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Thank you Chairperson Guell and other members of the Exec. for this opportunity to present AAUP's concerns to 
your body. We have five major points, most of them having to do with shared governance, a major tenet in a 
functioning academic community. 
 
1. We continue to recommend that faculty representatives in Exec. establish some form of regular interaction with 
the Board of Trustees. This was the subject of a recent policy document published in the latest issue of Academe, 
which we urge that Senate and Administration leaders read.  If you are not a member of AAUP, it is online. We 
appreciate and support Chairperson Guell's work to try to further communication with the Board. It is sad that 
students get a representative on the board while faculty have none. We suggest that a preliminary step could be 
taken on the faculty side by forming an ad hoc faculty committee dedicated to greater dialogue between faculty and 
the Board. 
 
2. Over the past four years the Indiana General Assembly along with ICHE and the state Core Transfer Library has 
increasingly micro-managed institutions of higher education in areas such as how many hours constitute a major and 
the content of our general or foundational education programs. In the interests of the integrity and high standards of 
academic communities in Indiana, AAUP recommends that faculty from the different campuses of public 
universities cooperate in lobbying the legislature and ICHE so that legislators can take our practices and concerns 
into account when legislating on matters that need to be our primary authority.  
 
AAUP stands ready to use our contacts with faculty senates throughout the state to further such cooperation. There 
are active AAUP chapters on the campuses of seven Indiana campuses including IU-Bloomington, Purdue, and 
IUPUI. We also recommend that the university-paid lobbyist cooperate with faculty representatives and our AAUP’s 
lobbyist when it comes to bills that impinge on academic freedom, including particularly, primary authority over the 
curriculum. That hasn't been the case in the past here at ISU.  It would enhance our influence on the Genera 
Assembly and ICHE.  
 
3. AAUP is concerned that the starting or floor of part-time lecturers remains at the level of $3000 per course level; 
the same is true instructors. It has been at least several years since ISU raised its minimum salary level for part-
timers to $3000, but despite the University’s public commitment to raise these salaries by the same percentage that 
tenure and tenure track faculty salaries rise, they have remained stagnant. We also remain concerned about the 
cutback in hours of contingent faculty in order of the university to save on benefits.  
 
This is a fundamental equity concern. Why is ISU saving money at the expense of its lowest salaried faculty 
members who have the least power and are the most vulnerable?    
 
4. Regarding the dispute in the College of Business over textbook adoption, two officers from AAUP are 
investigating details of this particular case, and we expect to issue a report with recommendations on textbook 
selection. Our chapter favors maintaining the individual right of faculty to choose textbooks unless there are 
compelling reasons to deviate from this principle.  Our initial perceptions in the case of Dr. Bialaszewski’s course 
are that: a) There are no compelling reasons for this course to require a common text; and b) even if a common text 
were warranted, the decision process followed, as we understand it, was flawed.  
 
5. Regarding the intervention by the Dean of the College of Arts and Science in the Department of Communication, 
we are concerned about the process under which the Dean intervened. Of course, we recognize that troubled 
departments in the University should be subject to outside intervention from time to time.  An improvement plan is 
one way of doing this.  In this case, the Department of Communication's rules and prevailing academic culture were 
not adequate for effective governance. However, the manner of devising and implementing this particular 
improvement plan was inconsistent with shared governance at the departmental level.   
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Why? The plan was devised in a top down fashion with no faculty input whatsoever, even though the faculty leaders 
in the College of Arts and Sciences (CAS) requested such input. What can justify a Dean refusing such input? 
Whenever a department is involved, a robust faculty role is appropriate in a system of shared governance. We ask 
that the Exec. consider a resolution supporting such a collaborative approach in any new cases that may arise.  
 
With regard to the Dean's improvement plan, we think there were positive and negative features. With regard to the 
deficiencies in the report, AAUP suggests to the Senate Exec. that it call for five changes.  Specifically: 
 
 1.  The plan should explicitly describe a mechanism for faculty members to participate in setting agendas for 
departmental meetings. 
 
2.  The admonition against using e-mail for communication should be removed. 
 
3.  The ad hoc option of seeking third parties outside the University to assist in resolving future disputes should be 
removed.  There are existing procedures already in place for this purpose, which are specified in the bylaws of the 
CAS.  
 
4.  Some kind of oversight review of the chairperson’s assignment of teaching responsibilities should be established. 
 
5.  Authority conveyed to the chairperson in this plan should be diminished.  Dean Murray’s plan claims to rely on 
the ISU Handbook but he has misinterpreted it in refusing recognize that faculty have crucial roles in the domains he 
specifies.  These mistaken assertions of chairperson authority should be removed from the plan, and the faculty 
members of the department should be apprised of their responsibilities in these areas.  In short, we are concerned 
that faculty members have been guided into a misunderstanding of the authority structure appropriate to shared 
governance. We include specifics in the Addendum to the handout.  
 
AAUP will have some things to say about annual reviews of tenure track faculty. We will be weighing in on this 
question next month.    
 
Addendum 
 
a.  The current improvement plan states:  “…chairpersons are responsible for … faculty 
appointments/promotion/evaluation…”  This is simply inaccurate.  Although chairpersons have a role in these 
matters, it is primarily a responsibility of the faculty collectively.  The University Handbook clearly states that 
chairpersons have a responsibility to lead departments through these matters; they don’t have responsibility in the 
way this improvement plan describes.    
 
b.  The current improvement plan states:  “…if consensus is not reached [in consultation with departmental faculty] 
the chair has the right and the responsibility to make the best decisions …” This is also inaccurate.  There is no 
support for this position in the University Handbook.  The scope of authority depends on the issue.  In matters of 
curriculum and teaching personnel the faculty have primary authority, and decisions should be based on procedures 
established in bylaws, such as by majority vote of the faculty.  Chairpersons do not have the authority to make 
decisions contrary to a majority opinion, as this improvement plan states.  
 
c.  The current improvement plan states:  “…the ultimate authority and responsibility for managing COMM 101 
rests with the chairperson.”  This is not consistent with principles of shared governance, which recognize that the 
faculty have primary authority over matters of curriculum and faculty hiring and evaluation.  While we agree that 
chairpersons have some degree of managerial responsibility, and thus authority, in academic programs and courses, 
this statement inappropriately conveys “ultimate authority” to the chairperson at the exclusion of any authority of 
the departmental faculty.  The faculty collectively should be recognized as having the authority and responsibility 
for COMM 101 in a strategic sense, while the Chairperson has responsibility for assisting in formulating strategy 
and then implementing the decisions of the faculty collective with regard to this part of the Communication 
curriculum.  This current improvement plan encourages dictatorial authority over the curriculum, which is 
inappropriate 
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Our goal in urging modification of this improvement plan is to help the faculty, including the chairperson, to 
develop a vibrant, well-functioning Department of Communication.  This is an important component of the CAS.  
The style and substance of the current plan is likely to fall short of this goal.  There should be a robust system and 
culture of shared governance at the departmental level, which is where the main work of the academy is 
accomplished.  Rethinking the Dean’s flawed improvement plan will help facilitate that goal. 
 
Submitted by 
 
Richard Schneirov 
 


