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Meeting of the General Faculty 
January 22, 2018 
 
Before proceeding to the official agenda, President Jensen invited the new President of Student Senate 
(Bob Ladd) and the new Vice President of Student Senate (Gus Castro) to introduce themselves.  Mr. Ladd 
is majoring in Psychology and Economics and Mr. Castro is majoring in Philosophy.  When asked if they 
would like to seek permission to remain for the meeting they [wisely] declined. 

1.  Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 4:09 pm. 

2.  Approval of the Minutes of the 4 December 2017 Meeting 

The minutes were approved by consent. 

3.  Curriculum Council Consent Agenda and Addenda 

The President clarified that the addenda were not part of the consent agenda, but rather proposals to be 
approved later in the meeting.  The Consent Agenda was approved by consent.   

4.  Committee Reports   

a.  CUPP report – Professor M. Criley 

Professor Criley invited questions.  A faculty member drew attention to a recommendation in CUPP's 
December 11, 2017 Resolution Regarding Budget Issues.  There, the Council recommends that, should 
further budget cuts be needed in upcoming years, course releases be scrutinized closely.  The faculty 
member pointed out that some of the releases now granted to chairs and directors are, in a sense, free 
to the university because the course given up by the chair is not reassigned to an adjunct instructor.  
Professor Criley assured the faculty member that CUPP was aware of this situation and that reduction in 
release units was not imminent, but rather a possibility for longer term discussion. 
 
CUPP reported that they were considering (for next year) moving faculty meetings to Wednesdays from 
11:00-1:00 on a trial basis.  This, they indicated, is being considered to reduce conflicts with laboratories, 
child care, and practices.  But, CUPP also acknowledged the history of 11:00 am Wednesday being a 
protected chapel hour.  They invited feedback from the broader faculty.  A faculty member pointed out 
that, contrary to a common misconception, the 11:00 am Wednesday hour is not officially a chapel hour, 
but rather the President's hour. 

b.  Curriculum Council – Professor Theune 

Professor Theune introduced a series of motions concerning changes to majors and minors.  In response 
to a colleague's question, Professor Theune indicated that CC hadn't had any resources concerns related 
to these proposals and hadn't convened the Resource Advisory Group (RAG).  The proposals from 
Educational Studies reduce the need for adjunct instructors and the proposals from Business 
Administration and Marketing are resource neutral.  

The seven motions were presented one at a time and each passed unanimously by a show of hands. 

CC Motion 1: Revise the major sequence in Elementary Education. 
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CC Motion 2: Revise the major sequence in Secondary Education.  

CC Motion 3: Revise concentration areas for Interdisciplinary Educational Studies majors and minors. 

CC Motion 4: Revise Interdisciplinary Educational Studies major.  

CC Motion 5: Revise the Interdisciplinary Educational Studies minor. 

CC Motion 6: Revise Business Administration: Marketing (major with concentration) to Marketing 
major. 

CC Motion 7: Delete Business Administration major and all concentrations; add new Business 
Administration and Marketing Majors. 

Professor Theune indicated that, as CC Chair, he had called a meeting of Resource Advisory Group to 
discuss resource implications of the IWU Experience General Education model that is coming up later in 
the meeting for discussion and a vote.  The Resource Advisory Group did not reach any conclusions, but 
did formulate questions and identify aspects of the model that could be costly including 1.) the Bridge 
course, 2.) some categories ending up with too few courses after faculty situate existing courses into the 
new model and 3.) The Signature experience, which is still an unknown. 

A faculty member asked if it wasn't premature to assess these costs.  Professor Theune suggested that we 
might be able to poll faculty/departments about where they see themselves positioning their courses 
under the proposed model.  A faculty member observed that Bridge courses, unlike our current Writing 
Intensive courses, don't have categories and that this too could contribute to costs.  For some existing 
courses, faculty would need to decide whether to go forward with a Bridge designation, a category 
designation, or a W in the major designation. 

Acknowledging that there is a "chicken and the egg" problem in deciding whether to discuss structure or 
resources first, a member of the General Education Task Force offered that the two-stage vote helps to 
ameliorate this problem.  Some of the resource work can be done between vote 1 and vote 2.  Another 
faculty member thought it important that we hear from the Resource Advisory Group before voting. 

c.  Promotion and Tenure – Professor Davis-Kahl 

Professor Davis-Kahl invited questions on the committee's written report and there were none.  She then 
welcomed Professor Lessen who had joined the committee as a replacement. 

d.  Faculty Development Committee – Professor Brennan 

Professor Brennan welcomed Professor Engen who had joined the committee as a replacement. 

e.  General Education Task Force (GETF) – Professor Simeone 

Professor Chapman moved that we consent to move old business up in the agenda as the tabled motion 
about math proficiency ought to be resolved before the GETF brings the IWU Experience model forward 
for a vote.  Parliamentarian Shallue indicated that reordering of the agenda would require a vote.  A faculty 
member asked that the tabled motion be read before our voting on whether it ought to be moved up in 
the agenda.   Professor Shallue, who had made the motion on 12/4/2017, read the motion: 
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The faculty recommend to the GETF that the IWU Experience model include a requirement of math 
proficiency at the 200-level. 

The faculty voted, by a large majority (show of hands), to move the motion up in the agenda. 

A faculty member asked what proficiency at the 200-level means.  Professor Shallue responded that he 
had made the motion to emphasize the importance of treating categories equally, but he had since 
reconsidered his position on the topic.  Even more important to him now than treating categories equally, 
is keeping the size of the proposed General Education model manageable.   

Professor Shallue moved that the motion be withdrawn, which would require a simple majority vote of 
the faculty.  The motion to withdraw was seconded.  A faculty member noted that without a formal 
reasoning requirement, we will have difficulty preparing students for Phi Beta Kappa eligibility. 

The motion to withdraw the mathematics proficiency motion passed by a large majority (show of hands). 

Professor Simeone reported that the General Education Task Force had considered arranging remote 
voting for the IWU Experience model, but later realized that doing so would be in violation of our rules of 
order. 

Professor Simeone introduced the task force's motion (bold) and a statement from the task force's report 
(italics) that highlights some of its implications. 

 The faculty adopt the IWU Experience core and domain model for IWU’s general education 
 program. 
 

As noted in the December 21 e-mail from the GETF, a “yes” vote on the main motion supports the 
IWU Experience model, including the existing core, domains, and categories—even if a few details 
in the descriptions may be further revised. Since one of the recommendations from the task force 
is that our current program should be updated, a “no” vote indicates a rejection of the domain 
and core structure and thus impels the GETF to develop a new model. 

 
Verbally, Professor Simeone clarified that a yes vote would be a vote for the domain and category concept, 
whereas a no vote would be a rejection of that approach.  He confirmed that the GETF recognizes resource 
analysis as an important part of the process.  Once some clear structure is provisionally adopted by the 
faculty, the Task Force would work with the Resource Advisory Group to identify and address resource 
concerns.  This assessment would occur between the first and second vote. 
 
A faculty member expressed concern that the wording of the motion before us did not adequately express 
the intended two-stage voting process or the qualified nature of the first vote (the model being subject 
to revision).  Faculty expressed further concern about voting on the model prior to resource assessment. 

Professor Chapman suggested revised wording of the GETF's italicized statement to better acknowledge 
that substantive changes may be needed between the first and second vote: 

A “yes” vote on the main motion supports the IWU Experience model, including the existing core, 
domains, and categories even if further revisions may prove to be necessary after resource 
implications have been considered further. 
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It was pointed out that this proposed revision to the clarifying language would not carry much weight and 
that revision would be more effective if it were in the form of an amendment to the motion. 

Associate Dean Sullivan proposed an amendment to the GETF motion and it was seconded.  The added 
phrase is highlighted in yellow: 

The faculty adopt (for the purposes of further evaluation of resource, transfer, and, 
implementation implications) the IWU Experience core and domain model for IWU’s general 
education program. 
 

Faculty expressed concern that the motion still didn’t explicitly acknowledge the revisions that would 
likely be necessary.  Professor Kelahan proposed an amendment to Associate Dean Sullivan's motion and 
this was seconded.  The added words are highlighted in yellow: 
 

The faculty provisionally adopt (for the purposes of further evaluation of resource, transfer, and 
implementation implications) the structure of the IWU Experience core and domain model for 
IWU’s general education program. 
 

Faculty discussed the motion.  The addition of the words "provisionally" and "the structure" passed by a 
show of hands.  Discussion returned to Associate Dean Sullivan's now amended motion: 

The faculty provisionally adopt (for the purposes of further evaluation of resource, transfer, and 
implementation implications) the structure of the IWU Experience core and domain model for 
IWU’s general education program. 
 

Professor Kelahan proposed two further qualifying amendments.  These were seconded and are 
highlighted in yellow below: 

The faculty provisionally adopt (for the purposes of further evaluation of resource, transfer, and 
implementation implications) the structure (as opposed to content) of the IWU Experience core 
and domain model as a candidate for IWU’s general education program. 
 

A faculty member expressed concern that the phrase "as a candidate" dramatically weakens the motion. 
 
Professor Kelahan requested to split her own amendment.  After some discussion, the President agreed 
to split the amendment.  The faculty discussed the first of the amendments: as opposed to content.  After 
a period of time, there was a motion to call the question on the phrase as opposed to content. 
 
The question was called by a show of hands and voting on the phrase as opposed to content proceeded 
by paper ballot.  Adoption of this phrase failed 55 to 33 and was struck from the working motion. 
 

The faculty provisionally adopt (for the purposes of further evaluation of resource, transfer, and 
implementation implications) the structure of the IWU Experience core and domain model as a 
candidate for IWU’s general education program. 

 
The faculty discussed the phrase as a candidate and experimented with phrases that might replace it. 
 
 Professor Kearney brought the following amendment to the amendment forward as a motion: 
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Pending a final vote, the faculty provisionally adopt (for the purposes of further evaluation of 
resource, transfer, and implementation implications) the structure of the IWU Experience core 
and domain model as a candidate for IWU’s general education program. 
 

Discussion followed. 
 

Professor Kearney's Pending a final vote amendment failed by a show of hands. 
 
Professor Kelahan's as a candidate amendment failed by a show of hands. 
 
Discussion of the motion continued: 
 

The faculty provisionally adopt (for the purposes of further evaluation of resource, transfer, and 
implementation implications) the structure of the IWU Experience core and domain model for 
IWU’s general education program. 

 
Professor Shallue moved that we stop revising the motion and call the question at 5:30 – an action that 
would require a two-thirds majority.  The motion passed (75 for 21 against).  Discussion resumed. 
 
A long-serving member of the original GETF argued that IWU Experience model falls short of the shared 
goals we initially had for General Education reform – it doesn't have fewer or simpler requirements, it 
isn’t more flexible, and it isn't more mission centric.   
 
Some faculty became concerned when they realized that the question to called at 5:30 was on the motion 
itself and not on the finalization of its wording.  Professor Ponce exercised faculty privilege to table the 
motion until the next meeting. 
 
f.  Nominating Committee – Professor Cozy 
 
Professor Cozy invited questions on the committee's written report and there were none.  She noted that 
the committee will soon be seeking volunteers to run for next year's committees. 
 
g.  Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee (URAC) – Professor Sheridan 
 
Professor Sheridan remined us that Eckley applications are due February 1 and that information about the 
JWPRC will be distributed soon.  URAC is also working on a repository of Signature Work ideas. 
 
h.  Assessment Committee – Professor Roby 
 
Professor Robey reported that Yearly Action Plans are due Monday, January 29th.  Owing to the late hour 
and complexity of the meeting thus far, Professor Robey briefly highlighted the assessment efforts of the 
Sociology program, but decided to forego a formal presentation of those efforts. 
 
5.  New Business – Concern from Asian Students 
 
Professor Lutze expressed concern that international recruiting, especially from Asia, has been lagging 
relative to past success.  He noted that there will be two significant repercussions if we are not successful 
in this regard: a loss of diversity and a loss of tuition income.  Professor Lutze asked President Jensen to 
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report to the faculty on this concern.  President Jensen acknowledged the concern and responded on two 
levels.  First, he cited a recently released NSF report that describes nation-wide challenges in recruiting 
international students.  On the campus level, he reported that the university had lost an international 
recruiter and was now searching for another one who would be based in China.  He indicated that salaries 
for international recruiters are very competitive and that this has been a challenge to our recruiting one.  
President Jensen affirmed that we value international students and asked any faculty who have 
connections in China to speak up if they have ideas about recruiting a recruiter.  There are currently three 
"live" candidates for this position. 
 
President Jensen indicated that our international recruiting numbers had fluctuated considerably over 
recent years and noted that our previous recruiter had remarked that our rankings [U.S. News etc.] were 
often not high enough to impress Chinese prospective students.   
 
A faculty member asked a follow-up question about what admissions had been doing since October 
regarding international recruiting.  President Jensen replied that we have two people working on 
international recruiting, but one is part time.  Although we don't have anyone based overseas right now, 
these two employees go on recruiting tours [to college fairs etc.] to Vietnam and China.  Provost Brodl 
added that Vice President Hughes welcomes faculty input on international recruiting.  He also 
acknowledged that the international recruiting window for this admissions cycle is drawing to a close 
because of the lead time students need for Visas.   
 
President Jensen compared where we are in international admits this week compared to this week in the 
previous three years. 
 
93 (2015)  
42 (2016) 
101 (2017) 
60 (2018) 
 
Our best year for yield was 2015. 
 
Professor Lutze reported that he had learned today that we have 27 admits from Asia right now, which 
is down considerably and is a deep concern. 
 
6.  Administrative Reports 
 
a.  President Jensen 
 
President Jensen mentioned an Executive Committee of the Board Meeting and a PAC meeting that had 
occurred the previous week.  He described our short-term concerns arising from the small entering class 
and his long-term goal to improve the university's situation through the SIP (Strategic Investment Plan).  
President Jensen referred to a book, Demographics and the Demand for Higher Education by Nathan 
Grawe which paints a challenging picture of the years ahead, especially for recruiting low and middle-
income students.  Families in these income brackets have been having fewer children and preferring 
more-affordable higher education for the children they do have.   But, projections are better for recruiting 
from elite and near-elite families as they continued to have children during recent economic downturns 
and have recovered better from the 2008 recession.  The SIP is about increasing our ability to recruit 
nationally from that pool of prospects.   
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Returning to the short-term revenue problems, President Jensen indicated that the university will need 
to reduce next year's spending by about 1.5 million for next year.  The means by which this will be achieved 
is still under discussion, but some savings have already been realized (healthcare) and some decisions 
have been made.  For example, Gulick Hall will not open in the fall and this will give some short-term 
savings.  Longer term, there are plans to eventually replace Gulick with a new hall that has maker space 
on the ground floor and residential space on the upper floors.  The President affirmed his commitment to 
shared governance and consulting broadly about how to achieve the savings.  He also acknowledged that 
it will be hard to keep a full 1 % raise and 0.5 % retirement increase in next year's budget.  He also stated 
his philosophy that retaining employees is one of his top priorities. 
 
A faculty member asked how it was that in December the President had projected a possible 2.0 million 
in cuts, but now is projecting a less alarming 1.4 - 1.6 million in cuts.  The President indicated that his 
projection is being adjusted to safeguard the university's long-term capacity.   
 
b.  Provost's Report 
 
Provost Brodl noted that he wants to share his ideas for framework that will help us move forward.  But, 
since the crowd is growing thin, he will share this in written format later in the week.  In response to the 
call for First Year Experiences, there will be seven of these next year serving about 105 students.  These 
will be courses coupled with exciting co-curricular student-faculty activities.  He expressed optimism in 
the things we can do to get students excited about IWU.     
 
7.  Announcements 
 
On Friday, February 9th, Professor O'Gorman will give a Faculty Colloquium. 
 
The deadline for Freeman Asia Internships is Monday, Jan 29th.  Letters of reference should be sent to 
internships@iwu.edu and not directly to Professor Amoloza. 
 
8.  Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:58. 
 
************************************************************************************* 
Respectfully submitted, 
Becky Roesner 
Faculty Secretary 
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