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We are concerned by a continuing trend toward de-professionalization of college and university 
faculties across the U.S., including at Indiana State University; de-professionalization is the flip side of 
corporatization.  This gradual shift is manifested in particular policies adopted by institutions of higher 
education as well as in workplace culture of faculty, who unthinkingly defer to orders from above.  To 
a significant degree this dynamic is driven by shifts in strategy for managing colleges and universities, 
with increased emphasis in a corporate business model of management and a misguided quest for 
quantitative measures of the outcomes of educational effort.   
 
While we acknowledge that higher education should be administered in a business-like manner, with 
due attention to resource deployment, financial health, and accountability, we believe the basic nature 
of education is not well matched to this managerial trend, and neither are the outcomes suited to 
reliable quantitative indicators.   Continued evolution in these directions, we believe, will ultimately be 
harmful to the U.S. system of higher education, particularly in its qualitative dimensions.  While it may 
be laudable to expand the number of citizens with college and university degrees, to do so without due 
attention to the quality of education is to perpetrate fraud against the public.  
 
1.  Administrative Encroachment in Domains of Faculty Primary Authority   

Here is an example of misguided faculty culture in the College of Arts and Sciences (CAS). It began 
with discussion among faculty on the Standing Committee for Administrative and Faculty Affairs 
(AFAC) of revisions to a document entitled Guidelines on Retention, Promotion and Tenure for the 
CAS. In the course of the discussion it was suggested by some faculty members that the views of 
administrators about the revision would require changes in the draft.  When the Office of Academic 
Affairs raised concern about some specific content, the AFAC seemed to take this as a required 
revision in order for the document to be acceptable.  This interpretation raises the issue of 
administrative encroachment into areas where faculty have primary authority.  While suggestions made 
by administrators about the document are welcome, they should not be interpreted as required because 
faculty have primary authority in the domain of evaluating suitability of colleagues for retention, 
promotion and tenure.  The exercise of faculty authority in this area is a quintessential example of 
maintaining the professional status of faculty.  To automatically accede to the views of administrators 
is a step toward de-professionalization, and this culture should be adjusted. 
 
2.  The Role of Departmental Chairpersons in Shared Governance    
ISU follows a tradition of departmental leadership by chairpersons, as opposed to heads of 
departments.  The latter is a hierarchical arrangement in which departmental leaders have 
administrative authority to direct the work of faculty.  The former recognizes departmental leaders as 
facilitating the achievement of goals established by the collective will of a departmental faculty.  In 
other words, primary authority at the departmental level lies with the faculty collective rather than the 
chairperson for a broad range of departmental activities, including:  teaching, curriculum development, 
research and faculty evaluation.  Exercise of this authority is another example of the professional status 
of the faculty.  
AAUP ~ ISU Chapter is concerned about a tendency for some chairpersons to administer their 
departments with a domineering management style that is more along the lines of department heads.  
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Faculty should be encouraged to call out chairpersons for such behavior and insist on respect for the 
authority relations established in the University Handbook.  (Specific instances have been brought to 
our attention, and we have advised relevant faculty accordingly, but our concern here is with the 
tendency in general.)   

Furthermore, there seems to be a culture among ISU academic officers always to support chairpersons 
in instances of conflict between a chair and his/her faculty.  We want to remind the University Senate 
as well as the ISU Executives that the University Handbook follows recommended best practices of the 
national AAUP regarding the role of departmental faculty in the appointment of departmental 
chairpersons.  The practice, if followed correctly, requires that appointments meet the consent of the 
faculty.1 

The Spring Forum of AAUP ~ ISU Chapter will feature a panel discussion on the role of departmental 
chairpersons in shared governance.   We encourage all faculty – especially chairpersons – and 
academic administrators to attend.  This is scheduled for Thursday April 2, 3:30 to 4:30 pm, Whitaker 
Room of the Bayh College of Education.  
 
3.  Mitch Daniels’s Testing Initiative at Purdue University   

The president of Purdue University, with the support of the Purdue Board of Trustees, is demanding a 
system of standardized testing that he expects will reveal student progress in learning over a course of 
studies at Purdue.  Details are yet to be fixed, but generally this would be structured to assess baseline 
capability in an entrance exam and annual comparative exams that would measure student intellectual 
growth across each year and then across the full program experience.    
While this may sound like a good idea, the problems it raises in reliability of measure and in incentives 
for instructors outweigh the beneficial content, in our view.  It has already been noted in discussions of 
assessment that graduating students have little incentive to make genuine effort when sitting for a 
standardized exam near the end of their senior year.  (See, for example, comments by Natasha 
Jankowski in a recent article of the Indianapolis Star.2  Ms. Jankowski is associate director of the 
National Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment.) 
What this kind of standardized testing would actually measure is unclear, but once quantitative data are 
accumulated, they are often taken to be a valid measure without critical consideration of the social 
process that generated the numbers.  Moreover, the emergence of these indicators creates an incentive 
to slant course content and pedagogical technique toward achieving higher scores, even if this subverts 
broader learning and reduces the quality of education.  In these respects standardized testing proposals 
are rather like student course evaluations.  Neither is clearly demonstrated as a valid measure of what 
they claim, and both create perverse incentives.   

We believe the professional judgment of faculty members is a much more reliable indicator of student 
learning outcomes than standardized testing could ever be.  The quest for quantitative measures by 
substituting testing for faculty evaluation of students is another example of de-professionalization of 
the faculty in higher education.  
 

                                                             
1 “Academic department chairpersons are appointed by the University President on the recommendations of the Provost …, 
the dean, and the regular faculty of the department.”  University Handbook, sec. 305.1.  “The chair … of a department … 
should be selected either by departmental election or by appointment following consultation with members of the 
department …  appointments should normally be in conformity with department members’ judgment.”  Statement on 
Government of Colleges and Universities, in:  AAUP Policy Documents and Reports, 11th ed., p. 121.  Baltimore:  Johns 
Hopkins University Press.  
2 Daniels, Purdue faculty in test of wills, by Dave Bangert.  Indianapolis Star, 27 January 2015.     


