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Meeting of the General Faculty 

6 November 2017 

1.  Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 4:07 pm. 

2.  Approval of the Minutes of the 2 October 2017 Meeting 

The minutes were approved by consent. 

3.  Curriculum Council Consent Agenda 

Sociology 340 was removed from the consent agenda by the Sociology Department.  The remainder of 

the consent agenda was approved by consent. 

4.  Committee Reports 

The President requested that the Health Care Advocacy Committee's report be moved to the top of the 

agenda because Associate Vice President Spitz was present as a guest to answer questions. 

A.  HCAC Health Care Advocacy Committee – Prof. M. Criley 

Professor Criley reported that the university's health insurance plans will remain with BAS/Signa for 2018 

because Blue Cross Blue Shield of Illinois (BCBSIL), our intended new administrator, has yet to reach an 

agreement with a major, local health system – OSF.  The advantage of staying with BAS/Signa under these 

circumstances is that we are spared waiting anxiously to see if the stand-off between OSF and BCBSIL is 

resolved.  Unfortunately, we are left with the BAS/Signa challenges that we were hoping to avoid by 

switching to BCBSIL.   

A faculty member noted that it was common for health systems to have prolonged – though usually more 

private – standoffs with insurance companies and asked whether the normalcy of such negotiations was 

taken into consideration before making the decision to revert to BAS/Signa.  Professor Criley indicated 

that the committee was aware that such negotiations were common, but was concerned by the unusually 

public and acrimonious nature of the current OSF-BCBSIL standoff.  EIIA trust, the non-profit insurance 

trust to which IWU belongs, was consulted.  They anticipate that a resolution between OSF and BCBSIL is 

forthcoming, but will likely come at the last hour and thus interfere with normal planning.  The HCAC 

thought it unwise to take chances with our insurance when remaining with BAS/Signa is a viable option. 

Other faculty members asked if IWU can penalize BAS for not processing claims in a timely manner or 

otherwise push them to be better?  V.P. Spitz indicated that the university has done all it can for 1.5 years 

and that several rounds of high-level meetings with BAS and Signa have made things only marginally 

better.  The university's continued disappointment with BAS/Signa's poor stewardship of our plan had 

been the motivation for our switching to BCBSIL.  Professor Criley offered that our nearly leaving 

BAS/Signa may be the best tool we have for achieving better service.  A faculty member asked V. P. Spitz 

whether our contract with BAS specifies a specific turn-around time.  V. P. Spitz replied that they meet 

deadlines, but frequently process claims incorrectly. 

Another thread of questions/comments concerned whether all of OSF Healthcare, or only some of its 

hospitals, was in a stand-off with BCBSIL.  Professor Criley reported that while BCBSIL is minimizing the 
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scope of the dispute – claiming it concerns just a few of the hospitals – OSF asserts that their whole 

organization will stop working with BCBSIL if those few hospitals cannot reach an agreement. 

Another member of HCAC emphasized that staying with BCBSIL was too great a risk.  Even a remote 

possibility of OSF hospitals and physicians being out of network was unacceptable.  And, it wasn't 

reasonable for Human Resources to pursue both tracks in parallel until the end of the year. 

A colleague noted that Carle primary care physicians (Champaign, IL) will not accept Blue Cross Blue Shield 

and that the situation we are witnessing is not unique to OSF. 

The annual benefits fair will occur on November 28th and 29th. 

B.  CUPP – Professor M. Criley 

Professor Criley invited questions on the first three items in the Council's written report.  Receiving none, 

he moved to item four, a motion to change a sentence about searches that appears in section IV.B.4 of 

the Faculty Handbook: 

Proposed changes to Faculty Handbook IV.B.4. “Conduct of Searches” 
Approved by CUPP on October 24, 2017 
For the 06 November 2017 Faculty Meeting 
 
This proposed revision concerns the conditions under which extraordinary circumstances might 
permit an academic unit to forgo a national search to fill a tenure-line position with a specific 
candidate. 
 
Current Language 
 
Suspension of a national search cannot occur without unanimous recommendation by members 
of the Department and approval by the Provost. 
 
Proposed Revision (additional/changed text highlighted) 
 
Suspension of a national search cannot occur without unanimous recommendation by tenure-line 
members of the academic unit (registered through confidential communication between each 
individual member and the Provost) and approval by the Provost. 
 
Rationale for Revisions 

 Search decisions are typically the purview of the tenure-line members of an academic 
unit. 

 Not every academic unit is a “Department.” 

 The requirement of unanimity potentially puts a great deal of pressure on an individual 
member who favors a national search but fears repercussions for exercising their “veto.”  
This is especially salient when the voting member is untenured or the candidate has 
personal connections within the academic unit. 

 
The motion passed unanimously by a show of hands. 

C.  Curriculum Council – Professor Theune 
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There were no questions regarding the written report. 

The chair of Sociology explained why she had removed the Sociology 340 proposal (Social Movements and 

Politics) from the consent agenda.  Having received a helpful question from a colleague, she now wants 

to clarify the course language to distinguish it from a related course in political science.  The faculty voted 

unanimously to allow Sociology to retract the proposal for revision.   

D.  PAT – Professor Davis-Kahl 

There were no questions concerning PAT's written report. 

E.  Faculty Development Committee – Professor Brennan 

There were no questions concerning FDC's written report. 

F.  General Education Task Force – Professor Simeone 

Professor Simeone reported that fifty-five faculty had participated in the Core and Domain work groups 

and that the GETF has received the resulting reports.  The Task Force is aiming to have a written version 

of the revised model in about two weeks.  Professor Simeone highlighted a few of the forthcoming 

revisions.  In the Core, the Perspectives course has been replaced with a Bridge course and reflection has 

been tied to advising.  The "Imagination and Interpretation" domain has become the "Arts, Literature, and 

Intellectual Inquiry" domain and the new category descriptions are more inclusive of the arts.  Additional 

adjustments to Domains were shared and it became clear that the document is changing in response to 

faculty efforts.  Work on Global Citizenship and the language requirement is still underway.  The GETF will 

be meeting with various constituents as it prepares for the December faculty meeting.   

A faculty member thanked the Task Force for giving faculty a voice in the process. 

Another faculty member asked what form the next conversations might take and whether we will see, 

systematically, how the Task Force has responded to colleagues' earlier feedback and reservations.  

Professor Simeone noted that the Task Force had gathered over 200 comments at the Fall Faculty 

Conference and that those had been organized and forwarded to the pop-up workgroups so that concerns 

could be addressed.  He further indicated that both the comments gathered at fall faculty conference and 

the pop-up committee reports are available on the GETF web site. 

Another colleague asked how happy the work groups had been with their ability to solve problems and 

improve their piece of the program.  Professor Simeone acknowledged that experiences were mixed, but 

he and another Task Force member gave several examples of the pop-up committees resolving concerns 

and making progress. 

G.  Nominating Committee – Professor Cozy 

A spring replacement is needed for the Assessment Committee. 

H.  President's Advisory Council – Professor Willis 

A faculty member asked a question about the budget cuts mentioned in the Council's notes; the 

President offered to field the question in his oral report. 

I.  Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee – Professor Sheridan 
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There were no questions concerning the written report.  Professor Sheridan reminded everyone that the 

deadline to nominate a speaker for the 2019 John Wesley Powell Conference is November 13th. 

J.  Assessment Committee – Professor T. Perera 

Professor Perera called attention to the committee's plans for highlighting the assessment efforts of one 

academic unit at each faculty meeting.  He invited volunteers. 

5.  Administrative Reports 

A.  President Jensen 

Noting that there is an annual conflict between the November faculty meeting and an administrative 

conference that Provost Brodl is attending, President Jensen suggested that future November faculty 

meetings might be moved to the second week of November to avoid this conflict. 

President Jensen noted that the tax bills currently being developed by the US House and Senate have 

provisions, including the taxation of university endowments and tuition remission, that are harmful to 

higher education.  He encouraged us to write our senators and congresspersons to express our opinions 

on these issues. 

The remainder of the President's report included reflection on the recent Board of Trustee's meeting and 

his strategic thinking about how the university might best weather this period of lower enrollments.  The 

President thanked faculty for sharing their curricular work with the trustees during the recent BOT 

meeting and spoke more generally of the importance of demystifying the faculty to the trustees and the 

trustees to the faculty.  He noted that the Board's Marketing and Enrollment Committee requested and 

received additional funding from the endowment.  The President acknowledged the enrollment and 

tuition revenue valley ahead of us, which has become deeper because we did not reach our fall 2017 

matriculation target.  The university is working to bridge the gap – and simultaneously pursue the Strategic 

Investment Plan – through a combination of improved recruitment, budget cuts, endowment spending, 

and gifts to the university.  He noted that health care expenses have been down this year, which will 

provide some help.  He emphasized the importance of not damaging our long-term capacity during a 

short-term enrollment valley.  There is a large gap that we will need to fill, in part by conserving, but we 

also need to preserve the strong institution that we are and the university we can become.  We will likely 

have fewer visiting faculty over the next few years.  He noted that we are only three months into the 

Strategic Investment Plan and that we need time for it to work.  

Because there are still many variables for next year, the university has three models for next years' budget 

– one similar to this year's budget and two with significant reductions.  Borrowing a phrase from the 

Eureka College President, Dr. Jamel Santa Cruze Wright, President Jensen suggested that we move 

forward with a "row, sow, and grow" outlook.  He expressed gratitude to LeAnn Hughes and colleagues in 

enrollment and advancement for their efforts and reported having attended our first alumni recruitment 

event hosted by Sundeep Mullangi.  Although it was a small event with four prospective students, their 

parents, and a few alumni, those in attendance were uniformly optimistic about the students 

matriculating.  As Molly Munson-Dryer moves into her new role as Admissions Constituency Relations 

Liaison these efforts will grow. 
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In response to faculty questions about whether retiring faculty will be replaced and who's deciding what 

the university will look like on the other side of the valley, the president remarked that both the character 

of the institution and student demand needed to be factors in reallocating lines.  Input from CUPP, PAC 

and others will be important in shaping the future. When the university is growing it's easy to add lines 

where they are needed, but now the decisions and trade-offs are more difficult.  We have programs that 

are short staffed, and bursting at the seams with students, and we would be doing everyone a disservice 

to disregard those needs.  Our enrollment models show that we are approaching a 10:1 student faculty 

ratio, which is comparable to ratios at Oberlin and Carlton, and not something we can really afford.  

Another faculty member asked if 11:1 was the goal.  The President mentioned that we've been as high as 

12 or 13 and never quite as low as 10.   The decisions aren't just about numbers, but also about providing 

high quality, personalized education to students. 

The president concluded by acknowledging that this is hard time, but that we are all in this doing the right 

things and need to work together. 

6.  Old Business 

There was no old business. 

7.  New Business 

A.  A Proposal Concerning General Education Reform – Professor's Theune and Kelahan 

After thanking the faculty for their time and the multiple generations of the GETF for their work, 

Professors Kelahan and Theune presented a potential motion that had been circulated in advance of the 

meeting:  

To promote student-centeredness, faculty unity, and a healthy deliberative process, the Faculty 
move to direct the General Education Task Force to undertake a comparative analysis of multiple 
models side by side (as opposed to in succession) that engages the full faculty systematically (i.e., 
comprehensive with respect to the desiderata, represented in a way that is easy to understand, 
and maximally accessible) prior to any up or down faculty votes on major curricular changes. 
 

They also shared a deliberation table in which the key features of several General Education models had 
already been compared.  They noted the helpfulness of such a table in weighing trade-offs and pointed 
out that it could be expanded to include other salient features of the models.  This comparative approach 
could help address the concerns some faculty have about our having proceeded through a series of binary 
votes and the deliberative climate that follows from that.  The deliberation table was described as "a 
focusing device… it’s a tool that allows side-by-side comparison.  It makes concrete things that are 
abstract.  It allows us to assess the benefits and trade-offs of each of the models and to discover what 
matters the most among the models." 
 
Before the statement was brought forth as a motion, a concerned faculty member raised both procedural 
and philosophical concerns about it.  Procedurally, the faculty member was concerned that this statement 
contravenes Article 3, Section 7 b of the Faculty Constitution.  Here, the Constitution describes how:  
 

Recommendations concerning subjects within the Council's jurisdiction (which includes general 
education) may be made by any member of the faculty, student body, by department, by schools, 
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or by the President or Provost, and that the Council shall consider such recommendations and 
make a final report or recommendation to the faculty.    
 

The faculty member described how the GETF is a constitutionally appointed extension of CC and thus 
shares in these deliberative responsibilities.  A concern with the forthcoming motion is that it "directs" 
rather than "recommends" action and thereby is in violation of the deliberative process described in the 
constitution.  The faculty member emphasized that: 
 

Such a violation is not simply a question of terminology or wordsmithing.  If this body allows 
itself or any faculty to intrude upon the deliberative processes our committees need to be able 
to pursue, in order to best represent the faculty as a whole, faculty governance is destroyed.  
There is no reason for committees representing the faculty to meet and deliberate if they are 
not given the chance to do so.  But regardless as to whether one views the consequences of this 
resolution to be deleterious to faculty governance, as noted, it is unconstitutional and needs to 
be ruled out of order. 

 
In order to proceed, the presenters revised the motion to obviate the procedural part of the concern: 

To promote student-centeredness, faculty unity, and a healthy deliberative process, the Faculty 
move to recommend that the General Education Task Force to undertake a comparative analysis 
of multiple models side by side (as opposed to in succession) that engages the full faculty 
systematically (i.e., comprehensive with respect to the desiderata, represented in a way that is 
easy to understand, and maximally accessible) prior to any up or down faculty votes on major 
curricular changes. 
 

The motion was made and seconded. 

A vigorous discussion ensued.  Several faculty praised the organized, flexible, and consultative work of the 

task force and expressed a sense that this motion undercuts their work.  Others spoke in favor of the 

motion appreciating the value of studying models side-by-side to ensure that we are doing this important 

work with the best possible information.  The presenters of the motion expressed their concern that 

passing a General Education program that had only weak support, could lead the faculty to disengage 

from General Education.  From that point of view, comparative work would be a check to see if we are 

converging on a model that has broad support.  Others were concerned that the motion would constitute 

a significant step backward. 

At one point during the long discussion, a faculty member moved to call the question.  The faculty voted 

to continue discussion. 

Then, another faculty member called the question and the faculty voted 59 to 12 to suspend the rules 

and continue debate leading to a vote. 

The motion itself failed 54 against, 21 in favor (written ballot).  

8.  Announcements 

The upcoming Eckley lecture has been cancelled. 

America recycles day is November 18th. 
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Faculty were reminded to suggest social justice books for the reading room. 

Professor Amoloza informed faculty that there is a university wide internship rubric (UNIV 397/398) for 

students whose departments don't have an internship rubric. 

A classroom inclusivity workshop is coming up on November 17th and 18th. 

9.  Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:59 pm. 

****************** 

Respectfully submitted, 

Becky Roesner, Faculty Secretary 


