they would
list on the official ballot. All other committees’ continuing members were included on the circulated
list.
Prof. Shallue reminded faculty that there had been a failed attempt last year to revoke the requirement
that the number of candidates on committee ballot must be 1.5 times the number of electable slots.
As a result of this “1.5 rule,” Nominating Committee must run multiple, iterated elections, filling
empty slots until the final round, when the total ratio of candidates to vacant slots finally exceeds 1.5.
Prof. Weis joined Prof. Shallue in urging faculty to abolish the requirement. Prof. Tiede agreed that
had been a thorn in the side of Nominating Committee and Parliamentarians for years, and noted
that the abolition of the 1.5 rule would not have any practical effect other than shifting the burden
for finding additional candidates from Nominating Committee to individual faculty members, who
could then nominate those additional candidates from the floor to add to the Committee’s slate.
Prof. Weis profusely thanked the members of the committee for their extensive and invaluable service
throughout the academic year.

d. Promotion and Tenure Committee

Prof. Plath reported that the committee had met several times since the last Faculty Meeting in
executive session to finalize and approve the PAT letters that would go out the following day, April
21. He reminded faculty that PAT’s annual “Making the Case” workshop would be held Wednesday,
April 22, in the Turfler Room.
Prof. Plath profusely thanked the members of the committee, as well as Patti Henderson, for their
extensive and invaluable service throughout the academic year.

¹This is a request to which the present Faculty Secretary will gratefully accede whenever any faculty member cares to
make it.
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e. Faculty Development Committee

Prof. Lehr provided the committee’s written report. Questions were solicited; none came forth.
Prof. Lehr profusely thanked the members of the committee for their extensive and invaluable service
throughout the academic year.

f. Presidential Search Committee

Prof. Young presented the Search Committee’s April 17 reply to the faculty’s motion requesting as-
surances that open fora for the presidential candidates would be held, and that they would be held
during the academic year.
Prof. Tiede registered his disappointment that the committee had not provided the requested assur-
ances. He urged the faculty representatives to the search committee to continue to advocate for open
fora, and he expressed the expectation that if the search did not include such fora the faculty represen-
tatives to the committee would resign in protest. Prof. Young noted that he had sincerely threatened
to resign from the presidential search committee in 1988–89 and said that he suspected that faculty
serving on this search committee were be prepared to resign this time if circumstances warranted. He
noted that the faculty’s motion had been the subject of intense discussion at both search committee
meetings, and that the faculty representatives to the committee were serving as forceful advocates on
their colleagues’ behalf. Moreover, he noted, the search calendar to which the committee had already
agreed would make it possible for the candidates’ campus visits to occur while faculty are on campus.
He expressed hope that this year would see a search that was at least as open as the one that had hired
President Wilson. He urged faculty to let time and diplomacy work rather than prematurely forcing
the issue with the search committee.
Prof. Ponce recalled that the primary argument advanced in favor of a confidential search was that an
open one might diminish the size and quality of the applicant pool by repelling strong candidates who
feared that word of their application would get back to their current institutions. However, the search
committee’s reply to the faculty resolution suggested that the question of the confidentiality of the
final stages of the search was going to be resolved “toward the end of the process.” How, then, could
the committee promise applicants now that the search would be confidential? Prof. Young answered
that the candidates had received no promises concerning the confidentiality of the final stages of the
search. The search up until the finalists’ visits would surely be closed; the extent to which the search
would be then be opened depended upon issues the committee could not yet anticipate. (What if a
terrific candidate refused further consideration unless the search remained closed? )
Prof. Theune, while acknowledging that presidential and provost searches are different in important
respects, reminded faculty of the point that he had made at the previous faculty meeting. Five years
ago, when the provost search committee initially declined to assure faculty that the search would be
open, the faculty voted to insist that it must be. In retrospect, Theune said, opening the search was
the right decision, and the faculty were right to insist on it then rather than trusting in the process.
Prof. Young replied that the committee’s letter in response to the motion showed that the will of the
faculty on this matter had already been clearly heard. Prof. Young suggested that on this point the
difference between the circumstances of a provost search and a presidential search might be crucial;
he regretted that the data in Prof. Thuene and Prof. Tiede’s published research on the openness of
searches had not distinguished between searches at the two levels. Prof. Theune replied that estab-
lished AAUP guidelines on the openness of presidential searches were sufficient to determine how
the search committee should decide this case, no matter what president-search-specific data might
show.
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g. Health Care Advocacy Committee

Prof. West presented the committee’s written report, and provided one further update: the administra-
tion accepted the committee’s recommendation that BAS (Benefit Administrative Systems) become
the sole third party administrator for IWU’s health insurance, effective January 1, 2016. Questions
were solicited; none were offered.

h. Advising and Summer Reading Committee

Prof. Marvin reintroduced the committee’s proposed changes to the First-Year Advising program,
which had been discussed extensively at the previous faculty meeting but which had not then come
to a vote. The committee had agreed to bring the proposal forward again at the request of faculty
who expressed disappointment at not having been able to vote on it at the last meeting. (The proposal
remained unchanged in the interim, so the proposal presently coming forward was precisely the same
as the one discussed at the last meeting.)
Prof. Marvin briefly rehearsed the data and arguments he had presented to faculty two weeks before.
Only 31% of first-year students rate their advising experiences as something less than “Good.” How-
ever, 40% upper-level students retroactively rate their FYA experience as less than “Satisfactory,” and
most rate their experiences with advising in their major quite highly.
Prof. Chapman expressed support for the general idea of moving FYA back into major departments,
but suggested the proposal wasn’t ready because it did not address details that would be crucial for
the smooth and judicious implementation of that move. He reminded faculty that the fall would see
the release of the committee’s substantial report on FYA, which surely better inform the faculty’s
deliberations about how to change the program. Strictly as a procedural question, without intending
to formulate a motion, Prof. Chapman asked whether the proposal might be tabled for a month,
which would effectively defer the proposal until the Fall semester. Parliamentarian Shallue assured
him that such a motion would indeed be possible.
Prof. Sainsbury read written remarks decrying the proposal and its rationale. At her request, these
remarks have also been appended to the minutes.
Prof. Marvin noted that only 15 faculty (of the 30–35 needed) had thus far volunteered for service
as FYA in the fall. Prof. Roesner hypothesized that those numbers could be lower than expected be-
cause some potential volunteers might understandably be waiting to commit to being a FYA until
the faculty decided whether to accept the proposal currently under consideration. She spoke in favor
of the general idea of advising first-year students within their majors, pointing out that many depart-
ments’ faculty are already providing, both formally and informally, extensive and much-needed major-
specific advising to first-year students. Later, Prof. Trout spoke in favor of moving FYA into the major
departments at some point, even if faculty might think it unwise to make that move at present. His
argument echoed Prof. Roesner’s: Majors that are vertically oriented—with a prerequisite-intensive
lattice of required courses—essentially already have a parallel first-year advising program for their ma-
jors. While acknowledging that it might be a burden for many departments to absorb their first-year
students into their current advising load, Trout observed that some departments would no doubt be
happy to take over full advising duties for their majors in order to avoid this redundancy.
Prof. Tiede expressed agreement with Prof. Sainsbury, and endorsed her concerns about the rationale
for change. Students’ reports of (dis)satisfaction with advising ought to be secondary to objectively
measurable assessments of whether our advising programs are serving their primary aims: helping us
to retain students and graduate them on time. Provost Green said that faculty themselves supported
the proposed change. In the course of four conversations about advising models in chairs/directors
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meetings over the last two years, the preponderance of support was behind moving FYA into the
majors. Prof. Myscofski responded that quite a number of chairs present at those discussions had
been opposed to such a change, and that no votes had been held. Prof. Kunce welcomed the idea that
faculty would at some point vote on how to handle first-year advising, but she thought a vote at the
present meeting would be premature. She urged that FYA program revisions ought proceed at a more
deliberate pace and that it should await the findings of the committe’s report. She suggested that the
May Term Advisory Committee’s approach to its recommendations this year could serve as a fine
model for the Advising and Summer Reading Program’s efforts: careful study, protracted discussion,
and revision in light of faculty feedback. Prof. Kunce then tabled the proposal until Fall.
Prof. Anderson encouraged the faculty to profusely thank the Faculty Secretary for his extensive and
invaluable service throughout the academic year.

5. Administrative Reports

a. Provost’s Report

The Provost presented his written report and announcements, including the following updates, urg-
ings, and reminders:

• Please share your views about the upcoming curricular and Gen Ed reviews with the Provost,
and please provide feedback on his remarks in the report about those projects and the things
units might bear in mind as they approach them.

• A group has convened on campus to discuss the work carried out by student employees and
to consider ways in which the work might be made more developmental for them and more
closely tied to experiential learning goals. Some colleagues have agreed to try out the learning
outcomes LEAP (Liberal Education and America’s Promise) guidelines in their supervision of
student workers.

• The University’s intellectual theme for the 2015–16 academic year would be “Nation(s) Di-
vided(?)”.

• More than 25 faculty made contributions to the “All In” campaign.

In Q&A, Prof. Tiede asked whether the Provost intended in the upcoming academic year’s hires to
honor the motion faculty passed in 2011 setting an upper bound for faculty starting salaries. Answer:
Yes.

b. President’s Report

• With 10 days to go before the May 1 student decision deadline, the outlook from Admissions
still looked quite positive; the numbers were still running 10% ahead of the previous year’s
admissions season. The net tuition revenue projection remained within in the target range. In-
ternational deposits had been lagging as of the last Faculty Meeting, but have begun to catch
up to last year’s. MALANA deposits were even with three out of the last four years. Deposits
from students outside of Illinois were significantly ahead of the numbers for the past five years.
Applications from Texas increased from 20 to 50 this year.

• President Wilson profusely thanked the faculty for their extensive and invaluable work through-
out the academic year, including the work on strategic curricular planning, the commitment
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to Gen Ed revision, the review of May Term, the proposal for changes to FYA, the promotion
and tenure of a substantial number of faculty, the work on assessment and on the HLC review,
and FDC’s creation of the new CPD grant category.

Prof. Sainsbury asked whether the University knew the retention rates for MALANA students. Pres-
ident Wilson answered that the rate is indeed tracked each year, and that the retention rate for
MALANA students was comparable to other students. Prov. Green confirmed that remark but added
that the University Council for Diversity breaks the data down across subcategories of race, ethnicity,
and gender, and has noted that while the overall retention numbers track with the student body as a
whole, there has been greater retention variability in subcategories over the years.
Prof. Lutze asked President how things stand with respect to student retention; the last two fall faculty
conferences had focused on retention, and an update would be welcome. Wilson replied that the re-
tention numbers have recovered from the troubling lows that had triggered those faculty conferences,
and he attributed that recovery to the efforts faculty and staff. Speaking from memory, without the
data in front of him, he recalled that rentention this year among first-year students between Fall
and Spring semesters was 97% retention for first year; only 15 first year students didn’t return for
their second semester. Overall, the retention rates appear to have returned to excellent standard of
previous years, which has added to net tuition revenue for the upcoming year and has improved our
financial outlook overall. President Wilson promised to deliver more specific retention numbers at
the Faculty/Staff Breakfast in August.

6. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 p.m.

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