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Draft Minutes of the February 1, 2016 Meeting of the General Faculty for consideration and 

approval at the March 7, 2016 meeting 

1.  Call to Order 

Noting that President Jensen was away meeting with alumni in Arizona, Provost Green called 

the meeting to order at 4:06 pm.  With consent of the faculty, Student Senate President, Lane 

Bennett, was welcomed to the meeting. 

2.  Approval of the January 11, 2016 Minutes  

The minutes of the January 11, 2016 meeting of the General Faculty were approved by consent. 

3.  Curriculum Council Consent Agenda 

This agenda was approved by consent with no items removed. 

4.  CUPP Report 

Professor Weis invited questions about the written report and there were none. 

5.  Curriculum Council (CC) Committee Report 

Professor Sultan reported that CC is still working on a document concerning how departments 

and programs craft Catalog language for courses their students are to take outside of the major.  

We can expect this document to be distributed later along with the February 1st CC minutes.  

Professor Sultan also noted that she had convened the Resource Advisory Group (RAG), which 

includes the Chair and Vice Chair of CC, the Chair and Vice Chair of CUPP, the Provost, the 

Associate Provost, and the Associate Dean.  They met on January 28th and will be meeting 

regularly this semester to discuss the impact of financial challenges on our curriculum.  They 

plan to produce an informative white paper that explains the challenges and outlines a 

philosophy for solving them. 

In reference to CC's written report, Professor Méndez-Carbajo asked for clarification concerning 

the parenthetical phrase "lack thereof" in item III.  With good humor, he suggested that there 

must necessarily always be findings.  Professor Sultan acknowledged misplacement of the 

parenthetical phrase and said that she had intended to convey the idea of problems (or lack 

thereof) in the assessment process. 

III. Gen. Ed. Category Assessment: The Council is evaluating the reports prepared by the 

assessment teams for CSI, FR, and LA. CC is discussing the assessment process (what 

seemed problematic, what worked, etc.) as well as any of the findings (or lack thereof). CC 

will share the reports with the Gen. Ed. Task Force and any other parties as we see fit. 

Returning to the topic of resources, Professor Kooken asked whether the white paper that 

Professor Sultan described could be leading toward a strategic curricular plan.  Professor Sultan 
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confirmed that while the white paper wouldn't be a strategic curricular plan it was intended to 

inform that process. 

Provost Green invited additional questions for CC and Professor Willis asked for clarification 

regarding item I in CC's written report, mention of a new Illinois law that requires public 

universities in the state to accept  for credit Advanced Placement scores of 3.  He wondered if 

we had an option under the law.  Professor Sultan clarified that as a private university we are 

not directly affected by this law.  She explained that the public universities are required to 

accept the credit, but that the law does not dictate how the credit is to be applied toward a 

student's requirements; colleagues at public universities are dealing with those issues now.  The 

law might impact us indirectly in the student recruitment process.  Professor Sultan indicated 

that the topic would be discussed at the March chairs and directors meeting, with Director of 

enrollment Management Murray as guest, and that there would also be a non-org on the topic 

in March.  Dean Duke noted the concerns that 1.) our top cross app institutions, Illinois State 

and University of Illinois, are now required to accept scores of 3 in contrast to IWU accepting 

only scores of 4 and 5, and that 2.) students are applying to college with increasing amounts of 

AP credit that they are eager to apply to their degrees and perhaps shorten their time to 

graduation.  Provost Green commented that if we keep our current practice of accepting only 

4s and 5s, we will need to articulate to parents and students why our policy is in the students' 

best interests.  Provost Green then spoke more generally against waiving pre-requisites that are 

in the best interests of our students' preparation.  Professor Sultan reminded everyone that 

discussions of this important issue would continue over the next couple of months. 

6.  Promotion and Tenure (PAT) Committee Report 

Professor Lehr reported for PAT in Professor Nillas's absence.  He indicated that PAT had met 

six times since the last faculty meeting for the purpose of reviewing cases. 

7.  Faculty Development Committee (FDC) Report 

Professor Kunce invited questions on the committee's written report.  Professor Méndez-

Carbajo posed a question, but not about the report.  He had noticed that FDC is no longer 

reviewing Eckley Fellowship Applications and that the deadline for those applications is now 

earlier.  Having served on FDC when the previous system of review had been established, he 

expressed disappointment that this responsibility was no longer with FDC and that the 

timetable had changed.  Professor Kunce explained that transfer of this responsibility to the 

John Wesley Powell (JWP) research conference committee had been under discussion since last 

spring.  The main rationale is that FDC concerns itself with faculty development and the Eckley 

Fellowships are principally student-centered.  She also explained why the deadline had been 

moved based on FDC's experiences with the review cycle over the last two years.   Professor 

Méndez-Carbajo countered that the faculty involvement in these projects does make them 

appropriate business for FDC and spoke in favor of a later deadline because it gives a student 

and mentor more time in the spring to craft a proposal.  Professor Brennan pointed out that, in 
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the sciences, students apply for off-campus research programs with deadlines that are often in 

early March.  Students want to know the results of their Eckley applications in time to inform 

their decisions about off-campus, summer offers.  Provost Green and Associate Provost Boyd 

confirmed that students had expressed a desire for the now-earlier Eckley application cycle.   

Returning to the topic of who ought to review the Eckley applications, Provost Boyd pointed out 

that up to now we have not had a faculty group that thinks systematically about undergraduate 

research; the John Wesley Powell committee has been focused strictly on the conference.  

Provost Boyd suggested that moving the Eckley Fellowships to the JWP committee consolidates 

efforts focused on undergraduate research and that there is further good work to be done in 

that area.  Next month, he said, there will be a motion to reconfigure the JWP committee into a 

more-comprehensive undergraduate research committee.  Professor Lehr, who had chaired 

FDC last year, reported that two students who had been selected for Eckley Fellowships 

declined them because they had already accepted summer opportunities elsewhere. 

8.  General Education Task Force Report 

Prof A. Schultz invited questions on the written report and alerted the faculty to links that 

would be sent out shortly. 

9.  Assessment Committee Report 

Professor Erlewine Invited questions on the written report and there were none. 

10.  Provost Report 

Provost Green began his report by responding to some items that had appeared in recent CUPP 

minutes.  He acknowledged having received a letter from CUPP Chair Weis about the alcohol 

reimbursement policy.  They have not discussed this yet, but plan to at their next meeting.  

Provost Green also explained that decisions about full-time visitors took a while this year 

because of budget uncertainties; he had been checking individually with Chairs and Directors to 

see if they had other staffing options.  Regarding the decision about how many tenure lines are 

to be filled next year, Provost Green indicated that the new President had wanted a little extra 

time to make that decision.  The decision was made nine days after the published deadline and 

the deadline for Chairs/Directors to submit proposals was correspondingly extended by two 

weeks.  Four tenure track searches have been approved for next year and the proposals are due 

on March 1st. 

Next, Provost Green directed attention to three documents he had attached to his written 

report (Gallup-Purdue Index Report 2014, Gallup-Purdue Index Report 2015, AACU: Step Up & 

Lead for Equity).   

The Provost highlighted compelling data in these documents that validates many of the things 

we do well here, but don't always do consistently.   For example one of the reports correlates 

six simple, positive undergraduate experiences with later career satisfaction and happiness in 

life.  These are experiences that every student here could have, but not all do.  In fact, 
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nationally, only 2.7% of respondents to the survey had all 6 of the experiences.  Provost Green 

urges us to keep these in mind as we work on advising and curricular revision. 

Provost Green indicated that on Friday February 5th, the downstate Illinois chief academic 

officers would be meeting on our campus to discuss issues including MAP grants and mid-term 

HLC (Higher Learning Commission) review. 

On Wednesday February 10th, Charlie Blaich and Kathy Wise from the Center of Inquiry at 

Wabash College will be our guests on campus as assessment experts.  They will meet with 

Student Affairs, the Assessment Committee, CUPP, the General Education Task Force, and 

Chairs/Directors.  They have expertise in higher education and especially with "assessment that 

makes a difference" and working smarter rather than harder. 

Provost Green concluded his remarks by highlighting the Legacy Wall exhibit at Ames library 

which highlights the achievements of the LGBTQ+ community.  The exhibit includes QR codes 

that take the reader to more in-depth information.  Provost Green observed that even 

individuals well informed about the LGBTQ+ community, were finding new and interesting 

information.  He thanked Assistant Dean of Students Damschroder and Professor Anderson for 

their efforts in bringing the exhibit to campus.    

Provost Green invited questions and fielded a detailed one about data in one of the Gallup 

studies. 

Professor Williams asked how many faculty would be retiring/leaving this year compared to the 

four tenure line hires that had been approved and whether we were at a steady state.  Provost 

Green indicated that he was expecting 7-8 retirements by the end of next year, and thus an 

overall decline in tenure-track faculty numbers.  He affirmed his belief that four lines was the 

most liberal the university could be with the current budget. 

11.  Old Business – Advising and Summer Reading Report 

Professor Marvin directed out attention to the written report in the meeting packet.  He also 

mentioned two open forums that had been held the week of January 22 to gather further input 

on the recommendations that had been presented at the January faculty meeting.  The 

committee has received helpful feedback and is working on revising the items that did not 

come to a vote in January.  He moved to return motions 2-10 to committee and Professor 

Shallue seconded the motion.   The motion passed. 

12.  New Business 

Provost Green called on Professor Willis to lead discussion of proposed changes to the Faculty 

Handbook that would allow the Department of Accounting and Financial Services to hire 

candidates with master's degrees rather than PhDs into tenure-track positions.   

[The motion is appended to the end of these minutes.]   
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Citing a significant deficit in the salaries that our PhD accounting and finance faculty earn 

compared to salaries nationally, Professor Willis argued that these changes are needed for 

realistic hiring.  Professor Willis summarized the two proposed handbook changes: the first 

would expressly allow the department of Accounting and Financial Services to hire individuals 

without PhDs into tenure-track positions and the second states that "For the purposes of 

tenure and promotion, the master’s degree can be considered the terminal degree in the 

Department Accounting and Financial Services."  Professor Willis reported having shared the 

overall concept, and especially the second motion, with the Promotion and Tenure Committee 

who had not objected.  Reservations remained, however, among some members of the 

Department of Accounting and Financial Services and, at a divisional colleague's suggestion, 

Professor Willis agreed that this important issue ought to be taken up by the faculty as a whole 

rather than by a handful of faculty.  In that spirit, Professor Willis invited questions from the 

floor.   

First to speak was Professor Sultan who acknowledged the problem of hiring competitively 

against industry and better-paying academic institutions, but indicated that she was very 

nervous about the proposed changes and would not vote for them.  She argued that we ought 

to adhere to our standards regarding the terminal degree and that relaxing those standards 

could be a slippery slope with adverse consequences for the curriculum and student 

recruitment.  She noted that prospective students are looking for faculty to have the terminal 

degrees appropriate to their fields.  Professor Willis then called on Associate Provost Boyd who 

was eager to respond.  He spoke strongly in favor of the proposed handbook changes and 

challenged the slippery slope aspect of Professor Sultan's argument by noting that we are a 

governing body who could and would prevent inappropriate expansion of the currently 

proposed measures.  Not many of our peer institutions offer programs in accounting, Professor 

Boyd asserted, but those who do are hiring accounting and finance faculty at the master's level 

for the reasons Professor Willis articulated.  Associate Provost Boyd also recalled our efforts a 

few years ago to adopt a salary policy that limits inequities across disciplines and noted that 

adherence to that policy now would make hiring quality PhD accountants nearly impossible.  

[Secretary's note: in April 2011, while Professor Boyd was Interim Provost, the faculty adopted 

a Handbook statement that includes the phrase: "the university ought not pay a beginning 

assistant professor a starting salary that exceeds either the median salary for full professors or 

two times the average starting salary in non-market disciplines." Faculty Handbook VI p. 51]  

Based on this policy, the salary that IWU would now offer a PhD, Assistant Professor in 

Accounting would fall in bottom 10% nationally.  Associate Provost Boyd asserted that we 

would only be able to attract the lowest tier of the national applicant pool.  After re-

emphasizing that Professor Willis's proposal to hire master's level accountants is not out of step 

with practices at peer universities, the Associate Provost also noted that we already have 

master's trained colleagues serving the university, often with great distinction, and that this 

proposal is not uncharted territory either for the institution or for the department.  Associate 

Provost Boyd concluded by noting that Accounting and Financial services in one of the areas 
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where we consistently have many students eager to enroll and, that if our concern is the well-

being of the institution, we ought not hamstring their hiring efforts.  Provost Green added that 

among all institutions that are like us in having an accounting program, but not being AACSB 

(Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business) accredited, there was only one PhD hire 

in accounting last year.  Professor Willis added that under current constraints, the Provost 

would offer a starting salary 25-30 thousand dollars lower than the 10th percentile of starting 

salaries reported nationally for last year.  Provost Green clarified that the constraints are the 

Handbook policy mentioned earlier by Associate Provost Boyd.   

Professor N. Kerr acknowledged that she did not know much about the scholarly literature in 

accounting and asked how a master's prepared accountant would be prepared to fulfill the 

scholarship requirements for tenure and advancement.  Professor Kerr posited that part of the 

value of the terminal degree is that it prepares one for conducting and publishing independent 

research.  Using her own field of nursing as an example, Professor Kerr noted that the master's 

degree has a clinical focus, whereas the PhD degree has a research focus.  She inquired about 

the situation in accounting and asked whether master's trained accountants would be held to 

the same standards as PhD accountants in the tenure process.  Professor Willis replied that 

they were not proposing to change the standards and that there would need to be some 

"pulling oneself up by the bootstraps."  Professor Willis suggested that, to a greater degree 

than colleagues with PhDs, newly hired master's faculty may need to spend the first year or two 

of their appointments building research skills.  Professor Kerr asked if the department had 

figured out how they would mentor new faculty.  Professor Willis said that the department had 

talked about the need for mentoring which might include both guiding faculty in the selection 

of research areas and helping them develop research skills.   

Professor Lehr indicated that this same issue arose in PAT's discussion of the motion with the 

conclusion that master's trained faculty have been, and would be, held to the same standards 

of teaching, research, and scholarship as those who have the PhD. 

Professor Shallue commented that if the standards for tenure are the same for all, the 
proposed motion may serve only to shift the staffing challenges from the hiring stage to the 
tenuring stage.  Under the status quo, there are concerns both about failed searches and about 
hiring less-prepared candidates.  And, the concern about potentially under-prepared candidates 
remains if we hire master's-trained faculty.  Professor Boyd countered that the proposed 
motion is in fact a significant improvement over the status quo because the current 
combination of low salary and requiring a PhD is unlikely to yield any candidates and certainly 
not acceptable ones.  He further suggested that if we as a faculty are unwilling to hire master's 
trained accountants, we should revisit the salary policy and give the Provost the ability to offer 
market-based salaries.  At Associate Provost Boyd's request, Professor Willis indicated that a 
median salary for a PhD accounting professor would be $140,000.  [Later in the meeting, this 
was clarified to be a median, academic starting salary.]  Associate Provost Boyd concluded that 
there are multiple ways to resolve the problem, but emphasized that doing nothing and trying 
to hire PhDs under the current constraints would not work.   
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Professor Roesner asked whether, in accounting, there were barriers to publishing and 
presenting at conferences for faculty who do not have the PhD.  Professor Willis replied that 
there ought not be barriers owing to the blind nature of peer review.  Professor Roesner 
acknowledged the anonymous nature of reviewing, but further asked how editors might react.  
There was no further commentary.  Next, Professor Roesner asked if IWU still aspired to AACSB 
(Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business) Accreditation or whether that was now 
deemed unrealistic.  Professor Willis re-directed the question to Provost Green who indicated 
that the accreditation is not currently realistic for our program.   
 
Professor Pana questioned whether the hiring practices for accounting and finance faculty 
ought to be lumped together in this motion as the market pressures may, in fact, be different.  
She recalled a conversation with Provost Green (from several years ago) during which he 
described having less difficulty hiring finance faculty and more difficulty hiring accounting 
faculty at his previous institution.  Professor Pana identified the failure of the current motion to 
address distinctions between the two fields is a source of frustration.  Secondly, Professor Pana 
expressed concern over the way the motion under consideration had been characterized as 
coming from the Department of Accounting and Financial Services.  She stated that this was the 
second attempt to have the faculty vote on a motion that was sent on behalf of the 
Department of Accounting and Financial Services without having the support of the majority of 
faculty members in the department.  A motion with a similar goal was previously submitted to 
and was reviewed by PAT.  In fact, she asserted, the motion was coming from Professor Willis 
and the department had been divided about it.  Professor Pana described how their 
department had discussed this motion during a December 15th meeting after Professor Willis 
had already sent it to PAT for their review.  The December 15th meeting was moderated by 
Provost Green.  Professor Pana indicated that Provost came to the meeting thinking that 
departmental faculty knew about the proposal that had been sent to PAT, but this was not the 
case.  Provost Green mediated a discussion of the proposal.  At the conclusion of the meeting, 
Professor Pana understood that the department had decided to go through a search 
[presumably to test the market] before acting on the proposal.  When, in January, the motion 
was part of the Faculty Meeting packet, it seemed that the December discussion had been 
irrelevant and the agreement had not been honored.  Speaking with a tone of alarm, Professor 
Pana expressed concern and bewilderment that a departmental colleague who had shared her 
opposition to the motion had left campus in recent weeks.  She reported having asked 
departmental faculty about the colleague's whereabouts on more than one occasion, but they 
had deflected her questions suggesting that she talk to the colleague instead.   After Professor 
Pana re-summarized her concerns about the motion coming forward to the faculty without her 
and her colleague's consent, Provost Green responded.  He confirmed that there had been a 
meeting in December and that the department had voted 2 to 2 on the proposal.  Provost 
Green connected the lack of consensus at that meeting to Professor Willis's earlier remarks 
about the department being divided and how he had decided to follow a colleague's advice and 
bring the motion to the general faculty.  Provost Green acknowledged having previously 
discussed there being different market pressures in the fields of accounting and finance, but 
concluded that both fields present significant hiring challenges owing to market-driven salaries.  
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Professor Willis offered that, at present, starting salaries in finance are even higher than those 
in accounting.  Finally, Provost Green assured those present that Professor Pana's colleague has 
not disappeared, but that we need to be respectful of people's privacy.  Conversation returned 
to the motion. 
 
Professor Chapman shared three arguments in favor of the motion.  First, he noted that we 
have had, and still have, master's trained accountants who serve with distinction.  Second, he 
observed that this motion doesn't require the department to hire at the masters level; it simply 
allows them to.  The department can continue to debate.  Finally, he asserted that the 
department is valuable to the institution and that this motion is necessary for their staffing.  
Professor Willis called on Professor Walsh who observed that we hadn't been talking about 
alternatives to tenure-track faculty,  such as clinical faculty without research expectations, who 
might teach four course per semester instead of three, or adjunct faculty.  Professor Pana asked 
who in the department is an active scholar who would provide the mentoring for master's 
trained individual who was hired into the tenure track.  Professor DeHarak asked if the 
$140,000 median starting salary mentioned earlier was for all PhD accountants (any kind of 
employer) or only for new assistant professors.  Professor Willis and Provost Green clarified 
that it was a median starting salary for new PhDs being hired as assistant professors in 2014-
2015.  Professor Brennan noted that postdoctoral work is common in chemistry and biology, 
but that we hire people without it if they are in the position to do the scholarship.  Similarly, a 
hiring committee reviewing master's trained accountants could look for those best prepared for 
research.  Provost Green noted that it's absolutely true, whatever hiring policy, that it is our 
responsibility to identify an individual who is prepared to successfully navigate our promotion 
and tenure system.  Independent of hiring criteria, we should never hire someone who isn't 
prepared to be successful.   
 
Professor Thomas asked what schools were among the peers who are hiring master's trained 
accountants.  Associate Provost Boyd and Provost Green indicated that Gustavus-Adolphus, 
Augustana, Alma, Luther and Washington and Jefferson were some examples.   
 
Professor R. Schultz asked, since we're grouping accounting and finance, to what extent the 
challenges with accounting salaries applied to finance faculty too.  He recalled that over the 
years he's been here, IWU has lost finance faculty owing to salary concerns.    
 
Professor Willis explained that the median starting salary for accounting is in the upper 130s 
and that for finance is 140.  He suggested that Provost Green was correct about these numbers 
varying from year to year.  Provost Green said that the difference was greater a decade ago.   
 
Professor Simeone followed up on whether the motion created, as some had suggested, a false 
dichotomy of choices; he requested some follow-up on the idea of clinical positions.  Professor 
Willis replied that clinical positions are not an option we have right now at the university and 
that he believes many on campus would be opposed to such positions because they do not 
carry tenure and the same guarantee of academic freedom.  Another concern is that in the 
prevailing economic climate, the whole department would likely soon consist of all clinical 
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faculty.  Professor Anderson asked whether a clinical position would carry expectations for 
advising and working with students similar to those operative for tenure-line faculty.  Provost 
Green indicated that the faculty would need to decide on such questions if we added that 
category to our faculty.  When previously thinking about clinical positions, Professor Willis 
estimated that it would take 1.5-2 years to get the faculty to decide if clinical positions were an 
option they wanted to pursue.  Provost Green quipped that the 1.5-2 year estimate was 
optimistic.  Moreover, Professor Willis noted, the outcome of those lengthy deliberations 
would be uncertain.  But if someone wanted to introduce clinical positions we could return to 
the idea.  Professor Anderson inquired about the already heavy advising load in Accounting and 
Financial services and asked how replacing tenure lines with clinical teaching positions would 
impact the situation.  Some discussion of advising as it relates to the organization of clinical 
appointments ensued.    
 
Citing an example at Ohio University, Professor Roesner pointed out that it is possible to have 
tenured instructional faculty.  She advocated for the importance of tenure.  Provost Green also 
identified himself as a strong supporter of tenure, but wanted to go on record that, "at this 
institution it is his hope that a faculty member who does not possess tenure would be 
guaranteed the same protections of academic freedom as those who do." 
 
Professor N. Kerr noted that when she hears the phrase "clinical faculty" she thinks of someone 
who works in a profession and teaches at the same time.  She briefly described how that model 
looks in nursing and asked how it would look in accounting.  Provost Green offered that, as 
Professor Walsh had described earlier, it would be a position focused on teaching, and perhaps 
service, that does not have an expectation of scholarship.  It might have a higher teaching load.  
Professor Kerr asked if it would be tenure track.  Provost Green said that it wouldn't be, but 
assured everyone that someone in this hypothetical position would have the protections 
academic freedom just as junior faculty at this institution, visitors, and adjuncts do now.  
Professor Willis pointed out Professor Roesner's suggestion of an instructional tenure track 
position.  Provost Green cited some examples of peer and aspirant universities who have well-
compensated, long-serving, non-traditional faculty teaching at the introductory level. 
 
Professor Eckhardt asked how large the Accounting program is and what full staffing would look 
like.  Professor Willis replied that there are 150-160 majors.  There are three tenure-line faculty 
and a fourth position authorized.  Financial services has about 60 majors and one tenure-line 
faculty member.  [I was noted during review of the minutes that accounting and financial 
services each also have a full-time visitor.]  Professor Eckhardt asked, with as many majors as 
the department brings in, if the university could afford to continue to hire PhD faculty into this 
area to maintain quality.  Provost Green replied that it would involve making decisions about 
other things we would do without. 
 
Professor DeHarak said that his greatest concern with the motion is the process of getting 
tenure when there is an expectation for research.  It's good that the need for mentoring has 
been recognized, but when a faculty member asked who is there to provide that mentorship, 
there wasn't an answer.  Moreover, Professor DeHarack noted that if there are mentors 
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available, this responsibility will add to someone's workload.  He concluded that the proposal 
needs more development.  
 
Professor Bollivar commented that, considering the department's student-faculty ratio, 
especially as it relates to advising, it would be better to have the line filled.  While mentoring a 
new faculty member would involve some work, sharing the department's broader 
responsibilities with a fourth faculty member ought to be a big help.  Professor Bollivar 
concluded by stating his support for giving the department the option to hire master's trained 
faculty. 
 
Associate Provost Boyd strongly encouraged everyone present to avoid going down the "do 
nothing" path.  Although he recognized the concerns about research and mentorship, he 
expressed a willingness to take a chance on a new way of doing things because the cost of 
doing nothing is high.  The faculty members in that unit are tremendously overburdened.  
 
Professor Pelusi expressed support for the motion and expressed confidence in the 
department's faculty to find the best applicant and in future PAT colleagues to uphold 
standards. 
 
Professor Loitz moved to call the question and the question was called. 
 
Professor Willis moved that we adopt the handbook language and Professor Bollivar seconded.  
Professor Coles asked for a secret ballot. 
 
While ballots were being counted Professor Shallue moved that we modify the minutes 

(January and February) and the website to reflect that this is Professor Willis's motion and not a 

motion from Accounting and Financial Services. 

Associate Dean Duke asked Professors Willis and Olsen whether Professor Olsen should also be 

included as a sponsor of the motion and a brief discussion ensued.  Professors Olsen and Willis 

were indifferent, so, following Professor Shallue's original suggestion, the motion was 

attributed to Professor Willis, as he had presented the proposal.  

Professor Shallue's motion was seconded and passed. 

Announcement of upcoming events were made as ballot counting continued. 

Professor Willis's motion passed: 48 for; 21 opposed; 3 abstentions 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:21. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Becky Roesner 

Faculty Secretary 
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******************************** 

Faculty Handbook Proposal  
New Business: 
Credential requirements for faculty in the Department of Accounting and Financial Services: 
 
Add the following underlined changes to the current language for Chapter IV B. 2 for Tenure 
Track Appointments: 
 

At minimum, candidates for original full-time appointment in the College of Liberal Arts 
and the School of Nursing (except for the Department of Accounting and Financial 
Services and in other exceptional circumstances) must be candidates for an earned 
doctorate with substantial progress toward completion of the degree. Candidates where 
a doctorate is required who have not completed the requirements for a doctoral degree 
at the time of appointment shall be hired at the instructor level. 

 
Add the following underlined changes to the language for Chapter IV. C. 1.c. for Completion of 
Professional Education and Training: 
 

To be eligible for tenure, faculty members in the College of Liberal Arts or School of 
Nursing must have the earned doctorate in the appropriate discipline except in the rare 
circumstances where substantial evidence of equivalent professional ability and 
experience is clearly demonstrable.  For the purposes of tenure and promotion, the 
master’s degree can be considered the terminal degree in the Department Accounting 
and Financial Services.  Faculty members in the professional schools of Art, Theatre Arts, 
and Music and library faculty must have completed the appropriate terminal degree 
and/or whatever special preparation is normally specified as necessary by the 
profession. 
 

 

https://www.iwu.edu/provost/2015/Fac_Handbk_Proposal_2_16.pdf#page=2
https://www.iwu.edu/provost/2015/Fac_Handbk_Proposal_2_16.pdf#page=2

