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#20 

 

INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

 

FACULTY SENATE, 2016-2017 

 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 

March 21, 2017 

 

3:30 p.m., HMSU 227 

 

Approved Minutes 

 

Members Present:  L. Brown, J. Conant, R. Guell, T. Hawkins, B. Kilp, S. Lamb, C. MacDonald, 

L. Phillips 

 

Members Absent:  D. Hantzis 

 

Ex-Officio Present:  President D. Bradley, Provost M. Licari 

 

Ex-Officio Absent:  None 

 

Guests:  S. Barton, L. Eberman, C. Olsen, D. Woods  

 

1) Administrative Reports 

a) President D. Bradley:  My meeting with Senator Kenley was postponed to this Thursday 

morning.  We had 15-20 legislative spouses on campus today.  A. Feinsod and a group of 

students produced a play for the group. 

b) Provost M. Licari:  I was in Indianapolis yesterday and today doing airport interviews for 

the VP for Enrollment, Marketing, and Communication.  We have a list of those who we 

will be inviting to campus beginning next week.  It will be made public as soon as 

candidates are notified.  I think we have some with the right experience. 

 

2) Chair Report:  T. Hawkins 

a) Welcome back.  I hope everyone is rested, relaxed, and ready for the final push.  Let me 

begin with an elections update: 

SCOB:  2 nominations for 2 positions (1 awaiting confirmation) – no election 

Library: 0 nominations for 0 positions – no election 

COT: 3 nominations for 3 positions – no election 

BCOE: 2 nominations for 1 position (1 awaiting confirmation)) 

CHHS: 7 nominations for 3 positions 

A&S: 11 nominations for 10 positions (8 awaiting confirmation) 

b) V. Sheets has the ballot ready to go.  It will be distributed on Friday along with a link to 

the form for committee preferences.  Voting will close on the 31
st
.  We will hold a New 

Senate Gathering at 4:00 on the following Monday, 3 April.  On Thursday, 6 April, the 



 

 

2 

 

New Senate will meet, choose officers, and solicit nominations for the incoming 

Executive committee.  Voting for Exec is scheduled for 7-14 April. 

c) Our calendar gets busy from this point forward in other ways.  Senate meets Thursday.  

Agenda items include two CAAC proposals (Cyber Security, pending action today, and 

Physics), two GC items that we approved before break, and a FAC proposal, pending our 

action today.  We will also set aside time for a preliminary discussion of Section 305. 

One week later, on 30 March, we have the unveiling of the Biennial Review training 

(DEDE III @ 3:30).  Two weeks later, on 13 April, we plan a Special Senate meeting 

devoted to Section 305.  Senate meets again on 20 April, after which time we move to the 

Faculty Awards Banquet. 

d) Today we will move from our Discussion to consideration of the BS in Cyber & Security 

Studies.  Then, we will take up the FAC proposals for Section 210.  And, we will then 

begin discussion of Section 305. 

 

3) Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of March 7, 2017 

a) Motion to approve (L. Phillips, B. Kilp).  Vote:  8-0-0. 

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion 

a) R. Guell:  Those people who are promoted this year from Instructor to Senior Instructor 

will go three full years without being reviewed at all if they elect not to participate in the 

Biennial Review this fall.  Is that what we intended?  They may not be reviewed again 

until the fall of 2019.  Are we OK with that? 

i) D. Bradley:  I guess it is OK, but they should be reminded that they would be 

ineligible for a possible additional increase. 

b) R. Guell:  The Provost and the President took a beating in the fall over international 

travel.  I want to thank them with how they handled it during spring break.  R. Luger took 

some students to South Korea and there were issues there while they were en route.  She 

was told that as long as the State Department did not issue a warning, she could make the 

determination about maintaining travel plans.  D. Bradley issued two emails for which I 

was grateful.  He said that regardless of cost, if it became necessary for them to return, 

they would.  He also agreed to pick up the costs that R. Luger incurred for 

communication.  I want to thank our leadership for that. 

c) T. Hawkins:  D. Hantzis forwarded me two issues she wants me to relay: First, “I believe 

we might need a clarifying statement about the status of full-time Lecturers.  All of the 

noise has been about Instructors.  There are relatively few FT Lecturers, but they are 

confused about their status.  I’ve been in two meetings where "what is going to happen to 

FT Lecturers" was asked and responded to differently by chairs and directors present at 

the meeting.  I have overheard full-time Lecturers who interpret the missive from the 

president to mean no FT Lecturer positions will be eliminated next year and nothing will 

be changed until 2018.  If that is true, okay, but that is not what I remember hearing.  I 

would like to know that I understand the plan for FT Lecturers, especially since five of 

my colleagues hold that position.  Maybe I am the only one who is unclear.”  

i) D. Bradley:  Full-time Lecturers are temporary positions.  They will always be 

positions replacing full time positions of regular faculty, usually people who have 

resigned or retired and cannot be replaced right away.  More rarely, it might be for 

sabbatical leaves or research buyouts.  As a policy, we will not renew FT Lecturers 



 

 

3 

 

beyond the second year.  They should be thought of as “teaching post doc” positions.  

My guess is that we would have 15-20 FT Lecturers university-wide per year. 

ii) B. Kilp:  So if you’ve been here two years or more, you will not have a position? 

iii) D. Bradley:  You will not have a FT Lecturer position.  There is a letter ready to go 

out to every one of these people.  Hopefully most people will understand the letter. 

iv) R. Guell:  On the subject of clarity in letters, I’d like to read from the last paragraph 

of the letter that went out to this faculty member in the third year of their 

instructorship.  The letter concludes with “This is the third and final year of a three-

year appointment as an instructor.  In accordance with the provision in the Indiana 

State University Handbook, I am formally reminding you that your appointment ends 

on May 31, 2017.  Based on your review, you are eligible for a new appointment if 

there is a departmental need and resources are available.”  This does not make clear 

that people with an adequate review will have an appointment at least through next 

year.   

v) D. Bradley:  We need to stop talking about renewals.  You will get renewed once, 

after that, it is a rolling appointment that has no end until notice is given. 

vi) R. Guell:  That is an excellent plan for next year’s FAC, but it reopened anxiety that 

we thought had been closed. 

vii) M. Licari:  We need to get the Handbook squared with that understanding. 

d) T. Hawkins:  A second issue from D. Hantzis: “I am concerned about the strategic plan.  I 

think it would be worth mentioning, in brief, that we should not end the term with no 

clear sense of the status of implementation, no public information about initiative 

committees and many faculty wondering what their role is in the work.  Maybe we can 

schedule this as a discussion item for next time.” 

i) D. Bradley: The committees will be reporting out in April. 

 

5) CAAC Item:  BS in Cyber and Security Studies 

a) Motion to approve (R. Guell, J. Conant).  Vote:  7-1-0. 

i) D. Woods:  We have a two track program called Cyber and Security Studies in which 

students will choose between protecting digital data or physical facilities.  The idea 

came out of our prior approach with the Intelligence Analysis major.  Our program is 

unique because it is a social science approach.  By that I mean the technical people 

can tell how something was done, but not why it was done.  We talked with our 

constituents, and consulted with B. Casey, the retired Director of the FBI as well as 

D. Brant, a former NCIS Director, and they indicated a need for this program.  There 

are currently over 200,000 cyber security jobs that are unfilled in this country. For the 

current program, we’ve already talked with Business and Mathematics and Computer 

Science.  We are now talking with Political Science and they may have some things 

to offer in the curriculum.  We believe our first estimates on enrollment are greatly 

underestimated. 

(1) D. Bradley:  When you talk about it being a social science point of view, is it 

more a response to criminal activity as to trying to stop it? 

(2) D. Woods:  We want to profile the bad guys and profile corporations and types of 

business that seem to be targeted.  We want to look at employee behaviors, etc. 

(3) D. Bradley:  So the non-CS types of things? 
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(4) D. Woods:  So we can develop strategies for organizations to try to protect 

themselves.  There may be, outside this university, half a dozen people who look 

at this.   

(5) S. Barton:  Bill is working with students and going out to agencies to train them. 

(6) D. Woods:  The further we progress, the further we realize they need some hard 

cyber skills as well.  So we started talking to L. Brown.  Our people won’t be the 

geeky computer guys, but will be able to interact with them. 

ii) B. Kilp:  Did you say it is totally online? 

(1) D. Woods:  The bulk of these courses will be taught online.  We will have a 

smaller on campus component to it as well.  Even those who are on campus will 

take most of their coursework online. 

(2) B. Kilp:  How many new courses will this require for you to make it work?  How 

many new faculty would you require over time? 

(3) D. Woods:  It depends.  We aren’t asking for resources to get it up and running.  

But whether it is 300 new majors or 800 new majors, it is unrealistic for us to do 

this without additional faculty.  For 300-500 new majors, we might need 5 faculty 

FTE.  We always play catch up.  We can start using existing courses. 

(4) S. Barton:  The required courses are existing CRIM courses. 

iii) L. Phillips:  My question will sound snarkier, but if we are talking 300-500 majors, I 

think the university will become the training arm of the NSA, CIA, etc.  But if we are 

shifting so many resources, that is a big shift. 

iv) C. MacDonald:  My question is to the President and Provost regarding our resources.  

The ICHE proposal suggested up to 7 new faculty FTE.  Will we be adding that 7 to 

the 555 target? 

(1) D. Bradley:  It depends on what happens to overall enrollment.  If overall 

enrollment goes down, 555 goes down.  If it goes up, the 555 will go up.   

(2) C. MacDonald:  I’m not satisfied.  What underperforming programs will we cut if 

we have this? 

(3) D. Bradley:  I don’t know.  I think it is something we have to deal with.  If we 

lose enrollment, we will cut.  I would say the reason this process of vetting 

programs works is we ask people to use their professional judgment.   

(4) J. Conant:  If you keep your enrollment up, you won’t lose faculty.   

(5) C. MacDonald:  That is not true.  I will show you my numbers. 

(6) J. Conant:  This is one of the programs that came out of the key question 

committee.  The need is there.  I would add to that it is time we added cheap 

programs to what we are doing.  This is how we will pay for the expensive ones. 

(7)  S. Lamb:  We’ve done very well with our SCH’s and ACSB accreditation, but I 

do have faith, and I think it’s been warranted, but I have seen resources not being 

cut when demand existed.  And it’s illogical to cut resources when demand exists.  

I think we always need to look at new developments in the economy.  I don’t see 

how we can turn down programs.  As the gentleman says, he will initiate the 

program with existing resources.  If it turns out there is demand, resources have to 

follow.  It is not logical to cut resources from viable programs. 

v) B. Kilp:  I’ve listened to the last CRIM program and that was another growth 

program.  I’m also on the University College Council as a representative for my 

discipline area and we are trying to figure out something to bring forward.  There is 
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increasing demand for Foundational Studies courses, particularly online.  This would 

require more of those sorts of classes.  And we are not being given FTE to do that.  

But there’s no one who will pay for that.  It would benefit their programs.  I don’t 

know that any category is in jeopardy at the moment, but it might be. 

(1) M. Licari:  I think that’s something we need to consider when there is growth.  If 

CRIM grows across these two programs, all of the additional faculty won’t only 

be in CRIM.  They will be sprinkled elsewhere as they need FS sections.  You 

need to build the staffing model to satisfy the need in the department with the new 

program, but you will have seat pressures in FS. 

(2) C. Olsen:  I’m here to support the program.  D. Woods and I have talked about 

staffing estimates and including FS staffing in estimates.  There are other 

departments that will be able to support the program without new faculty.  It’s not 

a big major in terms of the number of hours.  This is an inexpensive program.  

CRIM has a very high student-faculty ratio and are very efficient in staffing their 

classes.  If we have that many more majors and students, I predict we will be able 

to teach them. 

vi) S. Lamb:  There is certainly the perception that the resources are being cut while we 

are adding additional worthwhile programs.  

(1) D. Bradley:  I think some Colleges have had difficulty making hard decisions.  I 

and the Provost have resisted telling those Colleges how to fix their problems.  

Just to pick on BCOE, they’ve had some significant enrollment shifts and it’s 

partly because of tenure and a lack of retirements and they have a misalignment of 

where their faculty are and where their students are.  There’s been no move by the 

Provost or the President in the last 9 years to cut positions in the Colleges. 

(2) C. MacDonald:  But not providing searches is the same thing. 

vii) R. Guell:  I want to push back on the assertion that we are losing our identity as a 

university if we have 1000 more students in any particular major.  The long-term 

health of the institution is bound up in creating more enrollment.  We have to pursue 

programs like this in order to survive as an institution.  

(1) L. Phillips:  I think we need to recognize that our mission will shift if we do that, 

if we work only from the market.  I think we’ve been doing it, but we haven’t 

been saying it. 

(2) R. Guell:  But we have changed, with bringing in 1000 Saudi students.  We would 

not have been better off saying no, stay home. 

(3) D. Bradley:  Our mission is not related to any particular degree program or any 

group.  It is providing an education to our students.  That includes FS which 

makes people real people, as well as the specific skills they desire in a profession, 

whatever it is.  We have to float with the market, like Harvard and everyone else 

to ensure we are meeting our mission.   

 

6) FAC Items 

a) Motion to approve changes to 210.2.1, 210.2.2, and 210.2.3 (R. Guell, J. Conant).  Vote:  

8-0-0. 

i) L. Eberman:  The only change is the definition for career readiness which we got 

from the Career Readiness Task Force. 
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ii) S. Lamb:  How does the Executive Committee feel about the definition of 

Experiential Learning?  It seems so broad.  Is that the goal? 

(1) T. Hawkins:  I think we want to be as broad as possible in the Handbook. 

(2) D. Bradley:  If you look at the depth of programs across the campus, it needs to be 

broad. 

iii) L. Phillips:  I just wanted to see that it is departments who are driving career 

readiness in their programs. 

(1) B. Kilp:  I think her point is a good one.  Because in all of the discussions I’ve 

heard, there’s confusion about workforce in general readiness or in our field? 

(2) D. Bradley:  I think the assumption has been that our majors prepare people in the 

discipline pretty well.  You don’t hear pushback on that statement from 

employers.  We are looking at other skills like “don’t wear flip flops to work”, 

etc. 

b) Discussion Item:  Section 305 

i) T. Hawkins:  I want to thank FAC, the taskforce before them, and I want to thank R. 

Guell and C. MacDonald for the time they took to give us alternative visions.  I’m 

sure we’ll hear a lot on Thursday.  A lot of very narrow details we can deal with later, 

but what is the general reaction now? 

(1) S. Lamb:  This is going down the path that we must go down.  I read it carefully 

to determine whether an individual faculty member must or may and it seems that 

in general, this is recognizing the importance of our defined mission and still 

gives the flexibility that is necessary to individuals.  I think there is some 

confusion that I would like to address. 

(2) T. Hawkins:  Let’s have L. Eberman walk us through what FAC did. 

ii) L. Eberman:  I want to provide some context from the Taskforce; we wanted to make 

sure that Community Engagement and Experiential Learning were celebrated.  That 

was where the idea of mission-based activities came from.  When I brought it to FAC, 

the main perception was that we were adding an additional domain.  There was a 

perception that when they were separated, that this was a fourth domain or a fourth 

portion of work that we are all responsible for.  We went back to this idea of trying to 

address where communal or mission-based activities might most apply. 

(1) T. Hawkins:  I think that’s going to be the first big gulf.  It felt strained.  So what 

C. MacDonald and R. Guell tried to do was to separate it out. 

(2) M. Licari:  As we discussed in the Taskforce, we were intentionally not creating a 

fourth domain, but this would be embedded in the three domains. 

(3) S. Lamb:  It may be hard to write down, but I think if you have a fourth domain, 

that is a hard sell. 

 

There was consensus from many voices that no one wants to create a fourth domain. 

 

iii) T. Hawkins:  FAC came to the conclusion that they didn’t want to separate language 

because they feared the appearance of a fourth domain. 

(1) L. Eberman:  We had lots of discussions at FAC.  All of these were important to 

our conversation.  One of the biggest issues was people’s perceptions of an added 

responsibility.  Instead, we wanted to say, “if appropriate, these should be 

engaged in.” 
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(2) T. Hawkins:  Personally, I would rather try to sell R. Guell’s proposal than FAC’s 

proposal.  For example, the notion that advising falls under teaching has not been 

resolved at the University level. 

(3) L. Eberman:  I prefer the term “mission-based” rather than “communal” domains. 

(4) R. Guell:  I also prefer “mission-based domains.”  The difference is can an 

individual pull their weight in their department by doing the traditional domains 

well and lots of it?  So other faculty can do other things that are more mission-

based? 

(5) C. MacDonald:  I view our traditional work as also based from our mission.  And 

I want to recognize that there are ways that almost everyone can do Community 

Engagement or Experiential Learning.  We want to celebrate those who are doing 

that.  I’m hesitant to say if all I really want to do is really traditional stuff, for 

people who are on their way to promotion and tenure that that is enough. 

(6) R. Guell:  I hope we can agree that a colleague will look at their share of the work 

and their skillset and maximize their departmental usefulness and the chair will 

harness those human resources appropriately.   

(7) S. Lamb:  If we are going to have flexibility at the individual unit, the units need 

to know they are responsible for filling those roles.   

iv) M. Licari:  The initial take on this that went to FAC was in the spirit of what R. Guell 

and S. Lamb are after here in terms of some variable understanding of expectations 

across departments as overseen and managed by the department chair.  I want to 

remind everybody that the distribution of work and responsibilities is not static.  As 

an Associate Professor, your interests change, you can take up other responsibilities.  

Your level of Community Engagement or Experiential Learning might increase and 

you may begin to focus on those things more proportionally.  I don’t want that to be 

an impediment to promotion to Full if you are doing things as an Associate Professor 

and you are facilitating the work of others in the department.  Those are the Full 

Professors that I think ISU should be promoting more of.  We need to acknowledge 

that those Fulls are providing tremendous value to the institution, the academy, and 

the community. 

v) J. Conant:  Whatever words we put here are necessary, but not sufficient.  The 

training that deans and chairs need is new training.  It means if you don’t have anyone 

in your department doing these things, you need to.  This is not static.  It is up to us to 

make sure that our departments get to the hiring practices as well. 

(1) M. Licari:  I agree.  After this passes and we get it into the Handbook, it will be 

May.  At the start of the next academic year, I will need a series of department 

chair meetings for us to talk about carrying this out. 

vi) L. Eberman:  I think if you combine what C. MacDonald has with the sentiments that 

R. Guell has, you are getting at many of the things we are talking about.  I believe in 

what M. Licari was saying about professorship and what that could look like.  That 

language has substantially changed to reflect excellence in more than one area.  

Under Assistant Professor/Librarian, the change to “sustained improvement” because 

that position contains the possibility of remediation and growth. 

vii) L. Phillips:  I’m looking at the Professor/Librarian category, line 267.  I’m 

comfortable with that language.  But M. Licari, when you say you are going up for 

Full, you have to fulfill the mission. 
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(1) M. Licari:  I didn’t say that.  My interest here is being read as “research doesn’t 

matter anymore.”  I didn’t say that.  If you want to go up strictly as a scholar, that 

is fine, but you should also be able to go up as something else.  There has to be 

other routes to promotion to Full because that is what this university is. 

(2) L. Phillips:  The problem I have is we can recreate a new mission at any point.  

viii) D. Bradley:  Let’s find some other way than “where appropriate.”  We should say 

it is valued, not required.  I worry that it means that department XYZ can say, “we 

don’t want to do any Community Engagement or Experiential Learning.”  There must 

to be ways to get other views of scholarship.  We want words that say these are 

valued also or are equivalents to or replacements for… 

(1) C. MacDonald:  Perhaps we need to say that if you are doing these things, we 

want to see the evidence of it.  If you are doing advising, then show us you are 

doing it.   

(2) D. Bradley:  In principle, the department has decided they are a historian when 

they get tenure.  Maybe it is OK that they spend all of their efforts in pedagogy, 

later.  So I’m not sure that to get a full professorship you need to further your 

skills or renown in a specific sub-discipline. 

ix) R. Guell:  We have two issues in 305.2, whether there is a fourth domain or not and 

we’ve agreed on that and if your contribution has to be direct or indirect.  In 305.5, 

we have 3 different views of what it means to be promotable.  One is those that prefer 

the traditional metrics, those that have traditional reinforced by mission-based ones, 

or you can be so good a mission-based ones that you are promotable.  When we get to 

this level of a discussion it is the time for the Officers and Provost to chew on the 

language in small groups over the course of the next two weeks, but it is now time for 

the four of you to be leaders and give us something to put forward to the Senate in a 

month. 

(1) T. Hawkins:  I believe we need to do the same thing on Thursday.  Senators need 

to express themselves, criticize, support.  Then we will try to address those 

principal concerns. 

(2) R. Guell:  I would suggest that you start with C. MacDonald’s document and alter 

it in some way to include my language. 

(3) T. Hawkins:  I think it is a good idea to give an alternative version.  The Senate 

will have two on Thursday, and then they can direct as to which version they want 

us to work on.   

(4) R. Guell:  You should structure the conversation as L. Eberman presents FACs 

version, then the alternative version, then a motion to instruct Exec to bring 

something consistent with that. 

(5) L. Phillips:  I would ask that you outline it in traditional, traditional plus mission, 

only mission.  Promotability is based on what? 

(6) L. Eberman:  I think it’s important that whatever draft comes out, you don’t call it 

an extra domain. 

(7) B. Kilp:  The description of Community Engagement is the largest thing I the 

entire section.  If you hadn’t been involved in the construction of the document 

and you open it up, it looks like that is obviously the most important thing there.  

There is something to the length that draws attention to it. 
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(8) L. Eberman:  That is because we were unclear about what would be evidence.  It 

was more about this is an abstract concept, so we need to provide people with a 

clear understanding of how to demonstrate it. 

(9) B. Kilp:  Because you’re adding something new, it is longer.  But maybe you 

should relook at the description of teaching.  I know we struggle the most in the 

biennial review in teaching.  It’s not as thorough.  Redo all of those descriptions 

to make it more balanced, making them longer or shorter. 

(10) C. MacDonald:  That is why M. Licari and the Officers will consider those 

changes. 

(11) T. Hawkins:  For Thursday, we will have the FAC version and the C. 

MacDonald/R. Guell version and look for instruction one way or the other. 

 

7) Adjournment:  5:30 p.m. 


