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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:  8 September 2015 
 
AAUP~ISU Chapter believes the following issues warrant the attention of the top faculty 
leadership at Indiana State University.   
 
1.  Academic Freedom and Textbook Selection  
 
Last fall we reported to the Senate Executive Committee about a controversy from the Scott 
College of Business regarding choice of textbook for a particular course.  After an investigation 
by chapter officers, the results of which have been circulated, we concluded that current policy at 
ISU generally, and in the College of Business in particular, compromise the academic freedom of 
instructors to choose course materials while offering no substantial offsetting gains.   
 
We recommend that consideration of a policy change about textbook selection should be given 
as a charge to the Faculty Affairs Committee, with background information provided from our 
investigative report (dated 25 May 2015). 
 
2.  Collegiality as a Criterion of Faculty Performance  
 
Recommended best practices from the national AAUP exclude collegiality as a criterion for 
faculty performance, and the University Handbook states an intention to follow AAUP 
principles.  Yet collegiality was recently used in the evaluation of a tenure track faculty member 
of the College of Arts and Sciences, including partly as a justification for a conditional 
reappointment.  In fall 2014 a department in the College of Health and Human Services planned 
to explicitly include collegiality in their guidelines for promotion and tenure as a criterion for 
faculty performance.  AAUP~ISU Chapter advised the department against that, and they altered 
their guidelines to exclude collegiality.  
 
We recommend that the senior faculty leadership take steps to inform all ISU faculty and 
academic administrators that collegiality should not be a part of evaluating faculty performance 
for either biennial reviews or for retention, promotion and tenure.   
 
3.  Divergence of Criteria for Research Performance in Tenure Evaluations   
 
In an annual evaluation case referred to AAUP~ISU Chapter, a Dean used a criterion of research 
performance that diverged from that of a departmental personnel committee.  Standards of 
performance in the professional work of faculty members should be established by faculty 
colleagues and not by administrative officers.  This is best practice recommended by national 
AAUP and is an essential area of faculty Primary Authority.  Moreover, this is a principle 
contained in the University Handbook.  Administrative officers should not substitute their own 
criteria for those of a departmental personnel committee in making retention, promotion and 
tenure recommendations.  
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We recommend that the Senate Executive Committee take steps to inform chairpersons, deans 
and others involved in the evaluation of faculty members for retention and tenure that the criteria 
established by departmental personnel committees should not be replaced by alternate criteria at 
subsequent stages in the evaluation process   
 
4.  Shared Governance and Academic Freedom in New Faculty Orientation    
 
We believe the New Faculty Orientation programs have not paid sufficient attention to the topics 
of Shared Governance and Academic Freedom.  These are issues of subtlety that are not well 
understood by many in the academic community.  At the same time, they are very important in 
the professional lives of faculty members.   
 
We recommend that the Senate Executive Committee work with the organizers of the New 
Faculty Orientation to provide more effective education of new faculty members in these two 
crucial areas.  AAUP~ISU Chapter stands ready to collaborate on New Faculty Orientation 
sessions devoted to Shared Governance and Academic Freedom.  
 
5.  Due Process in Conflicts and Communication with the Board of Trustees   
 
The student grievances pursued against faculty in the College of Health and Human Services last 
spring created substantial controversy and damaged the reputation of ISU as a place to pursue 
academic careers.  AAUP officers were approached for advice in those cases, and we are hopeful 
that such egregious failures to follow due process will not occur again.  It is not clear whether the 
Board of Trustees has been informed of the student grievances and the surrounding controversy, 
or of the subsequent grievance filed by Professor Guell in reaction to how those student 
grievances were handled.  The Board should be informed about these events because they have 
relevance for the Board’s role in oversight of ISU policies and the work-place environment. 
 
We recommend three things to the Senate leaders related to these matters.  First, that you 
emphasize in your communications with faculty and administrators the critical importance of 
following due process in all situations of conflict.  Second, that you engage the Board of Trustees 
on these matters to ensure that they have been adequately informed about the events and their 
potential consequences.   
 
Third, we have been informed that one reaction to these events has been to charge the Faculty 
Affairs Committee and a task force to develop procedures for student grievances against faculty.  
In our view this is a mistake.  While we agree that students should have the right to have their 
concerns about faculty conduct heard by ISU authorities, a grievance procedure is inappropriate 
for this purpose.  ISU already has a mechanism through which students can file complaints about 
faculty conduct, which is administered through the Office of Student Conduct and Integrity.  
This complaint procedure is adequate, fair and appropriate for students’ concerns.  To establish a 
second procedure for this purpose is a waste of faculty and administrator effort and will likely 
result in unnecessary confusion.  It should not be pursued.  
 
 


