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#3 

INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2015-2016 

October 15, 2015 

3:30pm, Holmstedt 103 

Final Minutes 

Members Present: A. Anderson, C. Ball, K. Berlin, L. Brown, B. Bunnett, J. Conant, B. 

Corcoran, E. Gallatin, R. Guell, D. Hantzis, M. Harmon, T. Hawkins, J. Kinne, A. Kummerow, I. 

Land, K. Lee, C. MacDonald, S. McCaskey, C. Paterson, J. Pommier, V. Sheets, E. Southard, S. 

Stofferahn, H. Tapley, K. Bolinger, K. Bolinskey, P. Bro, T. Foster, N. Goswami, E. Hampton, 

S. Lamb, D. Malooley, M. Schafer 

Members Absent: J. Kuhlman 

Ex-Officio Present: D. Bradley 

Ex-Officio Absent: M. Licari 

Guests: C. Hanson, R. Fitch, D. Underwood 

1) Memorial Resolution: Frances Kepner 

a) Vote to approve: 33-0-0 

b) Frances Reece Kepner, of Pasadena, California, formerly of Terre Haute, passed away on 

July 31, 2015 at the age of 96. Frances Reece Kepner, was born in Cayuga, Indiana on 

December 20, 1919.  The youngest daughter of Indiana State graduates Raymond and 

Clara Applegate Reece, Kepner attended the Indiana State Lab School and later enrolled 

in the university (then Indiana State Teachers College), where her father served for 30 

years as a professor of history, and where she earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in 1941.   

  

Mrs. Kepner then earned undergraduate and graduate degrees in library science from the 

University of Michigan and worked as a manuscripts librarian at Michigan's prestigious 

William L. Clements Library of American History in 1944, where she catalogued rare 

original papers from the Colonial and Revolutionary War periods.  

 

When her husband enrolled at The Ohio State University following World War II, she 

joined him in moving to Trumbull County, Ohio, where they worked to restore a small, 

neglected family farm. When a car crash left her husband paralyzed, Kepner put her 

career on hold to serve as his caregiver while raising the couple's two young sons and 



2 
 

managing the farm. She returned to academia as head librarian at Thiel College in 

Pennsylvania. 

 

Frances Kepner came to ISU (Indiana State College) in 1963 and worked as Head of the 

Cataloging department in the library in Normal Hall.  She served in that role until July of 

1973.  Mrs. Kepner was instrumental in the move from Normal Hall to the current 

building in 1973.   She was in charge of cataloging Special and Rare collections and was 

responsible for that collection during the library’s transition from AACR (Anglo 

American Cataloging Rules) to AACR2.  She made sure that all the changes made to the 

cataloging cards were in proper order.  Her dedication to the correct use of those 

cataloging rules for Special Collections materials provided the underpinnings for 

thousands of records available today in ISU Library’s online catalog. 

 

In 1971, the university recognized librarians as having faculty status. 

Mrs. Kepner retired from ISU’s Cunningham Memorial Library in 1985, then moved to 

Pasadena, California, in 1992 and served as a volunteer at the Huntington Library and 

Gardens for many years. 

 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate of Indiana State University 

express to her family its sincere sympathy and condolences, and it further express its 

appreciation for the years of service and dedication to the library profession, Cunningham 

Memorial Library, and the University. 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this testimonial be placed in the minutes of the 

Faculty Senate and that a copy be transmitted to her family. 

 

2) Administrative Reports: 

a) D. Bradley: Our Sesquicentennial Era celebration begins tonight with a Gala for all who 

wish to attend. The event has raised in excess of $200,000 for need-based scholarships. 

Tonight will also be the unveiling of the Normal Hall dome. You are all invited to the 

rededication tomorrow at 10:15 am. I was just there, and it is just magnificent. The work 

that we have been able to do with Normal Hall is absolutely stunning, even surpassing 

Federal Hall. We should be able to use it for a very long time. 

b) It’s Homecoming week. We will have many distinguished alumni who should have been 

acknowledged a long time ago visiting our campus. I hope you come out to Tent City and 

the parade on Saturday. And, of course, the football game.  

c) Last week, I visited with the Indiana Economic Development Commission as part of the 

team that submitted a regional proposal for redevelopment. Vigo, Sullivan, and Knox 

counties have come together on a project designed to enhance the quality of life in the 

region. One aspect would be the remodeling and repurposing of the ICON building on the 
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river to be a shared work space and a somewhat high-end residential unit. Ivy Tech and 

St. Mary-of-the-Woods College are also participating.  

d) We are deep into discussions with architects regarding the addition to the Arena building. 

We expect that the design will be complete in the spring. Bidding will be done in early 

summer, and then we will move toward construction. The move-in date is probably 

January 2018. After that, we will move people out of the existing building and complete 

the rest of the remodel.  

e) We hope to have an agreement with the city and county for the Hulman Center project in 

the next few weeks. We will hire an architect and then go to the state with a proposal on 

how to pay our share of the costs.  

f) Provost M. Licari: None 

 

3) Chair Report: C. MacDonald  

a) I was hoping to introduce our new Temporary Faculty advocate, Malissa Muyumba, but 

she has been assigned to teach an eight-week course at this time. Hopefully we will see 

her at Senate meetings in the spring. She will be attending FAC meetings.  

b) We now have a Faculty Senate office e-mail. We also have a Faculty Senate Qualtrics 

account. As we transition people in and out of leadership roles, this will help us preserve 

information and communications. I am delighted to have been able to facilitate those 

changes for us.  

c) I wanted to bring you up to date on the constitutional measures sent to the faculty for 

approval. Both passed. The University College language vote was 299-18, and the change 

in the term of service for the Executive Committee was approved by 311-14. We also met 

the 40% quorum requirement.  

d) M. Licari did ask me to share with you all that the Strategic Plan 2016 website is up and 

can be found at www.indstate.edu/strategicplan. There is a tab for 2016. Committee 

membership lists and schedules for meetings throughout the entire academic year can be 

found there. It is an outline now, but more information will be posted as the 

subcommittees complete their work. If you are interested in volunteering, Mike would 

love to know.  We need participation and input from the faculty.  We are about shared 

governance here. 

e) In other good news, most of the faculty completed their It’s On Blue training. 

i) D. Bradley: We are close to 100% participation. Only one or two did not complete it.  

ii) C. MacDonald: Congratulations and good job.  

 

4) Support Staff Report: None.  

 

5) SGA Report: None.  

 

6) Temporary Faculty Advocate:  None.  
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7) Approval of September 17, 2015 Minutes   

a) Motion to approve (S. Anderson, C. Paterson) Vote: 26-0-7  

 

8) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion  

a)  R. Guell: I noted this discussion in the Executive Committee minutes that were 

distributed earlier, but I would like to bring it up again in the President’s presence. 

Outside we have Brother Jed and his band of preachers and their constitutionally 

protected speech. Some of this seems to be in direct violation of what we just learned in 

our It’s On Blue training. For example, let me note their fixation on Leviticus. They will 

preach that not only is homosexuality a sin but that a specific student who engages Jed—

or simply walks by—is such a sinner. If I, as a faculty member, were to do that to a 

student, I would be in violation of the Faculty Handbook. If a student were to do that to 

another student, they would be in violation of the Student Code. Why do guests have 

more free-speech rights on campus than we do? 

i) D. Bradley: That is a good question. Attorneys are thinking about that. N. Rogers is 

working on a code of conduct for campus visitors. Whether we can enforce it or not is 

a different question. It is about being a part of our community or not. There is a 

difference. But, I sympathize strongly with your comments. I hope I can find an 

attorney who can find a way for us to enforce a code of conduct. In the meantime, I 

am looking for half a dozen spots where we can put them so we don’t have to endure 

their presence multiple times in a row. I have been told these people do not like to 

endure cold weather, so we will probably have lots of time to come up with a strategy 

before the spring. I’m not sure if you noticed, but our students responded in a very 

healthy way a few days ago with their slogan, “Sycamores don’t hate.” They actually 

had Post-It notes around campus. That response is more effective than engaging them. 

It’s unfortunate that he lives in Terre Haute and gives us extra attention.  

ii) M. Harmon: If he’s calling people “gay” and it’s not true, its slander. If so, can’t we 

spend $5,000 to hire an attorney and sue him?  

iii) D. Bradley: I’m sure that would be considered an improper use of state funds. But, I’d 

contribute. 

b) D. Hantzis: I would like to raise a question that I hope the Senate will take up for further 

response.  In the past two years we have seen an increase in the number of courses taught 

in an intensive or accelerated time-line during the traditional fall and spring terms.  

Several Foundational Studies courses and a few others are now routinely scheduled as 8 

week or 10 week classes.  As I understand it, the circumstance that prompted this 

variation in class scheduling was the need for courses students could enter into when 

exiting from another course after the add period and thereby protect their full-time status 

and required yearly progress in accumulating hours.  As with many initiatives and, I 

believe, with class scheduling practices, this innovation was not implemented in a way 
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that recognized its full beneficial potential.  During my ACE Fellowship, I observed 

NKU’s President’s and Provost’s actions in consultation with the full faculty to solve the 

“good” problem of big increases in enrollment with no increase in space.  The response 

was to work with faculty to maximize the use of accelerated courses for the benefit of 

students and faculty.  Faculty were supported to transform syllabi, which were 

appropriately reviewed by peers, and given the opportunity to teach accelerated courses 

strategically to create flexibility in their schedules, which supported other work needs, 

including work-life issues.  A faculty member could teach multiple 8 week courses in one 

term to meet their annual course load or reduce their load the next term.  These options 

benefited faculty work in scholarship, community engagement, service, professional 

development, and work-life balance.  Decisions were guided by curricular plans and 

benefit to faculty and students.   Students benefitted not only from class availability 

created by shorter session classes.  They were encouraged to choose class start times 

based on other academic and work-life demands and guided through exits and entries to 

benefit success in a term.  Highly motivated and successful students were allowed to 

exceed what had been the maximum number of hours in a term by “stacking” 8 week 

courses, without fee penalty.  In other words, the particular solution chosen to respond to 

space-stress created means to re-imagine faculty work and student progress all fully 

informed by faculty through shared governance.   

c) D. Hantzis: As we see the traditional class time schedule randomly abandoned, e.g., 

classes offered MW across two time periods or classes not meeting every session because 

the temporary faculty member can’t be on campus MWF, shifts to hybrid pedagogy to 

accommodate larger enrollment by shifting students between face-to-face and online 

class sessions, and increasing versions of accelerated courses, it is clear that innovations 

in the class schedule are being pursued.  It seems also clear that such practices are 

happening without a strategic vision engaging faculty and students in a way that could 

maximize the good outcomes of such practices beyond solving an instrumental or single 

“problem.” 

i) D. Bradley: I don’t disagree with anything you just said, other than to say that the big 

driver for eight-week courses is online. We are told by people in the business that you 

need six terms in the year to meet the market. We’re going to have to be innovative. 

While space is not tight right now, hopefully it will be in the future as we grow.  

d) S. Lamb: Did I hear we are going to replace the workout equipment in the Student 

Recreation Center? 

i) D. Bradley: I think as the equipment wears out they replace them. 

e) R. Guell: The Advising Taskforce report was presented to standing committees for their 

perusal with instructions that gutted the meaningfulness of the report.  For those of you 

who have yet to read it, it is an excellent report that recommends that we go to intentional 

placement of advisees with commensurate compensation to faculty, either money or a 

reduced workload. The most important recommendation that comes out of that report has 
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already been given the thumbs down by the administration. Am I reading that correctly? 

And if I am, why can’t we debate it? 

i) D. Bradley: The central recommendation is that faculty no longer do advising?  

ii) R. Guell: No. There should be intentionality of assignment of advisers and 

appropriate compensation to those faculty members who do it and do it well, rather 

than simply burdening the faculty who are good at it and creating more work.  

iii) D. Bradley: I have not received a copy of the report so I have not read it. My 

understanding is that it requires hiring a significant amount of people 

iv) R. Guell: No, it recommends hiring a very small number of clerical staff at a low cost. 

This is entirely because the MySam advising platform does not do what you and 

others said it would. It is too labor-intensive and dull. The recommendation was to 

hire a clerical staff to do that work. You would then have a high-quality advisor do 

other work and provide monetary compensation or course releases. 

v) D. Bradley: M. Licari is not here, but I can say that everything is open for discussion. 

Keep in mind that this is a resource-bound institution.  

vi) C. MacDonald: I will send the report to you. The provost said it was very unlikely 

that $1 million would be forthcoming. 

vii) D. Bradley: The problem is where would that $1 million come from? And every year 

going forward? I’m happy to have the discussion. 

viii) D. Hantzis: This charge came to SAC. Whatever we recommend has to cost 

nothing. We are flummoxed at how to do that. Can we have a discussion about the 

reallocation of resources?  

ix) C. MacDonald: I do think R. Guell’s frustration is shared by all of us. I sent this 

charge, I’m responsible for it, and I don’t know what to do with it either. We need to 

have some more discussion. Perhaps this can be the focus at next week’s informal 

meeting of Exec.  

x) S. Lamb: On so many initiatives the faculty has stepped forward. I am awed at how 

you have swayed the faculty to do your bidding. It has been very productive. But, 

trying to get faculty to master MySam in their long-term advising effort is so 

counterproductive. We have one faculty member in Business who has mastered it. 

But they all speak of the time that is involved. And, if they don’t keep at it on a daily 

basis the knowledge goes away. We have such productive faculty members who 

never turn down administrative assignments in their lives who are saying please let’s 

move away from this. This is one onerous burden. If it is removed it will lift our 

spirits. 

 

9) FAC items: 

a) University–wide Faculty Awards:  
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i) Motion to approve changes to the language regarding the Distinguished Teaching 

Award and the Faculty Distinguished Service Award (C. Paterson, E. Hampton) Vote: 

21-12-0  

ii) R. Guell: Let me fill you in on the context for these motions. In 2001, a motion came 

to Senate to make the Caleb Mills a one-time award. It was approved but never made 

it into the Handbook. Policy statements are held in Academic Affairs. Last year, 

someone was nominated who had previously won. The committee made a judgment 

and did not award the Caleb Mills a second time to this nominee. But it brought the 

issue to the Executive Committee. This left us with two choices: to send a charge to 

FAC in 2015 to reconsider the issue or simply to put into the Handbook the language 

that had passed fourteen years ago. The Executive Committee decided to have FAC 

reexamine it. FAC took the question and brought it together with another about the 

eligibility of instructors. Would it be appropriate to make senior instructors eligible to 

win the Caleb Mills award? This motion does those two substantives things. It also 

clarifies the composition of the award committees to make them more similar. And, it 

also allows for the service award to be won more than once. This has not been 

prohibited. But, it had not been considered a possibility until recently. When 

considering second-time winners, we had two places to go: a relatively complicated 

task of writing a higher standard or a simple task of putting in a time frame. We chose 

the simpler task. 

iii) K. Bolinger: Last year didn’t we vote down the senior instructor?  

iv) R. Guell: No, the senior instructor is in 305. What happened last year at Senate had to 

do with the review process in the sixth year. 

v) L. Brown: I like the idea of allowing senior instructors to be eligible for the Caleb 

Mills award. I’m not keen on the idea of awarding it to the same person more than 

once. If someone is an excellent teacher, I don’t see the point of honoring someone 

twice for that excellent teaching. If we need to be recognized again, there are 

alternative ways.  

vi) C. MacDonald: I could argue that one might win the award early and then later in a 

career after doing many things differently. This evolution of teaching and continued 

effort would be worth recognition. 

vii) R. Guell: L. Eberman won at age thirty-three and six months, thereby beating my 

record. If either of us reaches eighty, it’s likely we will be doing different things.  

viii) L. Brown: Could we make the time frame longer? Perhaps change it to twenty 

years?  

ix) E. Hampton: There are two different issues here. Do we have to consider the senior 

instructors with the time frames?  

x) R. Guell: Are you suggesting you wish to amend the motion? 

xi) L. Brown: I would like to strike some language in the Caleb Mills, not the service 

award. Specifically, strike the last sentence in 380.1.2: “faculty who have been 
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selected previously are not eligible for nomination prior to ten (10) years from their 

most recent selection.” Motion to amend (E. Southard, E. Hampton) Vote: 15-17-0 

xii) S. Lamb: I wish to argue against this. I know of an instructor who, when he first came 

here, was most deserving of the Caleb Mills. He was conscientious, innovative, and 

cared greatly for students. Five-years later his persona had completely changed. 

Adaptation has to take place with technology and the issues new students face. I do 

think an individual could easily deserve to be recognized more than once.  

xiii) D. Bradley: I speak in favor of senior instructors being eligible. The ten years is 

sufficient, but I think it comes down to whether we view this as a title, i.e., when you 

win it you are forever a Caleb Mills fellow and have the rights to use it forever, or an 

award. 

xiv) R. Guell: It’s not a title, and it doesn’t go in your base. 

xv) C. MacDonald: It is a point-in-time award and not a title.  

xvi) N. Goswami: Does the Handbook mandate that the university can only have a 

certain percentage of adjunct faculty, and has the university violated its own 

Handbook? 

xvii) R. Guell: It is “should” language not “shall” language. We put it in 305 last year 

as a 70-15-15 mix. 70% FTEs are tenured/tenure-track, 15% are instructors, and 15% 

are lecturers. That is where we are with FTE bodies. In terms of instructional and 

credit hours, we fell below 70% of TTT faculty.  

xviii) N. Goswami: My worry is that universities are willing to give certain carrots to 

their faculty rather than tenure-track jobs. The Biennial Review is pitting people 

against each other who can’t be compared fairly. While all of us should respect what 

our adjunct and temporary faculty go through, this is a way to dissimulate and deflect 

our conversations.  

xix) C. MacDonald: How we deal with instructors in the Biennial Review is on my list 

for the next revision. 

xx) T. Hawkins: I believe that the ten-year limit is more than adequate. These cases will 

be rare, and we should allow for that rare possibility.  

b) Temporary Faculty Advocate: 

i) Motion to approve new Handbook language for the Temporary Faculty Advocate (D. 

Hantzis, M. Harmon) Vote:  32-0-0 

ii) R. Guell: For a long time, those represented by the TFA have had almost no say in the 

choice of their representative. For several years it was S. Hoffman. When she was 

done, M. Morahn took over. We said last year that we needed to give a voice to the 

temporary faculty in choosing their own Advocate. We cannot have a vote of the 

temporary faculty because they are not recognized in the Handbook as “voting 

faculty”. It is almost impossible to redefine the ability to vote without screwing up 

other issues. We’ve come up with a mechanism to maximum faculty input: a 
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nomination period, the potential for interviews by Exec, and a final assignment by the 

Provost. The compensation is the same as it has been.  

iii) C. MacDonald: I failed to mention that the Executive Committee made a minor 

change to the document you received regarding the Roles of the Officers of the 

Senate.  

iv) K. Bolinger: I do applaud the effort to make it more democratic and increase the 

participation of their peers. What’s the rationale for requiring the vetting by the 

Executive Committee then the Provost? The last Provost said this was his 

appointment to make. 

v) R. Guell: A complication is the spring teaching appointment. The preferred candidate 

will be available in fall and spring. Someone has to make the choice.  

vi) K. Bolinger: Did they consider a popular vote with the caveat that candidates must be 

eligible? 

vii) R. Guell: Again, that goes back to the issue of what is a “vote”? There are differences 

between instructors. How do you strip out the language in 245 and 246?  

viii) K. Bolinger: Are you going to weight their vote on how much of a temporary 

faculty they are?  

ix) B. Guell: That is valid. That’s why it’s a survey, not a vote. The temporary faculty 

accept that it does not bind Exec. 

x) S. Lamb: I know when this whole process started there was fear expressed by the 

Provost’s office. They wanted it for control purposes.  

xi) D. Hantzis: I do think that we may at some point consider granting voting rights to 

Lecturers. Until then, this selection process is an incredible improvement. When L. 

Henson was selected, we learned that Lecturers to a large extent did not know they 

had representation. Dr. Henson contacted all Lecturers through the Senate Blackboard 

site and scheduled a meeting with them; she heard from many Lecturers via email, 

questioning the position and process. I appreciate that the representative is 

compensated. Lecturers do not have an organization like we do or like Staff Council, 

so it makes sense, for now, that the Provost makes the selection. K. Bolinger 

suggested we make the selection in the spring, but that would eliminate the largest 

number of Lecturers, given the instability of the fall/spring Lecturer hires. There’s a 

lot of instability, it’s a very complex issue.   

xii) R. Guell: The dollar amount is parallel to the compensation in terms of workload.  

xiii) C. MacDonald: We should pay our lecturers more.  

xiv) R. Guell: For the record, it’s equal to the vice chair of the Senate.  

xv) K. Bolinger: I do plan to support this, I thinks it’s better than what we’ve got. I would 

like Exec or FAC to review the language. It bothers me that we can’t find a way for 

the TFA to be elected or selected by their peers. Maybe they can revisit that double 

vetting.  
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xvi) C. MacDonald: there are not many people rushing to do this job. After sending 

out the call this year, we had three nominees. One withdrew. This is adequate to our 

situation.  

 

10) GC item: 

a) Motion to approve the change of timing for the Dreiser Award (T. Hawkins, A. 

Anderson) Vote: 32-0-0 

b) D. Underwood: Good afternoon, I’m here to represent Graduate Council this afternoon. 

We are asking for your support to revise the language of the Dreiser award. Now, 

nominations are due by January 20, and we are proposing to change that to December 1. 

Having nominations in by December 1 gives nominees more time to put their materials 

together. It will give the review committee more time, too. People submit manuscripts 

and books. It’s labor intensive to review those materials. Now we have only five weeks 

from when materials are due to make the decision.  

c) C. MacDonald: This change will be active next year. It won’t go to the Board until 

December. 

 

11) CAAC item: 

a) Motion to approve change to CAPS manual (T. Hawkins, A. Anderson) Vote: 32-0-0 

b) L. Brown: This is change in the language. CAAC had to review the programs, in 

particular to look at programs that were longer than 72 hours. If they were, they were 

asked to provide a three-year completion plan. Could the major be completed in three 

years if students chose to change their major in the sophomore year? It says that CAAC 

will give extra scrutiny to those who have more than 71 hours in the major.  

c) D. Hantzis: Am I correct that by voting for this that undergraduate majors should be no 

more than 80 hours? And, in counting those hours we will not count uncompleted upper-

level requirements and electives? I just wanted to be clear. We are not enforcing the 71. 

d) C. MacDonald: We are changing the way we count.  

e) L. Brown: It is not a  “shall” but a  “should”. If a major is in excess, they will have to 

explain.  

f) R. Guell: This codifies the FS UDIE language. Last year, CAAC did a thorough review 

of all of those who need exceptions. We would like to make permanent in the CAAC 

manual what was true as of last year. 

g) S. Lamb: I would like to credit the work of D. Malooley.  

h) R. Guell: The last sentence…is there no way at the review stage of a program that is in 

violation for CAAC to question the legitimacy of any exceptions when they come 

forward with a credit-neutral change in their program? It seems to me that we don’t want 

to give exceptions a level of permanence that they should not have. I have no alternative 

language. Does CAAC have the authority at this point to reach into the curriculum in a 

department without the department putting something forward?  
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i) A. Anderson: We couldn’t demand a change. We could look if a charge was put forward.  

j) C. MacDonald: All departments were looked at this way. They couldn’t enforce much, 

but they could engage in conversation.  

k) D. Hantzis: I think R. Guell’s point is taken. If these programs are seeking additional 

changes, it doesn’t actually preclude any other changes. We have enough authority to 

move forward. 

l) C. MacDonald: What would we like to do? 

m) S. Lamb: Leave it.  

 

12) Proposal regarding BA/BS degrees in CAS  

a) Motion to Approve CAS Proposal (A. Anderson, V. Sheets) Vote: 28-2-3  

b) C. Hanson: Currently the only difference between the BA and BS is twelve hours of 

foreign language. This has led to an odd situation in the College of Arts and Sciences. 

The default degree is the BS because no one wants to take twelve credits in foreign 

language. We are seeking to amend the catalog language and eliminate this wording. We 

now intend to let departments make the call. There still is a level of oversight. All 

proposals go through the normal curricular channels. 

c) D. Hantzis: I was surprised to learn that the University doesn’t have a definition for these 

degrees. I supported it at Executive Committee. However, the degree is granted by the 

university, not the department or college. It seems that Arts and Sciences has the 

authority to ask for this because the University has not assumed the responsibility.  

d) C. MacDonald: I did go back to at least the mid-90s. I did not find any university 

policies. When I first heard about this, I thought this should be a university-wide policy. I 

don’t want to be the one to choose what type of degree should be awarded for 

Economics. 

e) D. Hantzis: Are we now asking other colleges to make this distinction? 

f) C. MacDonald: If they are happy, that’s fine.  If not, this is precedent.  

g) B. Yousif: It was my understanding that that was university policy. 

h) R. Fitch: No one disputes that the degree is awarded at a higher level. We argue that the 

choice should be made on the basis of expertise in the absence of a university-wide 

policy. The English degree is BA instead of BS. Both degrees could be reasonable. It is 

very difficult to have a set of guidelines that covers everyone. 

i) C. Hanson: In the absence of a university definition, we are attempting to change in our 

college.  

j) T. Hawkins: As a member of the History Department, I think this is well past due.  

k) S. Lamb: Are we sending this forward to the administration as a proposal or are we using 

our primary authority? I am bothered that the university is not awarding the degree. D. 

Hantzis’s argument has some substance.  

l) M. Harmon: Departments would decide. This is a real problem for the majors in CAS if 

we don’t approve it.  
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m) B. Bunnett: Would the result from this be that the College of Arts and Sciences has the 

authority to have, for example, a degree in English without the requirement for English.  

n) C. MacDonald: That is up to the department if they are willing to put forward a proposal.  

o) B. Bunnett: Does the state require language? 

p) C. MacDonald: No.  

 

13) Adjournment: 5:07pm 


