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As a preamble, the issues listed below have not been discussed by the local chapter of AAUP nor its Executive 
Committee.  Thus this presentation should be understood as raising the matters in a contingent manner.  Following 
our initial meeting for the fall semester we may want to present these issues again in a more informed way.   
 
 
1.  Communication between Faculty and the Board of Trustees  The recent tradition (say the past 15 to 20 years) at 
ISU has been one of very limited direct communication between the faculty and the Board.  Instead faculty concerns 
and positions on matters of policy and management have been represented through the top academic officers, the 
President and Provost.  It is our view that a broader and more direct dialogue between the Board and the faculty 
should be established.  In its most recent Bulletin the national AAUP office has issued a statement supporting that 
kind of relationship between faculty and governing boards as recommended best practice in the governance of 
higher education.  (Faculty Communication with Governing Boards:  Best Practices, Academe, July/August, 2014, 
pp. 57-61.  Statement prepared by a subcommittee of the AAUP Committee on College and University Governance, 
approved by the full Committee.) 
 
2.  Textbook Dispute in the College of Business  We are concerned that the dispute in the College of Business with 
regard to Dr. Bialaszewski’s choice of classroom materials is a violation of a principle of academic freedom, viz.  
the right of an instructor to determine the content of a course, including assigned readings.  While we recognize that 
this right may be attenuated in particular circumstances, we are not convinced that these are relevant in this 
particular case.  Rather, it seems to be a situation that the chairperson and others in the C. of Business seek to control 
Dr. Bialaszewski’s pedagogical choices without having demonstrated that they are unsound or otherwise subvert 
some particular goal of the University, College or Dr. Bialaszewski’s Department.   
 
3.  Dean Murray’s Improvement Plan for the D. of Communication  We are concerned that the improvement plan 
implemented for the Department of Communication contains some inappropriate elements regarding the allocation 
of administrative authority between the chairperson and the faculty collective.  The plan, in our view, conveys 
excessive authority to the chairperson and diminishes the role of the faculty in areas of faculty primary authority.  At 
the same time, the plan does not address in any manner the potential for the chairperson to exercise authority to 
make course assignments in an opportunistic and inappropriate fashion.  This was among the complaints of faculty 
in that department and seems never to have been addressed by the ISU administration.   
 
4.  Dr. Anderson’s Fourth Year Review  The review process followed in Dr. Anderson’s fourth year review toward 
tenure was problematic at all levels and reflected, in a most unprofessional manner, conflicts in the Department of 
Communication.  We are concerned that if the flaws in this are not directly and substantively addressed, it will set a 
precedent leading to a deterioration of the integrity of this essential duty of both faculty and administrators.  
Specifically:  a. application of inappropriate criteria related to personality;  b. willful distortion of facts in the case 
were represented in some appraisal statements; b.  the departmental chairperson was allowed to insert a second 
evaluation statement, effectively constituting a rebuttal to Dr. Anderson’s responses to evaluation statements;  d. in a 
dissenting opinion, a member of the departmental personnel recommended a conditional reappointment of Dr. 
Anderson without specifying what conditions would apply; e. the Provost issued an evaluation recommending 
unconditional reappointment while at the same time warning Dr. Anderson that if relations with her department 
chairperson did not improve, then she could not expect to receive a favorable review in her fifth year.  Effectively 
this was a recommendation for a conditional reappointment, but one based on inappropriate conditions of 
performance.  
 
 


