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Report to Executive Committee of the University Senate from AAUP ~ ISU Chapter 
 
Presented by: Richard H. Lotspeich, Officer at Large 
Date:  10 November 2015 
 
AAUP~ISU Chapter believes the following issues warrant the attention of the top faculty leadership at Indiana State 
University.   
 
 
1.  Need to State Reasons in Biennial Reviews  
 
We are concerned about the potential abuse of the Biennial Review policy because the procedure does not require a 
stated rationale for an evaluation above or below Meets Expectations.  We have been informed of a case in which a 
Chairperson’s evaluations for two faculty members were Below Expectations in two domains, but no reasons or 
evidence were provided.  Our review of the University procedure showed that it does not require any such 
statements or evidence.  Moreover, the rubric used for Biennial Reviews specifically states that comments of this 
nature are not required.   
 
The lack of this requirement is problematic in at least two ways.  First, it allows – indeed invites – unjustified 
assessments to go forward from a department, which is the only practical place to acquire the relevant information.  
Second, faculty members have only five days in which to respond to a review that concludes inferior performance.  
The lack of specific information hampers his or her ability to compose a response.  If reasons and evidence are 
provided later, outside of the review itself, its lateness again imposes unwarranted burden on a responding faculty 
member.   
 
We recommend that the Biennial Review procedure and the related rubric be amended to require the statement of 
specific evidence to support evaluations of superior or inferior performance.   
 
 
2.  Need for Grade Appeal Committees to Consult with Faculty Involved in Disputes  
 
In a case brought to our attention, a student complained about a grade assigned and followed through with a formal 
appeal, because after considering the student’s complaint the instructor felt that the assigned grade correctly 
reflected the student’s performance in the course. 
 
The grade appeals committee found in the student’s favor.  This decision by the committee was reached without any 
consultation with the instructor.  The instructor was aware of the appeal filing and expected to be consulted by the 
committee about the matter.  But that never happened.  Instead the instructor was surprised to learn about the 
decision through an e-mail message from the associate dean that was addressed to the student and copied to the 
faculty member among others.   
 
While we recognize that grade appeal committees have the authority to supersede faculty judgment regarding 
student performance, we believe it is not appropriate for these committees to change grades without first directly 
communicating with the instructor whose grade is in dispute.   
 
We recommend that the Senate leadership direct all colleges to require that grade appeal committees consult with 
the relevant instructors before overturning a grade that the instructor has assigned.  
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3.  Student Course Evaluations:  Linkage to Violations of Academic Integrity, Other Concerns 
 
We are concerned about the uncritical use of student course evaluations in appraising faculty performance when 
faculty members have submitted reports of student violations of academic integrity.  Recent research from the 
University of Texas has demonstrated a substantial and statistically significant downward bias in student course 
evaluations when faculty members pursued disciplinary action against a student in a class.  This has created an 
atmosphere in which faculty are reluctant to pursue disciplinary measures for cheating and plagiarism.  We believe 
that such an atmosphere also exists at Indiana State University, and that this is ultimately harmful to the process of 
education here.   
 
We recommend that a charge be given to the Faculty Affairs Committee to review the University of Texas research 
and develop a plan to address the downward bias in evaluation scores associated with disciplinary measures against 
violations of academic integrity.  A policy designed to address this is needed in order to provide faculty members, 
especially assistant professors and contingent faculty, with confidence that pursuing disciplinary measures will not 
harm their own professional careers.  
 
 
This particular concern is but one of several reasons to be wary of student course evaluations.  Another reason is the 
broader incentive they establish for instructors to teach at a lower level of rigor and to be less demanding of 
students.  A third reason is that student course evaluations are highly imperfect as an indicator of the quality of 
instruction, yet the provision of specific numbers in this role induces belief in their validity.   
 
Because the University is implementing a new student course evaluation system, AAUP~ISU Chapter recommends 
a comprehensive review of the process and results. The University needs to know a number of things about student 
course evaluations, including the following:  

1) What percentage of students complete the surveys? 

2) How are the data generated used by faculty, chairs, and deans?  

3) What impacts do evaluations have on teaching?  Are they providing valuable feedback? Do they incent less rigor 
and fewer disciplinary measures?  

4) What other problems do administrators, students and faculty see in them?  
 
 


