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Meeting of the General Faculty 

Minutes of December 4, 2017 

1.  Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 4:05 pm. 

2.  Approval of the Minutes of the 6 November 2017 Meeting 

The corrected minutes were approved. 

3.  Curriculum Council Consent Agenda 

The consent agenda passed by consent. 

4.  Committee Reports 

a.  CUPP Report – Professor M. Criley 

Owing to his expertise in finance and recent service on CUPP and the President's Advisory Committee 
(PAC), CUPP requested the faculty's approval to appoint Professor Willis to serve on the search 
committee for a new Vice President of Finance.  A vote was conducted by secret ballot and the motion 
passed resoundingly. 

CUPP announced that they will be holding an election for two faculty representatives to serve on the 
upcoming Associate Provost Search Committee.  There are already more than two volunteers for service 
on this committee and additional candidates can put their names forward through 12/8/2017. 

Professor Criley mentioned work being done by a CUPP/PAT workgroup to develop a tenure process for 
Physical Education positions that are integral to the new Health Promotion and Fitness Management 
major.   

And, after Professor Criley mentioned CUPP's work with the Academic Affairs administration to 
strategize about necessary budget cuts for the next fiscal year, a faculty member asked about the 
anticipated nature of such cuts.  Another faculty member asked whether the overall, campus-wide, 2-
million-dollar reduction needed for next year was based on maintaining our current level of enrollment 
or on some other projected enrollment. 

Professor Criley deferred to the Provost and President.  President Jensen offered to field these questions 
and began by suggesting that we need to be tactical in the short term and strategic in the long term by 
being responsive to our current lower enrollments without harming our long-term capacity to serve 
1900 or 2000 students.  As an example of being tactical, he suggested offering fewer sections of a course 
rather than maintaining the same number of sections even as enrollments drop.  

Regarding enrollments, President Jensen indicated that next year's budget assumes an enrollment 
increase, but not one large enough to compensate for the deficit or eliminate the need for endowment 
spending.  The goals are to minimize draw on the endowment, but also preserve the university's 
capacity to once again serve a larger number of students.   
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The President indicated that the first 1.2 million reduction in annual operating costs can be achieved 
without major changes, but that further cuts will be more impactful.  He also urged colleagues not to be 
unduly alarmed by the 2 million number as it arose from a projection and actual cuts may not be that 
deep.  A faculty member asked about the prospect of further cuts in subsequent years, and the 
president indicated that it was too soon to know.  The effectiveness of our new enrollment strategies 
will be better understood by May 2019. 

b.  Curriculum Council – Professor Theune 

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

c.  PAT Committee – Professor Davis-Kahl 

Professor Davis-Kahl thanked professor Ferguson, whose term of service was ending, for his leadership 
and contributions.  A faculty member asked whether a meeting schedule had been set for the joint 
PAT/CUPP group working on a tenure process for Physical Education faculty involved in delivering the 
Health Promotion and Fitness Management major.   Professor Davis-Kahl indicated that they had already 
met once and Professor M. Criley offered that they anticipate meeting biweekly in the spring. 

d.  Faculty Development Committee – Professor Brennan 

A faculty member asked about the committee's optimism regarding a universal junior faculty leave.  
Professor Brennan replied that smaller numbers of faculty overall and smaller numbers of junior faculty 
could make this possible even without an increase in the FDC budget. 

e.  General Education Task Force – Professor Simeone 

Professor Simeone reported that the task force had recently met with the humanities, natural sciences, 
and languages seeking feedback on the working model and would soon meet with social sciences, the 
arts, physical education, the library, and nursing.   

Because the faculty has had a difficult time agreeing about a language requirement, the Task Force is 
bringing a motion to the floor of the faculty to help resolve this piece of the working model.  Professor 
Simeone reminded those present that the model presented at the Fall Faculty Conference had a two-
course language requirement and that many faculty across campus had been dissatisfied with that 
feature and had recommended 201 proficiency instead.   

Professor Simeone indicated that Task Force is now persuaded that 201 proficiency is the best choice, 
but wishes to involve the broader faculty in the decision by introducing a motion for discussion and a 
vote: 

The faculty recommend to the General Education Task Force that the language requirement in the 
IWU Experience model be set to proficiency at the 201 (intermediate) level and [be] required of all 
students. 

On behalf of faculty in the languages, Professor Ferradáns presented a motion in response to the Task 
Force's motion: 

We [faculty members who teach second languages] move to rescind the motion presented by the 
GETF as it segregates one element of the IWU Experience model that is tied to a very specific 
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discipline.  This type of singling out of one category of one domain is detrimental to the agreed upon 
process.  It’s divisive.  Can the GETF agree to rescind the motion and move forward with voting on the 
IWU Experience in a holistic way in January? 

President Jensen asked whether this request to rescind was procedurally allowed.  He and Professor 
Shallue consulted the Sturgis handbook and found that the term rescind applies to repealing a main 
motion passed at a previous meeting.  President Jensen thus ruled the motion from the language faculty 
out of order and suggested that their concerns might instead serve as arguments in the debate about 
the GETF's motion.  After some additional discussion of ways to proceed procedurally, the President 
brought conversation back to the GETF's motion.   

In response to a faculty member's question, Professor Simeone described how colleagues had argued 
very cogently that 201 proficiency is needed to meet the communication component of the proposed 
Global Citizenship domain. 

A faculty member asked how many students would be impacted by having a 201 proficiency 
requirement rather than a two-course requirement.  Professor Simeone indicated that about 25% of our 
students take a full 101-201 sequence and that the difference would matter for them.  For more 
context, Professor Simeone reported that 25% of our students take the full 101-201 sequence, 25 % take 
102 and 201, 25% take just 201, 10% place beyond 201, and 15% meet their language requirement 
through the TOEFL. 

Professor Simeone reminded those present that the General Education model presented at Fall Faculty 
Conference hadn't included the concept of proficiency.  One of the motives for moving away from a 
proficiency requirement had been to give students more flexibility for studying new languages.  [Trying a 
new language wouldn't have the barrier of students needing to take a larger number of courses.]  That 
model assumed that 102-level knowledge would meet the communication goal of the Global Citizenship 
Domain [ but now 201 proficiency is thought to be more appropriate]. 

Professor Nadeau moved to table the GETF's motion indefinitely noting that she was deeply disturbed 
by the way it singles out one component of the IWU experience model and the faculty who deliver it.  

After securing the President's permission to respond, Professor Simeone noted that when the GETF later 
brings a full proposal to the faculty, the language requirement will still be subject to discussion and 
amendment.  He urged the faculty to deliberate now on the issues rather than wait for them to 
resurface. 

The motion to table was seconded and it was noted that tabling would require a two-thirds majority. 

A faculty member asked about the implications of tabling.  The GETF responded that their motion was 
intended to elicit further guidance/direction from the faculty.  If it is tabled, they will propose a language 
requirement based on the work they've already done.   

A faculty member suggested that if the motion were tabled, it might be possible for the GETF to obtain 
feedback in a less polarizing environment – perhaps through a survey. 

While some faculty felt it was inappropriate for the GETF to single out the language requirement for 
early discussion, others saw value in working through our unresolved concerns about the language 
requirement now, rather than having them surface later. 
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Professor M. Criley pointed out that motions to table are not debatable, and the discussion was closed.  
A vote was taken by secret ballot.  The meeting continued as the votes were counted.  

F.  Nominating Committee – Professor Cozy 

Delayed because Professor Cozy was counting ballots. 

G.  Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee – Professor Sheridan 

Professor Sheridan invited questions about the committee's written report and there were none. 

Assessment Committee – Professor Robey 

Professor Robey invited questions about the committee's written report and there were none. 

5.  Administrative Reports 

a.  Provost's Report 

Provost Brodl noted that our decisions about general education are going become tougher and that we 
will need to have some uncomfortable conversations and make some compromises to move forward.  
He also reminded us that we can go back and correct mistakes if necessary.  He noted that when Trinity 
implemented their new general education program, they found a few significant errors that they then 
corrected.   And, noting that we've been kicking the general education process down the road for a 
while, Provost Brodl remarked that, "The can is now in front of us and there's no more road." 

Provost Brodl reminded us that all faculty are invited to a December 12th lunch meeting to discuss 
enrollment and staffing and how we can respond productively to the current challenges.  It is not too 
late to reply. 

The Provost fielded questions about the order in which we’re addressing topics and the integration of 
general education reform, signature work, and first-year experiences?  Provost Brodl acknowledged that 
having so much change at once is daunting, but that it is also an opportunity for imaginative connections 
that will be compelling to prospective students. 

General Education Task Force – Part 2 

The motion to table the GETF motion failed 46 yes 42 no.  (Passing would have required two-thirds of 
votes to be yes votes.) 

Discussion of the motion resumed. 

Recognizing that deciding to have proficiency-based language requirement and deciding on the 
proficiency-level are two different questions, Professor M. Perera moved to split the GETF's motion in 
two parts: 

1.  The faculty recommend to the GETF that the IWU Experience model include [a] second language 
requirement that could be fulfilled with a proficiency test or appropriate set of courses (based on a 
placement test).  

2.  The faculty recommend to the GETF that the language requirement in the IWU Experience model be 
set to proficiency at the 201 (intermediate) level. 



5 
 

The motion to split was seconded. 

At the suggestion of Professor Ferradáns, the parenthetical phrase (based on a placement test) was 
struck.  Faculty discussed the implications of splitting the motion, and the order in which the two halves 
ought to be considered.  

The motion to split the motion passed and Motion 1. came under discussion.  Parts of that discussion 
are summarized here: 

Drawing in part on AAC&U documents, a faculty member who teaches in a language department 
articulated the value and benefits of language learning, described the innovative pedagogy that occurs 
in language 201 classrooms, and noted that among institutions having a common set of learning 
outcomes, requiring knowledge of a language other than English has been on the upswing since 2008. 

Two of the documents cited are included here:  
https://www.aacu.org/leap/essential-learning-outcomes 
https://www.aacu.org/gems 

 
A faculty member from another department who concurs with the value of language learning, none-the-
less spoke against the GETF motion.  Noting that the arts, laboratory sciences, and mathematics are 
similarly compromised by the choices in the IWU Experience model, it seemed premature to endorse a 
language requirement apart from a broader discussion of requirements. 

A faculty member who teaches languages explained the difference between our 15-minute placement 
test and a true proficiency test.  The placement test estimates the best entry course for the student, but 
doesn’t give information about oral proficiency or cultural competency.   A true proficiency test 
addresses reading, writing, oral communication, and culture.  Proficiency tests are expensive with $50 - 
$150 price tags for each section.  Intermediate proficiency means you can go the country and function. 

Another faculty member spoke in favor of requiring language at IWU noting that compared to many 
other subjects, languages are not emphasized in the high schools. 

One faculty member argued that, by design, the IWU Experience model reduces the number of general 
education courses through student choice.  This motion is inconsistent with that goal and design.  

Another faculty member spoke of the opportunities languages give us to engage with other cultures on 
those culture's terms. 

Thinking it unlikely that IWU would administer the expensive proficiency exams, Professor Roesner 
made a motion to change the word "proficiency" to "placement."  The ensuing discussion made in clear 
that neither faculty teaching languages nor faculty working on the IWU Experience model were 
intending to continue our current practice of using placement as a proxy for proficiency.  The motion 
failed. 

It was noted that our peer and aspirant schools all require language, but that they differ in the number 
of courses they require.  If we vote no on Motion 1. we will be an outlier.   

Professor Kelahan made a motion to amend Motion 1. one for clarity. 

 

https://www.aacu.org/leap/essential-learning-outcomes
https://www.aacu.org/gems
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Old Motion 1: 

1.  The faculty recommend to the GETF that the IWU Experience model include [a] second language 
requirement that could be fulfilled with a proficiency test or appropriate set of courses 

Amended Motion 1: 

1.  The faculty recommend to the GETF that second language should be required of all students in the 
IWU Experience model. 

A faculty member who teaches outside of the languages observed that defining and measuring 
proficiency ought to occur at the departmental level, rather than as part of the general education 
discussion. 

The amendment to Motion 1. passed by a show of hands. 

Amended Motion 1. passed by secret ballot (61 yes, 21 no) 

President Jensen opened discussion on Motion 2.   

A faculty member who teaches language presented a set of language learning benchmarks published by 
the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL).  Each benchmark reflected an 
increasingly sophisticated use of the language.  The competencies described in the 3rd benchmark 
seemed more rewarding than those at the lower levels.  The faculty member then revealed that 
benchmark 2 corresponds to the 201 level and that benchmark 3 is typically reached by our language 
minors. 

The faculty member also showed language requirements for our peer aspirant group. 

After lengthy further discussion, Motion 2 passed 56 to 21 by secret ballot. 

F.  Nominating Committee – Professor Cozy 

Professor Cozy referred colleagues to the written report. 

President's Report 

President Jensen indicated that he would be meeting with PAC next week and that he was grateful for 
the resolution from CUPP.  Regarding the federal tax bill, the President noted that we won’t know the 
impact on higher education until after the reconciliation of the house and senate versions.  
Representative Rodney Davis is an advocate for preserving tuition benefits.  Professor Shaw offered that 
it could be useful to figure out who is in on the conference committee and contact them. 

A faculty member requested an update on admissions numbers.  The President reported that we are up 
a little bit on early admissions, that test scores are constant, that applicant GPAs are up, that 
international applications are up a little, and that transfers are slightly down.  But, he said it is too early 
in the cycle to know much about the big picture. 

6.  Old Business 

none 
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7.  New Business 

Professor Shallue noted that there is clearly a desire to have general education proficiency be at a high 
level and made the following motion: 

The faculty recommend to the GETF that the IWU Experience model include a requirement of math 
proficiency at the 200-level. 

Another faculty member tabled it for the next meeting. 

8.  Announcements 

none 

9.  Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:07 pm 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Becky Roesner 

Faculty Secretary 


