
Dear Colleagues, 
 
Almost three years ago the Faculty Affairs Committee created a subcommittee to 
examine the working conditions of non tenure-track faculty at IUB. The 
subcommittee’s report, now completed, should inform the BFC regarding the need 
and likely consequences of any future revisions to its policies about non tenure-
track faculty.  
 
The subcommittee has carried out a complex and forbidding task. The research 
required a complicated multi-methodological approach. Collecting and analyzing the 
data had to survive changes in personnel within the subcommittee and in the FAC 
and BFC leadership. The interpretation of the data requires nuance, as it involves 
observation of a heterogeneously structured institution in mid-flow, our 
Bloomington campus. Interpretations of the data and the content of the report may 
differ sharply, depending on the viewer’s perspective.  
 
One conclusion should not escape the notice of any observant IUB community 
member, however: the utilization of non tenure-track appointments for instruction 
far exceeds, in numbers of personnel and in credit hours taught, what could have 
been anticipated when our policies were last revised, fifteen years ago. Under these 
circumstances, we are compelled to ask difficult questions. How do we protect the 
academic freedom faculty require for university teaching? How do we ensure that 
faculty can continue to fulfill their responsibilities in shared governance? And as IUB 
is hardly alone in facing these challenges, to what extent can the campus or 
university regulate these trends? 
 
The report contains three major sections and appendices. The first section is a 
seven-page description of the mandate of the report and summarizes its principal 
findings. The second section, thirteen pages, describes the institutional and policy 
context around non tenure-track appointments at IUB, and lays out questions that 
the subcommittee felt should inform continuing policy discussions. The third section, 
49 pages, provides detailed findings from the research informing the report: 
statistical summaries from the COACHE survey data, and analysis of focus groups 
and interviews with faculty and administrators. The final 62 pages comprise the full 
current set of Indiana University and Bloomington campus policies regarding non 
tenure-track appointment categories (37 pages), and additional information about 
the methodology.  
 
The FAC urges BFC members to familiarize themselves with this report, and to 
engage with its data, its conclusions, and especially the open questions it raises, with 
a view toward updating our policies on NTT faculty.  
 
John Paolillo (Faculty Affairs Committee Chair) 
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NB: The subcommittee recommends the use of the term “specialized faculty” in place of “non-
tenure-track faculty” for reasons explained below. That term is therefore used throughout this 
document. 
 

1. Introduction 
 
1.1  Mandate and History 
 
The Non-Tenure-Track (NTT) Faculty Subcommittee was empanelled by the Faculty Affairs 
Committee (FAC) of the Indiana University Bloomington (IUB) Faculty Council (BFC) in 
February 2014 to examine the institutional roles, expectations, policies, and quality-of-life issues 
that impact the experiences of full-time non-tenure-track faculty members at IUB. Given the fact 
that such colleagues currently comprise 52% of the campus’s faculty and fulfill many important 
instructional, service, and research-related responsibilities, the FAC believed that the BFC would 
be well-served by a thorough examination of this cohort of faculty and the development of 
recommendations aimed at updating and improving campus policies concerning specialized 
faculty title and rank structures, the cohort’s role in faculty governance, the rationalization of 
reappointment and promotion procedures, and mechanisms for determining appropriate 
compensation. 
 
After an initial organization and planning phase in the spring of 2014, the NTT Subcommittee 
implemented eight major data collection efforts in the 2014-2015 Academic Year in order to 
gather data from specialized faculty and school/department administrators at IUB. These were: 
 

• Analysis of survey data from specialized faculty who completed the 2012 
Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education (COACHE) Faculty Job 
Satisfaction Survey (September–October 2014; Section 3.2) 

• Completion of five focus groups with specialized faculty members (November 2014; 
Section 3.3) 

• Completion of semi-structured interviews with deans and associate deans from nine 
schools on the Bloomington campus and collection of school policies from deans and 
associate deans through structured meetings involving the Vice Provost for Faculty 
and Academic Affairs (VPFAA), deans, and Subcommittee members. (January–
February 2015; Section 3.4) 

• Completion of semi-structured interviews with department chairs and academic 
program administrators from nine academic departments on the Bloomington campus. 
(February–March 2105; Section 3.5) 

• Completion of six semi-structured interviews at the request of specific specialized 
faculty members (Summer and Fall 2014; Section 3.6).  

• Completion of surveys and semi-structured interviews with professors of practice 
(December 2014; Section 3.7) 

• Review and compilation of major elements from both existing best practices for 
specialized faculty, and from peer institution policies, procedures, and practices 
regarding specialized faculty (September–October 2104; Section 3.9) 
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In addition, the Subcommittee collected and reviewed demographic data on the counts of 
specialized faculty (by number and full-time equivalent (FTE)) according to a number of 
characteristics. These included counts by job title, number of credits hours and sections taught, 
and sex. The Subcommittee also examined change in these demographics over time and 
differences by school. These data are documented and discussed in Section 3.1.  
 
In the Fall of 2014, the Subcommittee analyzed data from the COACHE Survey, a web survey of 
255 full-time specialized faculty, 505 tenure-track (TT) faculty, and 159 pre-tenure IUB faculty 
that had been completed between October 2012 and January 2013. The COACHE Survey 
covered a number of areas within the Subcommittee’s charge, including salary, mentoring, work-
life balance, promotion, contract renewal, governance, and recognition. Analyses identified the 
areas of promotion, institutional support, governance, and recognition as areas of higher levels of 
dissatisfaction and for possible improvement. Section 3.2 details the Subcommittee’s analysis of 
the COACHE Survey data. 
 
In order to better understand dissatisfaction in some of the areas identified in the COACHE 
Survey and at peer institutions, and to provide an opportunity for qualitative feedback from NTT 
faculty, focus groups were conducted in the Fall of 2014. Five focus groups with a total of 32 
faculty representing the five largest groups of full-time NTTs (lecturers, senior lecturers, clinical 
faculty, research scientists, and research associates) were conducted using professional focus 
group moderators from the Indiana University (IU) Center for Survey Research. The major 
topics covered in each of these focus groups included support of specialized faculty, job titles, 
performance reviews, promotion, mentoring, and salary determination. Faculty members who 
participated in the focus groups were sent an email soon after the meeting thanking them for their 
participation and asking them to identify the 2–3 top changes that they would like to occur on the 
Bloomington campus. The subcommittee reviewed the responses from each of the focus groups 
and the top 2–3 changes suggested by each faculty member in order to gather problems and 
concerns that will feed the future development of policy recommendations. From the focus 
groups, it is apparent that the culture of specialized faculty is not consistent across the 
Bloomington campus and there is a desire from those in the focus groups to have campus-wide 
policies. The methodology and findings from the focus groups are discussed in Section 3.3.  
 
In order to get a balanced view on specialized faculty, members of the subcommittee conducted 
individual interviews with Deans and Associate Deans from nine schools (College of Arts and 
Science, Kelley School of Business, Maurer School of Law, School of Public and Environmental 
Affairs (SPEA), School of Optometry, School of Education, School of Medicine, School of 
Informatics, and School of Public Health) on the IUB campus in a semi-structured manner. At 
least one member of the subcommittee was present at each interview. The interviews were 
designed to address three major areas: the make-up of specialized faculty members at each of the 
respective schools, specialized faculty policies and practices at each school, and challenges and 
policy recommendations that the Deans had about specialized faculty issues. The interviewers 
were provided a list of potential questions, but the Deans could steer the interview to topics that 
they felt were most important. From the interviews of the Deans, it is apparent that there is 
variation administratively among the nine schools in each of the three major topics concerning 
specialized faculty. Additionally, in February 2015, Associate Deans met with then–Vice Provost 
of Faculty and Academic Affairs Tom Gieryn and two members of the subcommittee. Notes 
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were made of the meeting, and a list of “best practices” was created. This document is not 
intended for public release, but will be used by the subcommittee in the recommendation phase 
along with the interviews of Deans. Section 3.4 details findings from these interviews. 
 
The last set of data collection occurred in February and March of 2015, when members of the 
subcommittee completed semi-structured interviews with Chairs and Academic Program 
Administrators of nine departments on the Bloomington campus. The departments and programs 
represented were East Asian Languages and Cultures, Mathematics, Speech and Hearing 
Sciences, Compass, Psychological and Brain Sciences, Spanish and Portuguese, English, 
Apparel Merchandising and Interior Design, and Chemistry. The interviews were designed to 
cover the same three major areas as the interviews with the Deans, but participants could steer 
the conversation to topics they felt were most important. As for the interviews with the Deans, it 
is apparent that there is variation in the culture of specialized faculty across departments on the 
Bloomington campus. Both the Deans and the Department Chairs are interested in having best 
practices for specialized faculty across the Bloomington campus but would also like the ability to 
vary these practices to best fit their school and or department. Section 3.5 details findings from 
the chair and program administrator interviews.  
 
During the process of collecting data, subcommittee members were contacted by various 
specialized IUB faculty who wished to be interviewed about their experiences as an NTT faculty 
member on the Bloomington campus. A semi-structured protocol (Appendix A.3.13) was used 
for each interview. The protocol required that at least two members of the subcommittee be 
present during the interview. Section 3.6 provides an overview of the process, as well as a 
summary of problems and concerns raised in these interviews. 
 
Professors of practice were not included in the focus groups since they are a small group and a 
particularly unique subset of specialized faculty. Instead, a survey and interviews were 
conducted specifically for those with the professor of practice title. Section 3.7 documents the 
findings based on these information-gathering activities. These data reveal some specific issues 
concerning professors of practice, including use of the title, performance expectations, academic 
freedom, and student understanding of their role.    
 
Section 3.8 gives an overview of four additional categories of faculty not dealt with in the 
current report. 
 
In addition, the Subcommittee reviewed seven reports on the topic of specialized faculty from 
other universities, including Rutgers University, University of Illinois, University of Maryland, 
and University of North Carolina, University of Virginia, Arizona State University, and Boston 
University. These reports covered topics that included hiring processes, job titles, 
responsibilities, promotion, support, governance and recognition. The subcommittee reviewed 
the reports and determined the similarities between reports. This led the committee to develop a 
baseline set of conditions that should be in place on the Bloomington campus to effectively meet 
the needs of the specialized faculty. Section 3.9 provides an overview of the Subcommittee’s 
review of these peer institution studies and policies. 
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1.2. Introductory Summary of Factual Findings 
 
Specialized faculty are members of the faculty whose duties do not include all three areas of 
research, teaching, and service: 

• Teaching: lecturers, professors of practice, clinical faculty, some visitors and post-docs. 
• Research: research scientists, most post-docs. 
• Service: academic specialists. 

A variety of other titles are used. In many or most cases, specialized faculty have duties in two 
areas—most commonly, service for lecturers—or even three. 
 
In most ways, IUB has an exemplary record on treatment of specialized faculty. We have 
avoided the extensive reliance on part-time adjuncts that is so common elsewhere. Nevertheless, 
there are problems that need to be addressed, some similar to the national situation and some 
arising from the policies that we now have in place.  
 
1.2.1. Statistical Findings 
 
As of Fall 2015, there were 3,061 members of the IUB faculty. Of these, 1,348 were tenure-track 
professors resident on campus (of all ranks), and 85 were tenure-track librarians. The remainder 
comprise 1,308 full-time specialized faculty (646 lecturers and other teaching faculty, and 662 
non-instructional research scientists, academic specialists, and other non-teaching faculty), and 
320 part-time lecturers and other teaching faculty. Specialized faculty are 53% of the IUB 
faculty (40% by FTE). The composition of IUB instructional faculty by appointment categories 
is given in Table 1.1 below.* 
 
Table 1.1. Composition of instructional faculty and FTE distribution by appointment category at 
IUB in Fall 2015. 
 
Category Number % FTE % 
Tenure Track     

Professors (all ranks)† 1,348 54% 1,348 58% 
Specialized     

Lecturers, other teaching faculty‡ Full time 646 26% 646 28% 
Part time 320 13% 162 7% 

Total 2,516  2,317  
 
Fall 2014 is the latest date for which we have data on how much instruction was performed by 
faculty in each of the appointment categories, as presented in Table 1.2. While tenure track and 
specialized faculty are presently at parity in the number of sections taught, specialized faculty are 
clearly teaching larger sections (they carry more credit hours). 

                                                
*	These	statistics	are	derived	from	the	2015–16	IU	Fact	Book.	For	reasons	that	are	not	clear,	these	numbers	do	
not	agree	exactly	with	numbers	derived	from	the	list	we	were	given	of	individuals	in	each	category.	
†	Tenured	and	tenure-eligible	excluding	full-time	administrators.		
‡	Lecturers,	clinical	faculty,	adjunct	faculty.	We	know	from	anecdotal	evidence	that	some	instruction	is	
performed	by	individuals	such	as	visiting	faculty	(216	in	Fall	2015),	post-docs	(137),	academic	specialists,	
and	research	scientists	and	associates	(351),	but	we	were	unable	to	find	quantitative	data	on	this.	
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Table 1.2. Distribution of instruction by instructional appointment category at IUB, Fall 2014. 
 
Category Credit hours Sections 
Tenure track faculty 33% 40% 
Specialized faculty 52% 40% 
Student academic appointees 16% 24% 
 
Furthermore, this is a relatively new development at IUB. Since 2006, the number of tenure track 
faculty and librarians has increased by 4%, while the number of specialized faculty (excluding 
research faculty) has increased 53% by FTE and 36% in overall numbers. Other notable 
observations we found are summarized below. 

•  
• During Fall 2014, in the College of Arts and Sciences, specialized faculty taught 43% 

(2007: 32%) of the credits, and TT faculty 37% (2007: 43%). 
• The schools most heavily reliant on specialized faculty (Fall 2014) are Business (77%, 

TT 16%) and SPEA (70%, TT 19%). 
• The only school in which TT faculty teach the majority of credits is Law. Music is the 

only school in which the majority of sections are taught by TT faculty. 
• IU has generally avoided reliance on part-time faculty. 

o BFC policies have blocked it. 
o Associate Instructors (AIs) fill that gap—but does that place the burden of 

providing budget flexibility on graduate students? 
• Female faculty and staff (Fall 2014):  

o Executive/administrative with faculty status 38% 
o Tenure-track faculty 35% 
o Specialized faculty 49% 
o Professional staff 51% 
o Administrative staff 84% 
o Iinfrastructure staff 23% 

 
1.2.2. Qualitative Findings 
 
Based on surveys, focus groups, and interviews with specialized faculty and interviews with 
administrators at the school and department level, we found that the situation was seen quite 
differently by specialized faculty and administrators in some areas, though in other areas there 
were similarities. Because of confidentiality arrangements with participants in these parts of the 
study, we cannot present quotes, anecdotes or example statements to substantiate the statements 
below. They are, however, the collective interpretation of the subcommittee regarding salient 
patterns of responses to our inquiry. 
 

1.2.2.1. Specialized Faculty 
 

• Morale of a number of specialized faculty is not very good, though it varies greatly with 
individual situations. 
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• Specialized faculty often report feeling like “second-class citizens,” a perception that we 
found often justified by actual policies and practice. 

• They particularly dislike the term “non-tenure track,” which defines them negatively. 
• They are often unaware of the nature and duties of their positions when they are hired. 
• The criteria for evaluation, reappointment, and promotion are often unclear to them. In 

many cases such criteria do not exist. 
• They want support for professional development, notably sabbaticals. 
• They want clearly defined and meaningful governance rights, notably including the right 

to vote for unit leadership, hires, and issues such as curriculum that they are directly 
concerned with. 

 
1.2.2.2. Administrators and Chairs 

 
• The roles and rights of specialized faculty vary enormously among schools and 

departments.  
• Actual practice is frequently not in accordance with University, campus, and sometimes 

even school policies. (See section C for specific examples.) 
• Administrators in schools with well-defined roles for specialized faculty are anxious not 

to change arrangements that they think are working well. 
• Administrators want to have clearer guidance on specialized faculty policy and have 

identified a number of areas in which clearer guidance is needed, particularly in 
procedures for promotion and reappointment. 

 
 
1.2.3. Policy and Practice 
 
1.2.3.1. Academic appointments are made with respect to a set of unordered categories, each of 

which has a set of specific responsibilities defined in the University appointment policy 
(Policy A1 in Bloomington Academic Guide). 

 
• Explanation: University policies make it clear that specialized faculty represent a 

category of appointment, not a rank. They play a critical role in the functioning of the 
University and its ability to meet its research, teaching, and service obligations. While the 
fact that IUB is a research university may justify giving final authority on some matters 
to TT faculty, it does not justify exclusion of specialized faculty from authority areas in 
which they play a legitimate role. 

 
1.2.3.2. TT faculty have a significant role in defining the scope of work of specialized faculty 

under university policy. 
 
1.2.3.3. Under existing policy, specialized faculty are guaranteed academic freedom. Thus 

tenure-track and specialized faculty have identical teaching prerogatives. 
 
1.2.3.4. Problems with implementation of policy: 
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• Specialized faculty titles are used inconsistently across schools, with the title “clinical 
professor” in particular being used in ways inconsistent with policy. 

• Specialized faculty appointments are sometimes used by administrators as shortcuts to 
solve problems—for example, making hires without regular faculty-directed search and 
screen. Most of the major problem cases we encountered were the result of administrators 
using specialized faculty appointments inappropriately. 

• There is no clear standard for reappointment of specialized faculty. Essentially, 
specialized faculty have no clear due process protection following the assertion of “lack 
of programmatic need” by a chair or dean. 

• There are diversity issues, which we have not specifically addressed, particularly 
involving gender balance. 
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2. Issues of Policy and Principle 
 
2.1. A Brief History of Specialized Faculty on the Bloomington Campus 
 
Specialized faculty have existed at IUB for decades in the form of adjunct, visiting and research 
appointees. Prior to 2001, however, the Clinical appointment category was the only continuing 
specialized faculty appointment associated with instructional responsibilities. During the decade 
of the 1990s, after a sharp decline in enrollments, the Business School petitioned the campus 
administration to allow the use of specialized instructional faculty. This permission was granted, 
and since there were no other options, the first Clinical appointments were made outside the 
traditional areas of use (Medicine, Optometry, etc.).   
 
Given a nationwide trend toward the use of specialized teaching faculty, the various faculty 
committees focused on developing policies for such appointments at IU. In 2001 the university–
level appointments policy was approved by the University Faculty Council (UFC) and also 
endorsed by the Board of Trustees. The central component of this policy was the establishment 
of the Lecturer category as the central vehicle for continuing specialized instructional 
appointments. It was understood by the faculty at that time that Clinical appointments would no 
longer be used for that purpose. 
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2.2. University Policies on Specialized Faculty and Issues Raised by their 
Implementation 

 
The purpose of this section is to define the focus of the subcommittee’s work by answering 
several questions:  

1) What are the categories of appointment of IUB faculty? 
2) How many specialized faculty appointees are there in Bloomington?Which set of 

specialized faculty appointees has been of greatest concern in terms of this report and for 
proposed policy changes which are now under discussion and  

3) How much teaching do they do? 
4) How are they appointed? 

 
2.2.1. Specialized Faculty Appointments 
 
IU appointees fall into two broad categories: academic and staff. Staff employees are managed at 
the University level and do not fall under the jurisdiction of faculty governance. Academic 
appointees are managed at the campus level, in Bloomington by the office of the Vice Provost 
for Faculty and Academic Affairs. The policies governing these appointees are among those for 
which the faculty has legislative authority under its constitution. Some of these policies, which 
will be discussed elsewhere in this report, are University-wide in scope and were approved by 
the UFC, while others are BFC policies pertaining only to the Bloomington campus. See Section 
3.1 for some very basic demographic data concerning academic appointees on the Bloomington 
campus. 
 
According to the October 2015 census (see Section 3.1), there are 3270 academic appointees on 
the Bloomington campus, 2882 of which are full-time appointees. Of the 388 part-time 
appointees, 354 fall into the adjunct faculty category. The number of adjuncts has varied over the 
past 10 years, but was as high as 343 in October of 2009. The trend in use of adjuncts is clearly 
positive, but not dramatically so. These appointments have not received significant attention by 
the subcommittee. 
 
Of the 2882 full-time academic appointees in Bloomington, 1571 are either tenured or on the 
tenure track, 85 of whom are Librarians. Thus there are 1311 appointees that could be viewed as 
specialized faculty appointees. However, under policy ACA-14, which is part of the University 
appointments policy approved by the UFC and by the Board of Trustees, the following 
appointment categories have the specialized faculty designation:  

Clinical 
Lecturer 
Professor of Practice 
Acting 
Visiting 
Adjunct 
Research  
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In Bloomington, under this definition, there are 853 full-time specialized faculty appointees. The 
subcommittee has decided not to study the Acting, Visiting, or Adjunct categories of full-time 
appointments (219 in number and almost all in the Visiting category), since they are by 
definition time-limited. 
 
2.2.2. Numbers of Full-Time Specialized Faculty 
 
How many full-time, continuing specialized faculty appointments are there currently in 
Bloomington? Taking the preceding into account, the answer to that question would be 634, with 
131 Clinical, 331 Lecturer, 29 Professor of Practice, and 143 Research appointees. Ten years ago 
(2006), the full-time, continuing specialized faculty total was 338. For comparison, there were 
1505 TT appointees in 2006 compared with the current 1571. The specialized faculty percentage, 
therefore, was 18.3% in 2006 and 28.8% in 2015. If the Research and Librarian appointments 
were extracted from this computation, thus providing focus on appointees with instructional 
responsibilities, the full-time, continuing instructional specialized faculty percentage would be 
24.8% in 2015. 
 
2.2.3. Specialized Faculty Instructional Effort 
 
Teaching is a fundamental component of the mission of Indiana University, and by University 
policy, certain categories of academic appointees are charged with meeting that responsibility. 
What portion of that responsibility in Bloomington is met by specialized faculty appointees? 
 
The data currently available does not answer this question specifically for full-time, continuing 
specialized faculty appointees, but rather for all specialized faculty appointees whether full or 
part-time, and whether continuing or time-limited. (Note that in Fall 2015, full-time, continuing 
specialized faculty appointees were 91.1% of all FTEs in specialized faculty appointment 
categories.) It also appears that the data have been collected using procedures that introduce 
errors in distinguishing between the instructional effort of TT, specialized faculty, and AI 
appointees, so the data presented here should be taken to be only approximately correct and 
likely biased downward for the specialized faculty category. 
 
In Fall of 2014 (the most recent data available, see Section 3.1), the total credit hours for all 
Bloomington academic units was 594,753. Specialized faculty appointees taught 306,077 of 
these, which is 51.5%. For Fall 2008, the corresponding figures were 540,494 total, 221,625 
Specialized Faculty, and 41.0%. These data include both undergraduate and graduate credit 
hours, so in all likelihood the specialized faculty percentage values for only undergraduate 
instruction would be somewhat larger. 
 
Corresponding data for specialized faculty instructional effort at the academic unit level is quite 
variable. The percentage values for Fall 2014 ranged from 29% to 77%.  
 
Specialized faculty appointees, therefore, are making an extremely important contribution to 
meeting the IU mission, far in excess of what was anticipated by the faculty when the specialized 
faculty era began in earnest with the passage of the University appointments policy in 2001. It 
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follows from this that significant changes in policy may be necessary to facilitate the pursuit of 
excellence in IU’s instructional mission. 
 
2.2.4. Specialized Faculty Appointment Policy  
 
Policy ACA-12, adopted in 2001, states: “It is the policy of Indiana University to staff its regular 
instructional program with tenure-track faculty to the maximum extent possible.” The data 
presented above suggest that the implementation of the appointment policy in Bloomington has 
proceeded with little regard for this most basic objective of the faculty and the Trustees. The 
basic reason for this is that academic appointments are made at the level of academic units, and 
the mandates of University policy, particularly in areas under the jurisdiction of the faculty, do 
not necessarily have high priority in guiding administrative decision-making at the unit level. 
The BFC identified situations like this as a critical shortcoming of the shared governance system 
on the campus in a review of shared governance conducted in 2014–2015. 
 
How is the process supposed to work for a specialized faculty instructional appointment under 
University policies ACA-12 and ACA-14? At the outset, the TT faculty in a unit is supposed to 
consider the appropriateness of employing specialized faculty to deliver identifiable components 
of the unit’s curriculum. This is because Lecturer appointments were conceived as being used 
only in limited situations, primarily those involving specialized pedagogy. Once an appropriate 
situation is identified, a specialized faculty appointment may be made, and the principal 
appointment category to be used is that of Lecturer. Policy ACA-14 states: “The Lecturer 
category is the appropriate classification for non-tenure-track teaching faculty in instances where 
the unit has a continuing need for the resource.” The policy also indicates that exceptions to this 
exist in the face of specified circumstances, where Clinical appointments and Professor of 
Practice appointments may be appropriate. Clinical appointments are authorized when the 
“primary duties are teaching students and residents/fellows and providing professional service in 
the clinical setting.” Professor of Practice appointments are “appropriate for individuals who 
have achieved excellence in a field of practice, and who have attained a position of regional, 
national and even international prominence.”  
 
The implementation of Policies ACA-12 and ACA-14 has led us to where we are today, and that 
is to a place not contemplated by the faculty in 2001. Specialized faculty members are far more 
numerous than ever imagined, and the work of the TT faculty has clearly skewed away from 
teaching, dramatically so in some academic units. The Clinical appointment category is being 
used as a substitute for the Lecturer category in many instances. Thus, the shared governance 
system in Bloomington has failed with respect to managing the composition of the faculty 
according to University policy. Responsibility for this is widespread, ranging from campus 
administration and academic unit administration to the faculty, particularly as it pertains to 
faculty governance responsibilities at the academic unit level.  
 
2.2.5. Appointment Policies 
 
The texts of these policies are to be found in Appendix One. 
 
General Provisions Regarding Academic Appointments (ACA-12) 
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http://policies.iu.edu/policies/categories/academic-faculty-students/academic-appointment-
review/General-Provisions.shtml 
 
Classification of Academic Appointments (ACA-14) 
http://policies.iu.edu/policies/categories/academic-faculty-students/academic-appointment-
review/Classification-of-academic-appointments.shtml 
 
Regulation of Clinical and Lecturer Appointments (ACA-18) 
http://policies.iu.edu/policies/categories/academic-faculty-students/academic-appointment-
review/Regulation-of-clinical-and-lecture-appointments.shtml 
 
Regulation of Professor of Practice Appointments (ACA-19) 
http://policies.iu.edu/policies/categories/academic-faculty-students/academic-appointment-
review/Regulation-of-professors-practice.shtml 
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2.3. Issues of Principle Relative to Employment and Treatment of Specialized 
Faculty 

 
Our study of the circumstances of specialized faculty at IUB, together with our review of the 
context of faculty in similar appointment categories at other institutions, raises further issues 
which we believe must be recognized in an informed discussion of the circumstances of 
specialized faculty at IUB. A number of these, around which the subcommittee had considerable 
discussion, are presented in this section. Because these issues often have no clear resolution, or 
the exact nature of the relevant circumstances may be as yet unknown, they are presented here 
primarily in the form of questions, which we consider worthy of consideration when policy 
regarding specialized faculty is being drafted or framed. Not all of questions will be relevant in 
all circumstances, but individually and collectively their importance is great enough, and their 
consideration occupied enough of the subcommittee’s deliberation, that we felt it important to 
raise them here, so that they could continue to be part of the campus discussion around 
specialized faculty appointments in the future.  
 
2.3.1. Standards for Evaluating Policy 
 

2.3.1.1. AAUP and Disciplinary Standards 
 
The changes in the use of appointment categories occurring at IUB are not isolated, they are 
representative of a broader development at US universities. Policy recommendations intended to 
address these circumstances need to be cognizant of the broader academic context in which IUB 
operates. This gives rise to the following questions. 
 
To what extent should American Association of University Professors (AAUP) standards govern 
our specialized faculty policies?  

The AAUP holds the opinion that there are only two legitimate categories of faculty: 
tenured and tenure-track. The purpose of this standard is two-fold: to protect academic 
freedom and to provide sufficient economic security to attract talented people to the 
academic life. 

 
Are there discipline-specific standards and policies that need to be considered—use of clinical 
faculty in medicine or business, for example?  

The MLA and the Middle East Studies Association, for example, have statements on 
language teaching. 

 
2.3.1.2. Interests of the University 

 
The institutional interests of the university are obviously a legitimate concern. What are they? 
Do perceived interests of the university correspond to its actual interests? 
 
Are there competing institutional interests? Flexibility vs. stability? Cost-cutting vs. faculty 
quality? Campus vs. school vs. unit control? Cost savings vs. morale? What else? 
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To what degree should institutional interests be limited by considerations such as fairness to 
individual faculty members? 
 
Are there tangible costs to current policies and practices—e.g., difficulties in recruiting? 
 
To what degree should long-term interests of academia be considered?  

For example, lack of tenured positions discourages qualified young people from 
considering an academic career. 

 
Are there institutional opportunities in getting ahead of the curve on specialized faculty issues? 
 

2.3.1.3. Fairness 
 
What constitutes “fair treatment” of specialized faculty? 
 
Is there a principled—as opposed to merely pragmatic—justification for limiting specialized 
faculty fewer rights with respect to those of TT faculty? 
 

2.3.1.4. Diversity 
 
Do current arrangements raise issues of diversity? 

Specialized faculty are disproportionately female, particularly as compared to tenured 
faculty, who are majority male. 

 
2.3.1.5. Negative Behavioral Incentives 

 
Are the policies and practices governing specialized faculty such as to encourage or tolerate 
unfair treatment on the part of administrators and/or TT faculty? 
 

2.3.1.6. Transparency and Justifiability of Specialized Faculty Use 
 
Can the university’s use of specialized faculty be explained credibly to legislators and parents—
for example, using specialized faculty to release senior tenured faculty from lower-level courses? 
 
2.3.2. Should Teaching-Intensive/Specialized Faculty be Tenured? 
 
 AAUP policy on tenure:  
 “With the exception of special appointments clearly limited to a brief association with the 

institution, and reappointments of retired faculty members on special conditions, all full-
time faculty appointments are of two kinds: (1) probationary appointments; (2) 
appointments with continuous tenure.” (“Recommended Institutional Regulations on 
Academic Freedom and Tenure,” Regulation 1(b), AAUP, Policy Documents and 
Reports, 9th ed. (Washington, D.C., 2001), 21.)  

 
 The purposes of tenure: 

1) Protection of academic freedom 
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2) Economic security so as to allow the profession to attract good people 
 
Does this apply to specialized faculty? It seems that it should. 

 
 IU justification for limiting specialized faculty governance rights:  
 “The academic mission of the campus must remain in the hands of tenured and tenure-

probationary faculty, who are responsible for guiding and balancing both research and 
teaching missions, and whose appointments provide for the protection of academic 
freedom necessary for the full and free exercise of critical judgment.” (Circular B15-
2013) 
 

Is this principle well grounded? The fact that the primary mission of the university is research 
does not necessarily imply that only research faculty should have input into its mission. The BFC 
has specialized faculty representation. 
 
Does this imply that specialized faculty do not, as a matter of policy, have the “academic 
freedom necessary for the full and free exercise of critical judgment.” Is this acceptable? Are 
there actually abuses of academic freedom? 
 
Many specialized faculty do research, teach graduate students, serve on dissertation committees, 
and sometimes direct dissertations. This would seem to justify tenure. 
 
If specialized faculty do not have tenure, then 

1) Do our arrangements in fact protect their academic freedom? 
2) Do they provide sufficient job security to attract and retain quality faculty? 

 
Would it be preferable to have teaching-intensive or other non-research faculty be tenured with 
duties specified by Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs)?  

 
Is there a subset of specialized faculty who should have tenure? Those with terminal degrees in 
the field they are teaching? Senior lecturers? Professors of practice? Clinical professors?  
 
2.3.3. Justifications for Use of Specialized Faculty  
 

2.3.3.1. Part-Time Faculty: 
 
IU’s use of part-time specialized faculty is limited and largely made unnecessary due to the 
availability of AIs. 
 
What are the appropriate cases in which part-time faculty can be used? 
 Visitors?  
 Practitioners otherwise employed? 

Emeritus faculty? 
People who genuinely want part-time employment? 
Budgetary flexibility? But in that case, don’t the same considerations apply to TT 

faculty? 
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2.3.3.2. Short-Term Appointments 

 
How common are they? 
 
Why are they used? 
 
Are there legitimate justifications for short-term appointments? 
 
Should they be renewable? 

 
2.3.3.3. Permanent Specialized Faculty Appointments: 

 
Current IU policy:  

“Hence, non-tenure-track appointments shall be used only when essential to the overall 
mission of the unit. Non-tenure-track appointments must be justified in a principled way 
in terms of a unit’s research, teaching, and service missions. Such justifications must 
indicate the educational impact of assigning specific courses or types of courses to non-
tenure-track faculty, and the impact on the unit of allocating resources to appointments 
dedicated to teaching, rather than to the unit’s research mission.” (Circular B15-2013) 

 
What are the relevant justifications? Specialized teaching expertise? But the criteria for judging 
teaching excellence for lecturers includes research in pedagogy. How does this differ from tenure 
by teaching? 
 
Can specialized faculty appointments be used to relieve TT faculty of onerous duties like 
teaching large introductory classes? Can this be justified institutionally? To the public? 
 
What should be done if existing specialized faculty appointments do not meet this standard?  
 
2.3.4. Distinctions Among Categories of Specialized Faculty  
 

2.3.4.1. Lecturers and Senior Lecturers 
 
Should there be a distinction of rights between short-term lecturers, part-time lecturers, full-time 
lecturers, and senior lecturers? AAUP recommends granting governance rights to long-term 
lecturers. 
 

2.3.4.2. Clinical Professors 
 

How are clinical faculty in Bloomington actually used? Do they primarily practice in a clinical 
setting?  
 
Do clinical professors do research? Should they? How does this affect their teaching? Would 
their functions better be served by TT faculty? 
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2.3.4.3. Professors of Practice 
 
Is there a clear distinction in principle between professors of practice and research professors? 
Does such a distinction exist in practice? 
 
Given the importance of professors of practice to schools like Business and the School of 
International and Global Studies, should professors of practice be eligible for tenure, perhaps 
with modified rules such as research or continued involvement with professional practice? 
 
Does the classification of professors of practice as specialized faculty hinder recruitment and 
retention? 
 

2.3.4.4. Research Faculty 
 
Are the responsibilities of research specialized faculty clearly defined? Do the standards for 
promotion and salary correspond to what they actually do? 
 
 A research scientist complains that his promotion is based on research productivity 
based on publications, but his actual duty is managing a shared resource and is therefore 
overwhelmingly service. 
 
Should research faculty receive sabbaticals or the equivalent? 
The same concerns about professional development that justify sabbaticals for TT faculty would 
seem to apply to scientists. 
 

2.3.4.5. Misclassification and Reclassification 
 
Problems with specialized faculty often seem to involve situations in which their actual duties do 
not correspond to their qualifications or their actual duties. Should there be a process for 
appealing classifications? 
 
2.3.5. Professional Rights of Specialized Faculty 
 

2.3.5.1. Curriculum and Pedagogy 
 
What academic freedom rights do specialized faculty have over curriculum and pedagogy? 
Many specialized faculty, especially lecturers, teach courses for which the curriculum is set by 
the unit, so that they do not have the freedom to set the syllabus. This, however, also applies to 
TT faculty teaching such courses. Do specialized faculty have the same freedom in teaching that 
a TT faculty member would have under those circumstances? 
 
Do specialized faculty have the right to participate in curricular decisions involving their 
teaching responsibilities? 
 
Are specialized faculty eligible to direct dissertations? The Graduate School policy reads that 
Graduate Faculty members with endorsement must have a “regular faculty” position, which the 
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Graduate School reportedly interprets as meaning tenure-track. However, the presence of a 
significant number of specialized faculty with endorsement to supervise dissertations indicates 
either that the policy is new or is not enforced consistently. 
 

2.3.5.2. Research 
 
Many specialized faculty engage in research, and research in pedagogy is one of the criteria for 
evaluation of teaching. Do they have the right to do such research? 
 
To what degree and under what circumstances should the university support research by 
specialized faculty? 
 
Are research expectations for specialized faculty coherent in practice? 
 

2.3.5.3. Support for Professional Growth 
 

What rights do specialized faculty have for support for professional growth? The same 
arguments supporting such support for TT faculty would seem to apply to specialized faculty, 
once allowance is made for different responsibilities. These considerations include: 
 Conference travel 
 Funds for professional expenses 
 Sabbaticals 
 

2.3.5.4. Reappointment, Promotion, and Grievances 
 
What are the standards for reappointment? 
Excellence in teaching is specified. 
 
The standard for excellence in teaching is largely driven by the desire, especially in the College, 
to avoid having people come up for tenure on the basis of teaching, so the bar is deliberately set 
extremely high—basically a national reputation in pedagogy, which is totally unreasonable for 
lecturers facing promotion to senior lecturer. Research excellence in most fields is established in 
an entirely different way. Audiences are clearly (sometimes narrowly) defined and achievable 
targets in a way that they may not be for pedagogy, and considerable national and professional 
support may exist that does not for professional development of teaching in the same subject 
areas.  
 
Thus, current policy implies that any lecturer coming up for reappointment and promotion to 
senior lecturer should meet a standard comparable to the top teachers in the University, which is 
hardly realistic.  
 
It would probably be more reasonable to set the bar for lecturers up for promotion as “very 
good” in teaching, defined perhaps as “teaching that is effective and that shows steady 
improvement and increasing engagement with pedagogical issues and techniques.” 
 
Senior lecturers are said to have “a presumption of reappointment.”  
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What does that mean?  
How does it differ from tenure? 
What, other than poor performance, are the criteria for non-reappointment? 
Can permanent lecturers be not reappointed in order to redeploy finances when there is work for 
them to do? 
Do soft-money positions fall into this category? 
 
2.3.6. Governance Rights of Specialized Faculty 
 

2.3.6.1. In University Policymaking 
 
Specialized faculty have some right to a voice in university policy since they have guaranteed 
seats on the BFC and serve on committees.  
 
How can the underrepresentation of specialized faculty on the BFC and committees be justified? 
 
What are the limits to such service, and how can those limits be justified? 
 

2.3.6.2. In Department Policymaking and Administration 
 
What rights should be guaranteed to specialized faculty in departmental decisions? 
 
What scope do departments have for limiting such rights? Can it be done arbitrarily? Only in 
certain areas? 
 
Is there a justification for preventing senior lecturers from voting on teaching and service in 
tenure decisions? These are areas where they have already been held to the same standard as TT 
faculty. 
 

2.3.6.3. In Chair Elections 
 
Should specialized faculty be allowed to vote for department chairs? 
IUB policy currently limits their vote to under 40%, and the College of Arts and Sciences forbids 
them from voting. Is there a principled reason to limit specialized faculty voting rights? 
 
2.3.7. Real-Life Issues 
 

2.3.7.1. Damage to the University and the Units 
 
Are units and the university weakened by the use of specialized faculty in place of research 
faculty? 
 Quality of instruction? 
 Reduction of TT manpower and resulting weakening of unit faculties? 
 Effects of lower morale of specialized faculty? 
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Do the classification of certain positions as specialized faculty hinder the recruitment and 
retention of quality faculty? 
 

2.3.7.2. Discriminatory Treatment 
 
A common complaint of specialized faculty is that they are not treated as colleagues by research 
faculty. Does the status difference between TT and specialized faculty encourage unfair 
treatment by TT faculty? Lower status leaves specialized faculty vulnerable to abuse, especially 
if reappointment is not guaranteed. 
 

2.3.7.3 Gender Issues 
 
Specialized faculty are disproportionately female. Is this the result of discrimination? Does this 
create problems of harassment and the like? Does this create legal risks for the university? 
 
2.3.8. Summary of Issues to Decide 
 
Are specialized faculty lines being used appropriately, or should some or all of them be 
converted to TT lines, perhaps with specialized MOUs? 
 
Under what conditions should specialized faculty hires be allowed? 
 
Should there be different policies for lecturers, professors of practice, and clinical professors? 
 
Should there be a reclassification appeal process? 
 
Are there opportunities here to improve the university as opposed to simply creating workable 
policies or preventing abuses? 
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3. Detailed Data and Findings 
 
3.1. Detailed Demographic Data 
 
This section contains information about numbers (Tables 1 and 2), instructional effort (Table 3), 
sex (Table 4) and race/ethnicity (Table 5) of at IUB faculty and staff, broken down by 
employment category and, when possible, school.  
 
We attempted to obtain statistics distinguishing instructional effort at graduate and 
undergraduate levels by each class of instructional staff. We were unable to do so. 
 
NB: Table 3.1 lists all academic appointments, including individuals on leave, while the IU Fact 
Book statistics, used in Table 1.1 and 3.4, include only faculty in residence. While this has little 
effect on the specialized faculty statistics, about 10% of the tenured and tenure-eligible faculty 
are on leave at any given time. In fall 2015, for example, the total TT faculty appointments were 
1,486, while the number listed in the Fact Book was 1,348. The latter represents the number 
available for teaching. 
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Table 3.1. Counts of Full-Time IUB Faculty, by Category 
 
Ca Full-

Time/ 
Part-
Time 

Type Fall 
2006 

Count 

Fall 
2007 

Count 

Fall 
2008 

Count 

Fall 
2009 

Count 

Fall 
2010 

Count 

Fall 
2011 

Count 

Fall 
2012 

Count 

Fall 
2013 

Count 

Fall 
2014 

Count 

Fall 
2015 

Count 

Change 
2006 to 

2015 
Number 

Change 
2006 to 

2015 
Percent 

                

BL F-T Faculty Tenure 

Eligible 

1419 1435 1451 1462 1439 1451 1449 1465 1477 1486  67 4.72% 

BL F-T Librarian Tenure 

Eligible 

86 86 83 84 82 78 77 79 82 85  -1 -1.16% 

                

BL F-T Acting Professor 8 6 4 3 3 5 4 8 2 7  -1  

BL F-T Professor of Practice      2 8 20 28 29  29  

BL F-T Lecturer 169 185 208 224 255 278 280 289 308 331  162  

BL F-T Clinical Faculty 94 101 111 109 103 104 106 108 121 131  37  

BL F-T FPX P-T Faculty 26 22 21 17 15 14 14 13 11 6  -20  

BL F-T Adjunct Faculty 2 2 8 3 1 1 4 3 2 2  0  

BL F-T Visiting Faculty 120 149 163 127 137 127 121 157 142 153  33  

BL F-T Research 

Scientist/Scholar 

75 86 100 105 111 120 122 125 134 143  68  

BL F-T Research Associate 243 254 234 264 262 254 224 206 200 196  -47  

BL F-T Post Doctoral Fellow 128 115 110 121 124 115 117 114 127 125  -3  

BL F-T Visiting Research 53 43 40 39 55 50 45 48 52 57  4  

BL F-T Librarian Other 2 3 3 1 2 5 7 6 5 4  2  

BL F-T Other Academic 75 88 90 105 111 117 111 111 114 127  52  

                

BL F-T Total Non-Tenure 

Eligible 

995 1054 1092 1118 1179 1192 1163 1208 1246 1311  316 31.76% 

BL F-T Total All Full-Time 2500 2575 2626 2664 2700 2721 2689 2752 2805 2882  382 15.28% 
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Table 3.2. FTE and Counts of Part-Time IUB Faculty, by Category 
 
Ca Full-

Time/ 
Part-
Time 

Type Fall 
2006 

Count 

Fall 
2007 

Count 

Fall 
2008 

Count 

Fall 
2009 

Count 

Fall 
2010 

Count 

Fall 
2011 

Count 

Fall 
2012 

Count 

Fall 
2013 

Count 

Fall 
2014 

Count 

Fall 
2015 

Count 

Change 
2006 to 

2015 
Number 

Change 
2006 to 

2015 
Percent 

   FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE  FTE Percent 
BL P-T Professor of Practice        1.50 1.50 2.25  2  
BL P-T Lecturer  1.00 0.25 0.75 1.25 0.98 2.79 2.88 1.58 1.58  2  
BL P-T Clinical Faculty 2.80 4.00 3.30 3.19 1.20 1.70 1.20  1.55 1.60  -1  
BL P-T FPX P-T Faculty 9.51 8.62 5.70 5.00 4.55 3.88 3.20 2.33 3.08 3.08  -6  
BL P-T Adjunct Faculty 86.08 85.23 92.12 102.19 91.98 98.18 93.70 107.88 106.52 104.19  18  
BL P-T Academic Overload 18.82 18.05 19.91 17.77 18.92 20.13 24.32 20.44 19.78 44.55  26  
BL P-T Visiting Faculty 5.62 7.00 5.28 6.14 6.19 1.98 7.58 3.82 3.29 2.19  -3  
BL P-T Research 

Scientist/Scholar 
2.70 4.45 4.73 4.99 5.30 3.43 3.80 3.50 3.13 3.75  1  

BL P-T Research Associate 2.56 3.56 4.31 4.74 3.18 5.20 6.86 4.65 7.06 4.60  2  
BL P-T Post Doctoral Fellow    0.50 0.90 0.50 0.75  0.75 0.90  1  
BL P-T Visiting Research 2.25 1.75 2.55 1.70 0.95 1.10 0.96 1.25 2.25 0.75  -2  
BL P-T Librarian Other 0.75 1.75 1.75 1.25 0.75 0.75 0.75     -1  
BL P-T Other Academic  0.35  2.20 3.20 2.70 3.15 1.94 2.84 2.93  3  
BL P-T Total 131.09 135.76 139.90 150.42 138.37 140.53 149.06 150.19 153.33 172.37  41 31.50% 

P-T FTE above is comprised of 
this number of appointees 

Count Count Count Count Count Count Count Count Count Count    

BL P-T Professor of Practice        2 2 3    
BL P-T Lecturer  2 1 2 2 2 4 4 2 2    
BL P-T Clinical Faculty 4 6 5 5 2 3 2  2 2    
BL P-T FPX P-T Faculty 19 17 11 9 8 7 6 3 4 4    
BL P-T Adjunct Faculty 301 325 324 343 319 345 326 358 357 354    
BL P-T Visiting Faculty 10 12 9 11 9 3 15 12 6 6    
BL P-T Research 

Scientist/Scholar 
4 7 9 9 9 6 7 5 4 5    

BL P-T Research Associate 4 6 7 9 6 9 11 6 9 6    
BL P-T Post Doctoral Fellow    1 2 1 1  1 1    
BL P-T Visiting Research 5 4 4 3 1 2 2 2 3 1    
BL P-T Librarian Other 1 3 3 2 1 1 1       
BL P-T Other Academic  2  4 5 4 5 3 4 4    
BL P-T Total 348 384 373 398 364 383 380 395 394 388    
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Table 3.3. IUB Instructional Effort, by School 
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Table 3.4. Full-Time Faculty and Staff Headcount by Sex (IUB, Fall 2015) 
 
 Male Female Total 

Academic Staff    

Tenure/Tenure Track Faculty1 879  469  1348  

Non Tenure Track Faculty 320  326  646  

Academic Professionals2 355  367  722  

Executive/Admin    

    with faculty status 45  20  65  

    without faculty status  215  112  327  

Support Staff    

Professional 1386  1437  2823  

Administrative (secretarial/clerical) 192  966  1158  

Functional (paraprofessional/technical) 154  89  243  

Infrastructure (skilled crafts, service/maintenance) 849  250  1099  

Total Faculty and Staff 4395  4036  8431  

Total Instructional Faculty and Administrators3 1244  815  2059  

Source: UBO/UIRR    
1 Faculty Administrators on tenure/tenure track are included in the Executive/Admin group 
with faculty status. 
2 Includes Librarians, Researchers, Visiting Scientists and Academic Specialist. Includes 
tenured/tenure-track Librarians 
3 Instructional Faculty and Administrators are defined as Academic Staff who are 
Tenure/Tenure Track Faculty; Non Tenure Track Faculty and Executive/Admin with faculty 
status. 
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Table3. 5. Full-Time Faculty and Staff Headcount by Race and Ethnicity (IUB, Fall 2015) 
 

Academic Staff 
African 
American 

American 
Indian 

Asian 
American 

Hispanic / 
Latino 

Pacific 
Islander 

Two or 
More Races 

% 
Minority White Other / 

Unknown Total 

          
Tenure/Tenure Track Faculty1 48  2  153  60  1  17  21% 1,066  1  1,348  
Non Tenure Track Faculty 29  2  49  32  -  3  18% 530  1  646  
Academic Professionals2 14  3  136  28  1  5  26% 534  1  722  
Executive/Admin           
with faculty status 2  -  2  1  -  -  8% 60  -  65  
without faculty status  7  -  10  4  1  1  7% 304  -  327  
Support Staff           
Professional 99  2  127  64  1  29  11% 2,500  1  2,823  
Administrative3  23  1  12  19  1  13  6% 1,088  1  1,158  
Functional4 7  -  7  2  -  4  8% 223  -  243  
Infrastructure5  48  5  19  26  1  8  10% 992  -  1,099  
Total Faculty and Staff 277  15  515  236  6  80  13% 7,297  5  8,431  
Total Instructional Faculty and 
Administrators6 79  4  204  93  1  20  19% 1,656  2  2,059  

Source: UBO/UIRR           
1 Faculty Administrators on tenure/tenure track are included in the Executive/Admin group with faculty status. 
2 Includes Librarians, Researchers, Visiting Scientists and Academic Specialist. Includes tenured/tenure-track Librarians.  
3 Includes secretarial/clerical.           
4 Includes paraprofessional/technical. 
5 Includes skilled crafts, service/maintenance. 
6 Instructional Faculty and Administrators are defined as Academic Staff who are Tenure/Tenure Track Faculty; Non Tenure Track Faculty and 
Executive/Admin with faculty status. 
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3.2. Analysis of 2012 COACHE Survey Data 
 
The Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs (VPFAA) provided access to 
data from the Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education (COACHE) Faculty Job 
Satisfaction Survey. COACHE is based at the Harvard Graduate School of Education and is 
supported by member four-year colleges and universities that participate in the survey (see 
http://sites.gse.harvard.edu/coache for further information). A total of 255 specialized faculty and 
664 tenure-track and tenured faculty participated in the COACHE administration at Indiana 
University Bloomington from October 2012 to January 2013. The Subcommittee, with support 
from the Center for Survey Research, prepared and reviewed descriptive analyses from this 
survey in order to identify potential areas of dissatisfaction among a broad sample of specialized 
faculty and to guide development of the subsequent focus group and interview guides that were 
used to gather additional information about these areas. Additional information on the survey is 
provided in Section 2.1. The findings are described in Section 3.2.2.  
 
3.2.1 Methodology 
 

3.2.1.1. Sample 
 
Full-time tenured faculty and librarians, TT faculty and librarians, and NTT academic appointees 
at Indiana University Bloomington were invited to participate in the COACHE Survey. All 
faculty members were included except those who were hired in the same year as survey 
administration and those in their terminal year after being denied tenure. In total, 1105 tenured 
faculty, 297 pre-tenure TT, and 683 specialized faculty members were invited to participate.  
 

3.2.1.2. Questionnaire Development and Administration 
 
The major goal of the COACHE Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey is to assess faculty work-related 
quality of life along a comprehensive set of dimensions, including salary and benefits, 
mentoring, promotion, contract renewal, support for job activities (research, teaching, and 
service), work-life balance, institutional governance, departmental structure, and recognition. 
The survey generally takes less than 25 minutes to complete. Before starting the survey, 
participants were provided an informed consent statement that included a statement that 
participation was voluntary.  
 
The survey instrument was designed and validated over several years of development. This 
process included literature reviews, focus groups, feedback from senior administrators, pilot 
studies, and cognitive interviews in several institutional contexts. The instrument has also been 
revised based on feedback from respondents in each year’s administration.  
 
Invited participants were sent an email message inviting them to participate that included a 
unique link to a secure web server to complete their survey. Nonrespondents were sent follow-up 
reminder emails. The online survey was administered by COACHE at Harvard University from 
mid-October 2012 to mid-January 2013. Respondents who did not provide at least one answer 
beyond the initial set of demographic items, chose only N/A or declined to respond for all items, 
used the same response for at least 95% of the items, or completed the survey in an inordinately 
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short period of time were removed from the final set of respondents. In total, 505 tenured faculty, 
159 pre-tenure faculty, and 255 specialized faculty responses were included in the final dataset. 
The American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR) Response Rate 1 for the 
COACHE Survey was 46% for tenured faculty, 54% for pre-tenure tenure-track, and 37% for 
non-tenure track faculty. 
 
Table 6 presents the characteristics of the specialized faculty participants from the 2012 
COACHE Survey. Nearly 60% were female compared to 51% of the specialized faculty who 
were invited to participate (data available upon request). White respondents were also 
overrepresented among survey respondents (86%) as compared to the original sample (82%). As 
shown in Table X, there was variation among respondents in whether they had worked for 
another university in an specialized faculty role and in whether teaching, research or outreach (or 
a combination) were their primary responsibility(ies).  
 

Table 6. General Demographic and Employment Characteristics of 2012 
COACHE Survey Specialized Faculty Participants (n=255) 

 
 Percent of 

participants 
Female 58 
White 86 
Married or living with a partner 79 
US citizen 91 
Worked for another college/university in specialized 
faculty position 

40 

Serving in an administrative position 25 
Primary work responsibility:   
 Teaching 
 Research 
 Two or more activities 

 
50 
19 
18 

 
The findings presented in Section 3.2 do not include standard errors or tests of significance. 
COACHE does not provide weights, so the results presented here are unweighted. 
 
3.2.2. Findings 
 
Figure 1 depicts items relating to salary, mentoring, and work-life balance for which 20% or 
greater of specialized faculty COACHE respondents expressed dissatisfaction. A majority of 
specialized faculty respondents (56%) reported that there was not adequate support for faculty to 
be good mentors. More than one-third (37%) of specialized faculty were very dissatisfied or 
dissatisfied with their salary. This compares to 31% of tenured faculty and 27% of pre-tenure 
faculty. Among specialized faculty, 30% expressed disagreement with the statement “I have been 
able to find the right balance, for me, between my professional life and my personal/family life.” 
This level of disagreement compares to 37% and 44% for tenured and pre-tenure faculty, 
respectively. These results were common among other policies related to personal and family 
areas, indicating that although specialized faculty were slightly less satisfied with their salary, 
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they experienced slightly higher levels of satisfaction with policies relating to their work-life 
balance. However, we note that these differences are small. 
 

 
 
Topics relating to promotion and contract renewal were only administered to specialized faculty. 
Figure 2 displays results relating to promotion and contract renewal for which 20% or greater of 
specialized faculty COACHE respondents expressed lack of clarity with regard to standards. 
Nearly half of specialized faculty respondents reported a lack of clarity concerning aspects of 
promotion, including the process itself, criteria, and standards. There was slightly more clarity on 
the contract renewal process, but still more than one-third of specialized faculty respondents 
were uncertain about aspects of that process.  
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Figure 3 displays results relating to institutional support for research, service, and 
teaching for which 20% or greater of specialized faculty COACHE respondents 
expressed dissatisfaction. Significant variability exists among faculty groups regarding 
institutional support for research, service, and teaching. In particular, relative to pre-
tenure faculty, specialized faculty and tenured faculty expressed higher levels of 
dissatisfaction with institutional support for research, scholarly, or creative work and 
support for traveling to present papers or conduct research. Specialized faculty expressed 
higher levels of dissatisfaction with the discretion over choice of committee assignments 
relative to the other groups.  
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Tenured faculty were more likely to express dissatisfaction with aspects of institutional 
governance and departmental leadership (see Figure 4). Compared to other faculty 
groups, specialized faculty expressed the most dissatisfaction relative to other groups 
regarding how well they fit in their department and amount of professional interaction 
with tenured faculty.  
 
 

 
 



 

 40 

As seen in Table 5, specialized faculty generally express higher levels of dissatisfaction 
with the recognition and consideration that they receive relative to tenured and especially 
pre-tenure faculty. The largest differences between specialized faculty and pre-tenure 
faculty are found with respect to recognition for scholarly/creative work, service 
contributions, and outreach. Specialized faculty reported greater dissatisfaction relative to 
the other COACHE groups when asked about how much university administration cares 
about their quality of life. 
 
  

 
 

3.2.3 Summary of Problems and Concerns Identified by COACHE Data  
 

Insufficient compensation for specialized faculty on the basis of their experience 
and responsibilities. 
Lack of clarity on process, criteria, and standards for contract renewal and 
promotion. 
Lack of choice on which committees specialized faculty serve. 
Insufficient support for mentorship, research, service, and teaching. 
Insufficient recognition of scholarly work, service, and outreach contributions by 
specialized faculty. 
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3.3. Focus Groups with IUB Specialized Faculty 
 
The NTT Subcommittee, with support from the Center for Survey Research, planned, 
implemented, and analyzed five focus groups of specialized faculty in the fall and early 
spring of the 2014–2015 Academic Year. Each focus group was comprised of members 
from one of the five largest groups of specialized faculty on campus: lecturers, senior 
lecturers, clinical faculty, research scientists/scholars, and research associates. The focus 
groups were designed, conducted and analyzed according to best practices from Krueger 
and Casey. A description of the methodology is provided in Section 3.3.1. The findings 
are described in Section 3.3.2.  
 
3.3.1. Methodology 
 

3.3.1.1. Recruitment 
 
On October 31, 2014, all 761 IUB full-time faculty from all ranks (e.g., senior, assistant, 
associate) of Lecturer, Clinical, Research Scientist/Scholar, and Research Associate titles 
were sent an email from the BFC Office on behalf of the NTT Subcommittee. The email 
message invited them to complete a brief screening questionnaire to express their interest 
in participating in a 90-minute on-campus focus group in mid-November. The invitation 
(see Appendix A.3.1) explained the charge of the NTT Subcommittee and that as part of 
this effort focus groups were being conducted with specialized faculty to solicit their 
feedback on topics including mentoring, promotion, performance review, and support for 
research, teaching, and service activities.  
 
The screener questionnaire was developed by the Subcommittee and Center for* Survey 
Research (CSR) staff and was designed to obtain a broad representation of specialized 
faculty. The questionnaire requested the following information from potential focus 
group participants: department, title, major responsibilities, length and type of current 
appointment, demographic information (sex, ethnicity, age, and citizenship status), 
availability, and contact information. The screener questionnaire is provided as Appendix 
A.3.2. It was programmed using the Qualtrics online survey processing system and 
thoroughly tested for usability by CSR staff.  
 
As of the November 3, 2014 deadline, 111 faculty had completed the screening 
questionnaire. Using this pool, the Subcommittee identified the five time blocks during 
mid-November with the largest number of Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, Clinical, Research 
Scientist, and Research Associate faculty members available and scheduled the focus 
groups accordingly. In order to keep the focus groups to a preferred size of approximately 
six to eight participants and under the assumption that a couple of selected participants 
would be unable to attend, invitations to participate were sent to 7–10 faculty members. If 
more than 10 faculty members were available during a time block, the Subcommittee 
chose the most diverse pool possible.  
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3.3.1.2. Implementation 
 
In early November 2014, those who were invited to participate in the focus groups were 
sent an email invitation with the focus group time and location, a request to respond if 
they would or would not be able to participate at that time, and audio recording consent 
information. The email invitation text is provided as Appendix A.3.3. The faculty who 
were not selected were sent an email thanking them for their willingness to participate 
(see Appendix A.3.4) and were encouraged to send any comments via email to the NTT 
Subcommittee. One faculty member chose to do this.  
 
Several days prior to the focus group, participants were sent a reminder email (see 
Appendix A.3.5) with the time and location. The email message also included a list of the 
questions that might be covered during the focus group.  
 
Three experienced CSR focus group moderators with training in focus group 
administration accompanied by a graduate student assistant conducted the sessions. The 
focus group moderators were all professional staff and not faculty members at IUB 
and/or members of the NTT Subcommittee. These professionals ensured that the groups 
were conducted using best practices in focus group administration and that they yielded 
high quality data. Since CSR professionals were not part of the NTT Subcommittee and 
were not faculty members, it was expected that focus group participants would feel more 
comfortable providing honest feedback. Light refreshments were served at each focus 
group. The focus groups were audio recorded.  
 
The focus group moderator’s guide was developed by the Subcommittee and CSR staff 
using widely-accepted best practices in moderator guide design (Krueger and Casey). The 
development of the content was informed by the Subcommittee’s charge, Subcommittee 
members’ experiences, areas of faculty dissatisfaction from the analysis of the COACHE 
Survey data and interviews, and review of specialized faculty studies and policies from 
peer institutions. The moderator’s guide is provided as Appendix A.3.6. It should be 
noted that due to time limitations generally only the first eight questions were covered 
during the 90-minute focus group. The moderators included interactive techniques such 
as having participants write adjectives associated with their perceptions of mentoring 
before sharing input with the group. In addition to the questions in the guide, moderators 
introduced themselves and a graduate student assisting at each session, reiterated the 
purpose of the group and how the information would be used, emphasized the 
confidentiality provisions, set ground rules for appropriate participation, noted that there 
would be opportunity to provide feedback after the focus group concluded, and 
distributed consent forms for audio recording. The consent form detailed the purpose, 
procedures, confidentiality, withdrawal, and contact information for questions regarding 
the focus group and asked participants to sign, thereby indicating their willingness to 
adhere to the confidentiality and recording procedures (see Appendix A.3.7). 
 
A total of 32 specialized faculty members participated in the five focus groups that were 
held November 17–20, 2014. An overview of the focus groups and the participants is 
presented as Table 7. As seen in Table 7, the participants represent a wide range of 
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schools and departments. Of the 32 participants, there were 16 females and 16 males. In 
terms of job experience, 9 had been in their role for 2 years or less, 6 had 3-4 years of 
experience, 7 had 5-9 years of experience, and 10 participants had been employed in their 
faculty position for 10+ years.  
 

Table 7: Overview of Specialized Faculty Focus Groups 
 

Following the focus group, participants were sent an email thanking them for their 
participation (see Appendix A.3.8). The message also asked them to identify the top two 
or three changes that they would like IU to make in order to improve their experience as a 
faculty member. Half (16) of the 32 participants provided a response. 
 
The Office of the Provost provided funding for CSR professional services in preparing 
for and conducting the focus groups and covered the cost of the refreshments.  
 
3.3.1.3. Data Processing and Analysis Methods 
 

 
 Faculty 
title Date Location Number of 

participants Schools/departments 

Lecturers 11/19/2014 
Indiana 
Memorial 
Union 

8 

Kelley School of Business 
College of Arts and Sciences  
Media School 
School of Public Health 

Senior 
Lecturers 11/20/2014 

Indiana 
Memorial 
Union 

6 

College of Arts and Sciences  
School of Informatics and 
Computing 
School of Public Health  

Research 
Associates 11/19/2014 

Indiana 
Memorial 
Union 

5 
College of Arts and Sciences  
School of Education  
School of Public Health  

Research 
Scientists 11/18/2014 

Social Science 
Research 
Commons 

8 
OVPR 
School of Education  
SPEA 

Clinical 11/17/2014 
Indiana 
Memorial 
Uniion 

5 

Kelley School of Business 
School of Education 
Maurer School of Law 
School of Optometry 
School of Public Health 
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Graduate research assistants transcribed the focus groups. Each transcript was checked 
for accuracy by another graduate research assistant. Transcripts were reviewed and 
analyzed by members of the NTT Subcommittee.  
 
Protocols were put into place in order to preserve data confidentiality. Any staff member 
or student who was involved in the development, implementation, transcription, or 
analysis of the focus groups signed a pledge of confidentiality. All recordings and data 
were stored on secure servers. To the extent possible, our presentation of the findings that 
follows does not include specific references that would identify a participant. However, 
we cannot guarantee that it would not be possible to identify a faculty member (and 
participants were informed of this). 
 
3.3.2. Findings 
 
In this section, we summarize focus group responses to questions in the following major 
areas that were covered in each of the focus groups: support or lack of support 
specialized faculty have received at IU, job title, processes and procedures related to 
performance review, reappointment, and promotion, experience with mentoring, and 
salary increase determination. A few topics, such as whether specialized Faculty feel 
“included” at IU and appreciation and recognition, were not covered in all of the focus 
groups but we do present that more limited feedback, particularly as these points were 
highlighted in other data collected by the NTT Subcommittee. We also provide feedback 
that participants shared when asked if there was anything else that they wanted to discuss. 
Finally, we provide responses to a follow-up email that requested participants to identify 
the top 2–3 changes that they would like to see regarding specialized faculty at Indiana 
University Bloomington.  
 
In what ways has IU provided the support you need to succeed in your career?  
 

• Center for Innovative Teaching and Learning (CITL). Lecturers and senior 
lecturers found CITL to be a valuable resource.  

 
• Professional development. Clinical faculty, research scientists, and research 

associates discussed the importance of professional development activities that 
included participating in conferences and attending talks on campus. In the 
lecturer group, the opportunity to apply for a course release to engage in 
professional development or to do creative work/research for a semester was 
highlighted.   

 
• Training opportunities. Research scientists and associates mentioned the 

importance of training opportunities. These included University Information 
Technology Services (UITS) and university courses. 

 
Other areas that were mentioned by lecturers and/or senior lecturers were academic 
freedom in trying new teaching approaches and the value of departmental training 
programs for large classes. In the discussion with clinical faculty, graduate assistant 
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support for teaching, support staff assistance, autonomy, and participation in committees 
were mentioned.   
 
In what ways has IU not provided the support you need to succeed in your career? 
 

• Lack of support for professional development. Some specialized faculty do have 
support to attend conferences, but for some lecturers lack of support for 
conference attendance was an issue. 

 
• Lack of support for research funding. This concern was cited by teaching faculty 

who want support for research on teaching. Research scientists want to be able to 
apply for internal research funding as a principal investigator (PI; currently they 
can only serve as co-PIs with a TT faculty member required to be PI) and have 
access to some funding to write new grants.  

 
• Lack of support for research administration. In the research associate group, there 

was a desire for more support in working with the Office of Research 
Administration and understanding university-based budgeting. 

 
• Lack of observation of teaching. Lecturers and senior lecturers remarked that 

there is a lack of opportunity to benefit from a faculty member’s observation of 
their teaching. Years pass before teaching is observed and this only happens when 
requested by the specialized faculty member himself or herself. 

 
• Being “second class citizens." Specialized faculty remarked that the university 

fails to acknowledge the important role they play and their ability to contribute to 
the university mission. In some schools/departments, specialized faculty report 
being treated as second-class citizens by school/department administration and TT 
faculty in their day-to-day interactions. Practices such as not allowing lecturers to 
attend faculty meetings, not being able to serve on curriculum committees, and 
not being allowed to provide support to PhD students (when appropriate) were 
offered as examples. For a senior research scientist, he or she may be doing much 
of the scientific work even though he or she is not listed as the PI. The university 
is not recognizing or appropriately acknowledging that level of contribution. 

 
• Lecturers and senior lecturers cited the need for forums for specialized faculty to 

come together as a community. 
 

• Lack of clarity on whether all or some faculty policies and procedures apply to 
specialized faculty. Participants mentioned that it was not clear, for example, 
whether Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) rules for faculty apply to 
specialized faculty. 
 

How do you feel about your job title? Describe how your job title aligns or misaligns 
with your responsibilities. How would you change this? 
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• In the clinical faculty and research associate discussions, participants noted that 

there is a lack of understanding of what they do. Providing some way for campus 
to understand what is done in these positions would be valuable. Part of the issue 
is that the clinical title is used in a number of circumstances and settings such as 
non-clinical settings and retention of TT faculty members who could not get 
tenure but the university wants to retain. 
 

• Research associates use working titles rather than their university title. They said 
that they were more comfortable with titles like project manager, professional 
research evaluator, or administrator that were more closely linked to what they do.  
 

• According to focus group participants, IU is unusual in the use of research 
scientists, and funding agencies ask about it. The research scientist title is more of 
a standard title in industry, and other academic institutions use the term research 
professor. They felt that the use of research professor would be preferred when 
applying for funding, although this was not universal. 
 

• Some lecturers do not like the use of the general term “Non-Tenure Track” since 
it puts them in opposition to TT. They like teaching faculty or something with a 
variation of professor in it (even perhaps professor of practice). 
 

First, walk us through what you have learned about or experienced with regard to 
the performance review process in your position. What is working well? What could 
be improved? 
 

• Some specialized faculty have never had a formal performance review. They 
assume that if you do not hear anything, then performance is satisfactory. In the 
research associate group, it was mentioned that the annual review was optional 
according to policy but it was hard to find the actual policy. 
 

• Others had formal processes in place that included the department chair making 
the decision based on a formula or recommendations made by a committee based 
on information provided in the Faculty Annual Report (FAR) and/or a short report 
produced by the faculty member. Some of the processes involve ratings, and what 
a specific rating means may be unclear. There also may not be enough lead time 
for faculty to prepare the annual report. 
 

• The criteria for performance review are unclear: e.g., Should I serve on a 
committee? Should I do research? Lecturers and senior lecturers pointed to 
discrepancies across campus in required teaching load and expected mix of 
teaching, service, and research responsibilities. One approach that was mentioned 
was to provide a standard set of criteria and standards for performance review for 
each title with some flexibility to account for diversity of positions and 
school/department needs.  
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• Lecturers are concerned that teaching evaluation numbers not be the sole 

criterion. Some noted performance review processes that included a broader set of 
criteria for teaching excellence and noted the value of having classroom 
observations and the use of average performance across multiple years rather than 
one to help adjust for years that might be atypical. 
 

• Several specialized faculty mentioned that they complete the FAR but they are not 
clear if it is ever reviewed or how it figures into the process. 
 

• There was concern that when specialized faculty are not represented on the 
committees for performance review (or promotion as well), there are problems 
since the TT faculty do not understand what specialized faculty do. The 
specialized faculty wanted representation of specialized faculty in evaluating their 
performance. 
 

• Some schools/departments use the same procedure and similar criteria for 
specialized faculty as TT faculty. This is problematic since specialized faculty and 
TT have different responsibilities and resources available to them. One participant 
noted that s/he cannot get the highest category of performance—excellence—
since this rating is reserved for TT faculty only. 
 

• There was also concern that performance reviews may show that a faculty 
member’s performance is fine but then they fail to get a promotion.  
 

Now walk us through what you have learned or experienced with regard to the 
reappointment process in your position. What is working well? What could be 
improved? 
 

• Research scientists and research associates highlighted their reliance on soft 
money and that there was not really a formal reappointment process or protocol. 
They assume that they are employed until the funding runs out (and that there 
would be some notice if that was the case).  
 

• There was concern in the research scientist group about what happens when the 
particular professor that they work for retires. Will they have a position then? 
 

• The reappointment process or lack of process varied across clinical faculty 
participants. Participant responses ranged from “it just happens” to writing a letter 
requesting reappointment to preparing a dossier.  
 

• In the lecturer rank, there was a lack of clarity on who makes the decision for 
reappointment and how it is made. There also appeared to be come confusion 
about timeframe, e.g., when is the contract coming to an end. The reappointment 
letter was described as not being very helpful with specific information. 
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Now walk us through what you have learned about or experienced with regard to 
the promotion process in your position. What is working well? What could be 
improved? 
 

• The expectations for promotion vary across campus and are not clear for many 
specialized faculty, e.g., are service and research required? This lack of clarity 
was found among lecturers, senior lecturers, research scientists, and clinical 
faculty. 
 

• Research scientists were concerned about being held to TT standards when their 
job responsibilities and access to certain resources are not the same (for example, 
they are working on contracts and to meet those leaves them little time for 
publication).  
 

• Research scientists were not sure whether there was an actual university “up or 
out” policy in place for their title but they said that there was no system in place 
to approach faculty to go up for promotion in their schools/departments. They 
also felt whatever policies existed with regard to promotion were not being 
implemented at the school/department level. The lack of detail in the university 
policy was noted. 
 

• Clinical faculty were not sure whether there was an “up or out” policy for their 
title and if so, it is not being followed.  
 

• Research associates were not sure what position they can be promoted to (some 
mentioned the possibility of moving to the research scientist track); for some, they 
were not concerned about having promotion opportunities.  
 

• Lecturers noted that it would be nice to have the opportunity for an additional 
promotion beyond senior lecturer, more akin to the assistant, associate, and full 
professor progression of clinical and TT faculty. 
 

• For some, the promotion process itself was disorganized and rushed and there was 
little support offered. It was also unclear what should be included in the dossier. 
On the other hand, some schools/departments have developed a systematic, 
clearly specified process for promotion. 
 

• Specialized faculty would like to be evaluated by specialized faculty who are 
familiar with what is expected for promotion on the specialized faculty track.  
 

• Research scientists and clinical faculty raised that there can be little incentive to 
go up for promotion since there may be minimal to no salary increase.  
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How do you feel about the mentoring you have received in your position? 
 

• Lecturers pointed out that in small departments there may be few lecturers/senior 
lecturers; so finding a way to link up to the campus more generally for mentoring 
opportunities would be valuable. Other larger departments have more formal 
programs. Mentors helped with performance evaluation, job expectations, 
completing the FAR, etc. and may have groups that regularly meet to discuss 
teaching issues. CITL was mentioned frequently as an important resource. 
 

• For faculty in the non-lecturer titles, some did not feel that mentoring was needed, 
except perhaps for some assistance starting out. Some were already senior in their 
field when hired or they rely more on peer support given the team nature of their 
work.  
 

• The idea of a specialized faculty Orientation with information on policies, IU 
procedures, etc. that are relevant for specialized faculty was raised.  
 

• Guidance on formal career development might also be useful. 

 
What has your experience been with how salary increases are determined for your 
position? What aspects of this experience could be improved? How would you assess 
the fairness of your salary given your job responsibilities? 
 

• Many specialized faculty were unsure how their salary increase was determined.  
 

• For a number of faculty members, their school/department gives the same 
increase across the board. For research scientists, a standard annual increase is 
written into their grants.  
 

• For others, their salary was determined as part of the same process used for TT.  
 

• Specialized faculty understood that getting an external job offer with a higher 
salary will often result in an increase. However, it was also mentioned that the 
university sometimes will not allow a unit to offer a particular salary (even if 
funded by soft money) and this unfortunately leads to the faculty member’s 
departure. 
 

• There were also concerns about salary disparities in the same titles across campus 
and even within department. There was discussion about disparities between TT 
and specialized faculty who have similar job responsibilities and failure to 
consider that specialized faculty are bringing in substantial money as a result of 
the substantial credit hours that their teaching generates. Chair favoritism may be 
at play in some salary decisions. 
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• Starting salary determination was also unclear to specialized faculty. Among the 
research scientists, it was discussed that the starting salary in their school reflects 
an unacceptably low increase from a post-doc position. It was also noted that it 
can be difficult to find comparable positions for appropriate salary comparison. 
 

• Multiple	participants	noted	the	great	benefits	at	IU.	 
 

What determines if you feel “included” at IU? What is the campus or your 
school/department currently doing to help you feel included? What could be 
improved? 
 

• Participation in governance, including greater representation on campus and 
school/department committees and the ability to vote on relevant issues (e.g., 
curriculum), were mentioned as important areas for improvement. Specialized 
faculty want a stronger voice in their schools/departments and on campus. 
 

• Not being eligible for campus awards and funding for research on teaching is an 
issue. 
 

• Specialized faculty feel that Faculty Orientation is geared toward TT faculty 
which immediately sets the tone that specialized faculty are second-class citizens. 
It was mentioned that TT faculty take a “family portrait” at one orientation and 
specialized faculty are not included. TT faculty also received a gift and 
specialized faculty did not. 
 

• Specialized faculty would like forums to connect with each other without TT 
faculty or administration present. Even if faculty are unable to find a mentor in 
their own department, these forums can provide valuable mentoring connections. 
 

• Specialized faculty also feel that there needs to be a better understanding of what 
specialized faculty do and a statement from high-level administration on why 
specialized faculty are important to campus. 
 

• Specialized faculty will feel more protected if there are clear and consistently 
enforced policies and processes for job responsibilities (teaching load, service 
requirement), pay determination, performance review and promotion.  
 

In what ways does the campus or your school/department provide appreciation and 
recognition for your work? In what ways could the campus or your 
school/department provide appreciation and recognition for your work? 
 

• Lecturers and senior lecturers felt that they were not appreciated. TT faculty are 
not sure what they do. 
 

• Specialized faculty are ineligible for campus awards.  
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• Some lack financial support to attend conferences. 

 
• They would like an email from their school/department recognizing positive 

student evaluations or student feedback.  
 

Is there anything else that you would like to speak with the group about? 
 

• There were concerns about lack of academic freedom. Some have been told not to 
express disagreement.  
 

• Providing more funding for teaching and research grants for specialized faculty 
and more opportunities to participate in governance were suggested. 
 

• Lecturers may be asked to teach out of their area of expertise and there needs to 
be support provided to assist them. 
 

• Another issue was allowing faculty the freedom to design a course but also some 
standardization to ensure that students are all receiving a common foundation in 
an area. 
 

Following the focus groups, participants received a thank you email that asked them to 
respond to the following question: In order to inform the development of our final 
report, we ask that you please respond with the 2 or 3 most important changes that 
you would like to see regarding specialized faculty at Indiana University 
Bloomington. These responses echoed much of what was covered in the focus groups 
and along with the focus group responses have been used to identify the set of specific 
problems and concerns outlined below. Furthermore, these responses may be good 
starting points for considering concrete policy recommendations, and could be explored 
and developed further by future Specialized Faculty Subcommittees.  
 
3.3.3. Summary of Problems and Concerns Identified by Specialized Faculty Focus 

Groups 
 
Appointment, Reappointment, and Promotion: 
 

§ Expectations and duties at the time of hiring are unclear. 
§ It is unclear which faculty policies and procedures apply to specialized faculty. 
§ Criteria and procedures for reappointment are unclear. 
§ Criteria and procedures for promotion are unclear. 
§ Lack of support during the promotion process. 
§ No peer evaluation by other specialized faculty in the promotion process. 
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Performance Reviews: 
 

§ Lack of formal performance reviews. 
§ Lack of clarity on criteria used in performance reviews. 
§ Inappropriate use of student evaluations as the sole criterion in performance 

reviews. 
§ Insufficient peer observation of teaching. 

 
Salaries: 
 

§ Lack of compensation parity among specialized faculty with similar duties and 
between specialized faculty and tenure-track faculty with similar duties. 

§ Existence of nepotism in salary increases. 
§ Lack of clarity on how the starting salary is determined. 
§ Lack of clarity on procedures for salary increases. 

 
Support: 
 

§ Insufficient support for professional development and research funding. 
§ Lack of cohesive specialized faculty community at department and campus level, 

including specialized faculty orientation and guidance in career development. 

 
Faculty Governance: 
 

§ Treatment of specialized faculty as second class citizens in faculty governance, 
curriculum committee work, and graduate student mentorship. 

§ Lack of full voting rights for specialized faculty in faculty governance. 
§ Lack of representation of specialized faculty on performance and promotion 

review committees. 
§ Lack of faculty governance rights and participation at department and campus 

levels. 

 
Other: 
 

§ Insufficient recognition of the contribution specialized faculty make to the 
university’s mission. 

§ Lack of academic freedom in choice of teaching methodologies. 
§ Inability of specialized faculty to receive awards and honors recognizing 

excellence in teaching.   
§ Inconsistent use of titles in peer universities. 
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3.4. Semi-Structured Interviews with Deans and Associate Deans 
 
The Subcommittee coordinated, administered, and analyzed interviews with the Deans 
and Associate Deans from nine colleges/schools on the IUB campus in January and 
February of 2015. The interviews addressed three major areas: 1) the make-up of the 
specialized faculty population (what kinds, how many of each, etc.), 2) specialized 
faculty policies and practices, and 3) challenges/policy recommendations having to do 
with specialized faculty issues. A description of the methodology is provided in Section 
3.4.1. The findings from this phase of the Subcommittee’s work are in Section 3.4.2.  
 
3.4.1 Methodology 
 
The NTT Subcommittee sent requests for interviews with Deans and/or Associate Deans 
from every school on the Bloomington campus. The letters (see Appendix A.3.9 for the 
letter template) were e-mailed on January 8, 2015 and interviews were scheduled at times 
that were convenient for the appropriate representative. We received a positive response 
from representatives of nearly every school. In only one case did a school decline to 
schedule an interview. 
 
Interviews were carried out between January 19 and February 16, 2015. At least one 
member of the Subcommittee was present during each interview. When possible, the 
meetings were attended by two representatives from the Subcommittee. Table 8 provides 
details about the interviews that were carried out. 
 

Table 8. Overview of Dean Interviews 
 
School School Representative(s) Date 
Kelley School of Business Idie Kesner and Laureen Maines 1/19 
Maurer School of Law Austen Parrish 1/22 
SPEA Kirsten Gronbjerg 1/22 
College of Arts and Sciences Larry Singell and Jean Robinson 1/23 
School of Optometry Joseph Bonanno 1/28 
School of Education Joyce Alexander 1/28 
School of Medicine John Watkins III 1/29 
School of Informatics David Leake and Esfan Haghverdi 2/5 
School of Public Health Kathleen Gilbert 2/16 
 
Interviews were carried out in a semi-structured manner. Each interviewer had a list of 
questions from which to draw, but Deans and Associate Deans were given the 
opportunity to steer the conversation to issues that mattered most to them. The questions 
provided to interviewers addressed three major areas: 1) the make-up of the specialized 
faculty population (what kinds, how many of each, etc.), 2) specialized faculty policies 
and practices, and 3) challenges policy recommendations having to do with specialized 
faculty issues. The interview protocol can be found in Appendix A.3.10. 
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No audio or video recordings were made of interviews. The Subcommittee members who 
carried out each interview recorded notes by hand during the interview and compiled a 
report of each interview after the fact. 
 
3.4.2 Findings 
 

3.4.2.1. Headcount and General Impressions 
 
On request of the Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs, the Associated Deans of each school 
(with the exception of Maurer) provided the numbers of instructional specialized faculty 
employed in their respective schools. Table 9 gives the figures supplied by each school. 
 

Table 9. Number of Instructional Specialized Faculty by School 
 
 COAS Kelley SOIC SPEA SPH Educ Law Music Opt Med Soc 

Wk 
Nurs 

Prof of 
Practice 18 0 

 
4 0 0 

 
9 0 

   Clinical 
Assist 10 6 

 
2 5 6 

 
0 2 

  
7 

Clinical 
Assoc 9 11 

 
3 7 4 

 
0 10 1 

  Clinical 
Full 3 13 

 
2 

 
1 

 
0 3 1 

  Clinical 
Lecturer 7 

   
5 

  
2 

 
4 

  Lecturer 80 40 5 12 7 1 
 

9 24  
 

2 
 Senior 

Lecturer 82 47 6 5 55 1 
  

1 
 

16 
 Acad 

Special 
       

5 
     

Nearly all Deans and Associate Deans with whom we conducted interviews 
acknowledged that there was a predominant sentiment among specialized faculty that 
they were thought of as second-class faculty members. There are a few possible reasons 
for this widespread sentiment, including 1) institutional policy, 2) faculty culture, and 3) 
individual discontent. Some deans noted that some tenured or tenure track faculty 
members are less likely to involve or engage non-tenure track faculty members leading to 
the perception of a lower class status among specialized faculty. Others noted that there 
are always specialized faculty members (like all faculty) who are not performing up to 
expectations and seek to place the responsibility of their sub-par performance on the 

                                                
4	Includes one Lecturer and one Clinical Lecturer	
5	Includes one Clinical Senior Lecturer	
6	Field Education Coordinator	
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general treatment of non-tenure track faculty. (In no case were we given evidence of a 
correlation between discontent and sub-par performance.) 
 

3.4.2.2. Performance Review, Reappointment and Promotion 
 
The University maintains a campus-wide “up or out policy.” While this policy applies to 
most lecturers and clinical faculty, they are alerted, on occasion, to cases in which their 
faculty are stagnant and do not go up for review. It was suggested that this scenario is 
more probable when a person was hired in the distant past before contemporary contracts 
were administered.  
 
Evaluation criteria for lecturers generally include excellence in teaching and professional 
development. In all schools, lecturers are evaluated solely on the basis of their 
instructional performance. There are occasions on which lecturers are expected to 
perform a service role as well. Across the campus, clinical faculty are evaluated based on 
their service as well as quality of their teaching.  
 
In some schools, specialized faculty members are subject to some sort of external review. 
While recognition at the international level is seldom required for instructional faculty, 
some schools noted that seeking letters outside of the university detracts from their 
teaching practice. 
 
 

3.4.2.3. Support for Specialized Faculty 
 
While all schools require instructional excellence on the part of the lecturers, few of them 
engage in an assertive effort to assist struggling specialized faculty. Those who do have a 
program for mentorship assign all junior faculty (specialized and TT faculty) with senior 
faculty members to provide guidance through the promotion process. However, none of 
the schools interviewed had done any follow-up to measure the effectiveness of their 
mentorship efforts. 
 
Some schools provide sabbatical-like leaves to specialized faculty. In such cases, full-
time, non-tenure track faculty submit proposals for a leave, which are approved on the 
basis of their opportunities for professional development. Many schools do not offer such 
leaves. At least one school who did not have a policy for sabbatical-like leaves expressed 
a desire to implement one, citing fatigue among long-term professors.  
 

3.4.2.4. Governance and Collaboration 
 
There is a large degree of variation in the policies and procedures regarding voting rights 
across the campus. Several schools allow voting rights based on rank appropriateness. 
Nearly all of the interviewees suggested that specialized faculty should be granted some 
voting rights. However, there is large variation into the opinions as to how they should be 
practiced. Several interviewees argued that, while specialized faculty should have the 
ability to vote on curriculum design, office space, and some personnel, TT faculty 
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members have a much greater stake in the direction of their departments than specialized 
faculty. This is the basis for policies that suggest that the total weight reserved for tenured 
and TT faculty members should not be any less than 60%.  
 
The greatest degree of variability in voting rights seems to be in the College of Arts and 
Sciences. Few departments have full voting rights for specialized faculty (including the 
ability to vote for chair), some have no voting rights at all, and others follow the 60% 
guideline. All schools expressed a desire for more consistency in faculty governance and 
expressed support for some voting rights for specialized faculty, however some noted that 
such policies should not be uniform policy for professors of practice, citing instructors 
who teach a one week seminar and are otherwise absent from campus. 
 
While nearly all of the schools interviewed expressed desire for consistency pertaining to 
the faculty governance, some stated that they wanted a degree of flexibility. The demands 
of different schools across campus require the ability to develop policies beyond those 
provided by the university. 
 
3.4.3. Supplementary Materials 
 

3.4.3.1. Policy Documents 
 
We obtained links to specialized faculty policies for several schools, including some with 
whom we were unable to schedule an interview. Table 10 includes a link to the 
specialized faculty policies of all schools who provided such materials. 
 

Table 10. Links to School-Specific Specialized Faculty Policies 
 
School Link to Specialized Faculty Policies 
College of Arts and Sciences http://college.indiana.edu/faculty/policy/collegepolicies/nontenu

re.shtml 
Kelley School of Business https://kelley.iu.edu/deanapps/Policies 
SPEA https://www.indiana.edu/~spea/faculty/documents/Lecturer_Clin

ical_Appointments.pdf 
School of Public Health http://www.publichealth.indiana.edu/research/academic_council/

promotion-tenure.shtml 
School of Education http://education.indiana.edu/about/council/policies.html; 
Jacobs School of Music http://www.music.indiana.edu/faculty/faculty-resources/ 
School of Medicine http://medicine.iu.edu/administration/full-time-non-tenure-track-

faculty-ranks/ 
 
 

3.4.3.2. Meeting of Associate Deans 
 
Tom Gieryn, Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs, conducted a meeting of Associate Deans 
on February 3rd, 2015. Subcommittee members Mark Fraley and Katy Strand attended 
the meeting. The result of the meeting was a list of “best practices” regarding specialized 
faculty-related policies. Gieryn provided us with a copy of the document that was shared 
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with the Subcommittee, with the disclaimer that there was no consensus among the group 
on all matters. The document is not intended for circulation, but helped inform 
subcommittee discussions of policy recommendations. It is not included in this report. 
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3.5. Semi-Structured Interviews with Department Chairs and Academic 
Program Administrators 

 
The NTT Subcommittee planned, implemented, and assessed interviews with the Chairs 
of nine academic departments and programs at IUB in February and March of 2015. The 
semi-structured interviews covered three broad topic areas: 1) the make-up of the 
specialized faculty population in that department or program, 2) policies and practices 
associated with specialized faculty, and 3) challenges faced by the department or program 
with respect to specialized faculty issues and recommendations for policy changes or 
clarification. A description of the methodology is provided in Section 3.5.1. The findings 
are described in Section 3.5.2.  
 
3.5.1 Methodology 
 
The Subcommittee identified nine departments and programs and two alternates to 
contact with requests for interviews. This list incorporated a variety of 1) fields of study, 
2) numbers of specialized faculty members employed by the department/program, and 3) 
responsibilities of those specialized faculty members. Requests for individual interviews 
(Appendix A.3.11) were emailed to Chairs of the identified departments/programs 
between February 17 and March 3, 2015, and interviews were scheduled at times that 
were convenient for each department chair.  
 
Interviews with Department Chairs (n=8) and Academic Program Administrators (n=1) 
were carried out between February 24 and March 31, 2015. Whenever possible, two 
subcommittee members participated in the interviews; interviews with Psychological and 
Brain Sciences, Spanish and Portuguese, and Apparel Merchandising and Interior Design 
(AMID) were carried out by a single subcommittee member. Table 11 provides details 
about the interviews that were carried out. Whenever possible, these interviews also 
included a member of the department’s policy committee.  
 

Table 11. Overview of Chair Interviews 
 
Department Department Representative(s) Date 
East Asian Languages and Cultures (EALC) Natsuko Tsujimura (Chair) 2/24 
Mathematics Elizabeth Housworth (Chair) + Peter 

Sternberg (Associate Chair) 
2/26 

Speech & Hearing Sciences Larry Humes (Chair) 2/26 
Compass (Kelley) Sue Vargo (Director of Communication 

and Professional Skills) 
3/2 

Psychological and Brain Sciences William Hetrick (Chair) 3/2 
Spanish & Portuguese Steven Wagschal (Chair) + Kim Geeslin 

(Associate Chair) 
3/4 

English Kathy Smith (Associate Chair) 3/6 
Apparel Merchandising & Interior Design 
(AMID) 

Heather Akou (Chair) 3/12 

Chemistry David Giedroc (Chair) + Nikki Pohl 
(Policy Committee Member) 

3/31 
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Interviews were carried out in a semi-structured manner: each interviewer had a list of 
questions from which to draw, but Chairs were given the opportunity to steer the 
conversation to issues that mattered most to them. The questions provided to interviewers 
addressed three major areas: 1) the make-up of the specialized faculty population (what 
kinds, how many of each, etc.), 2) specialized faculty policies and practices, and 3) 
challenges / policy recommendations having to do with specialized faculty issues. The 
interview protocol can be found in Appendix A.3.12. 
 
No audio or video recordings were made of interviews. The Subcommittee members who 
carried out each interview recorded notes by hand during the interview and compiled a 
report of each interview after the fact.  
 
3.5.2 Findings 
 
The conversation during these interviews covered three broad topic areas: 1) the make-up 
of the specialized faculty population in that department or program, 2) policies and 
practices associated with specialized faculty, and 3) challenges faced by the department 
or program with respect to specialized faculty issues and recommendations for policy 
changes or clarification. The summary below describes broad patterns in these topics that 
were noted across the interviews. 
 
The specialized faculty populations in the departments we visited might be best 
characterized by their diversity. The number of specialized faculty employed ranged from 
4 to 38. In at least two of these departments, the specialized faculty outnumbered TT 
faculty. Specialized faculty titles included Lecturers (including Senior and Visiting 
levels), Research faculty (Assistant, Associate, and Senior Scientists), and Clinical 
faculty. Responsibilities of Lecturers included teaching core courses (primarily at 100 
and 200 levels, with teaching loads varying from 2:2 to 4:4) and supervisory and/or 
administrative duties (e.g., coordinating programs, supervising and training instructors). 
In at least one department, specialized faculty teach more than 60% of the courses 
offered. Research faculty (Chemistry, Psychology, Speech & Hearing) manage research 
facilities and assist in the design of research projects; they may also be expected to 
support their laboratories through grants. Clinical faculty (Speech & Hearing, 
Psychology) manage clinics and supervise and train clinicians. Degrees held by 
specialized faculty vary within and across these departments, from bachelor’s degrees to 
PhDs.  
 
Most departments carry out national searches for hiring of Lecturers; Research faculty 
may be hired based on specialized knowledge or experience. Several departments have 
also added to their specialized faculty through spousal hires. In some departments, search 
committees for specialized faculty jobs include specialized faculty. Most departments 
mentioned that they take diversity into account when hiring new specialized faculty. At 
least one department mentioned that specialized faculty hires represent a compromise 
between their desire to hire TT faculty and the College’s authorization of non-FTE hires. 
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At least one department seemed resistant to hire new specialized faculty because it would 
reduce the number of courses available for TT faculty to teach. 
 
Most departments reported that they carry out annual reviews of specialized faculty 
members. Many departments do not have a procedure for providing merit-based salary 
increases for specialized faculty. Some Chairs meet one-on-one with specialized faculty 
to discuss reappointment and promotion procedures. Specialized faculty evaluation 
committees in some departments include specialized faculty. Given the diversity of 
responsibilities held by specialized faculty, several departments mentioned that individual 
specialized faculty members are evaluated on excellence in the thing they were hired to 
do. Clarity of communication with specialized faculty of expectations for promotion 
varies: one department offers a checklist to clarify expectations. Evaluation criteria for 
reappointment and promotion of Lecturers generally include excellence in teaching and 
professional development that feeds into teaching. Evaluations of teaching in most 
departments are based on student course evaluations, and may also include course 
observations and supervisor and/or peer evaluations. Some departments also consider 
service at campus, state, and national levels. Only one department mentioned soliciting 
external feedback for Lecturer dossiers. Research faculty are reviewed based on letters of 
recommendation, peer evaluation, receipt of grants, and progress on relevant research. 
They are not expected to have a national or international reputation, though external 
letters are solicited. In at least one department, Research faculty are not subject to the “up 
and out” rule. 
 
Some departments include professional development funds in hiring packages and/or 
offer professional development funds for travel to conferences once or twice a year. 
Some departments offer mentoring programs for new specialized faculty; mentors for 
specialized faculty may be senior specialized faculty and/or TT faculty. With the 
exception of one department which offers an award for specialized faculty that includes 6 
weeks of leave for professional development, no leave is available for specialized faculty 
aside from the FMLA option. 
 
There is wide variation in how completely specialized faculty are incorporated into 
department governance. In all but two of these departments, specialized faculty are 
invited and encouraged to attend faculty meetings. Voting rights for specialized faculty 
vary (no votes, equal votes, 60/40): in most departments, specialized faculty may vote on 
core departmental matters, including policy changes, curricular changes, reappointment, 
and (same rank) promotion. In some departments, specialized faculty are able to vote for 
Chairs. (Two departments that do not allow voting for Chairs reported that they had been 
informed by the College that this was not allowed; one department that does allow voting 
for Chairs finds it necessary due to the ratio of specialized faculty to TT faculty in 
department sub-areas.) In most departments, specialized faculty may serve on a subset of 
committees (e.g., specialized faculty evaluation, specialized faculty issues, space 
planning, awards for specialized faculty and undergraduate students, newsletter, 
curricular issues). At least one department has a committee devoted to specialized faculty 
issues that does not include a specialized faculty member. 
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Some departments offer internal teaching and service awards for specialized faculty. 
Departments vary in their awareness of campus-level teaching and service awards other 
than the Trustees Teaching Award.  
 
3.5.3 Summary of Problems and Concerns Identified by Interviews with Department 

Chairs and Academic Program Administrators 
 

§ Hiring of specialized faculty is a compromise between the department’s desire to 
hire a tenure track faculty member and the school’s authorization of non-FTE 
hires. 

§ Lack of clear campus-wide set of best practices for policies related to specialized 
faculty. 

§ Lack of formal salary policy with criteria for merit raises for specialized faculty. 
§ Lack of clear annual review policies for specialized faculty. 
§ Lack of clear long-term review and contract renewal policies for Senior Lecturers. 

  
3.5.4. Supplementary Materials  
 

3.5.4.1. Policy Documents 
 
Three departments (AMID, Spanish & Portuguese, and Speech & Hearing Sciences) 
provided policy documents that have been uploaded to the bfcntt Oncourse site (bfcntt 
Resources / Qualitative Data / Chair and Policy Committee Interviews / Policy 
Documents). 
 

3.5.4.2. Chairs Meeting 
 

In late February 2015, many of the Chairs participated in an unofficial meeting at which 
they discussed specialized faculty policies in their departments. Quantitative and 
Qualitative data collected in conjunction with that meeting were shared with us by Kathy 
Smith, the Chair of English. 
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3.6. Semi-Structured Interviews with Individual Faculty 
 

The NTT Subcommittee planned, implemented, and analyzed semi-structured interviews 
with specialized faculty who requested to speak with the Subcommittee in the summer 
and fall of the 2014–2015 Academic Year. These interviews focused primarily on better 
understanding of the daily experiences of specialized faculty members and on assessing 
possible areas for improvement in specialized faculty practices and policies at IUB. A 
description of the methodology is provided in Section 3.6.1. The findings are discussed in 
Sections 3.6.2.  
 
3.6.1. Methodology 
 
From Summer 2014 to Fall 2014,  four informal, semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with specialized faculty at IUB. The six participating specialized faculty 
members contacted a member(s) of the NTT Subcommittee with a request to be 
interviewed. Participants included one Professor of Practice, one Lecturer, and two 
research scientists.  
 
A semi-structured protocol (see Appendix A.3.13) was used, with each interview 
typically being conducted by at least two members of the NTT subcommittee. The 
interviews lasted from 60 to 90 minutes. Depending upon the preferences of the 
participants, the interviews were either digitally recorded or extensive notes were taken.  
 
After the interview was complete, the transcription of the interview or interview notes 
were made available to the NTT Subcommittee members. These data were analyzed, with 
a thematic analytic approach being used. In order to protect the identities of the 
participants, we do not share individual quotes and/or the home units within which the 
participants work. Rather, we point to broad patterns or themes that were noted across the 
interviews.  
 
3.6.2. Findings  
 
First, the majority of the participants indicated that the promotion process was 
ambiguous, resulting in a great deal of confusion. One participant noted that while 
criteria for promotion may be perceived as “clear” at the university level, unit heads 
seemed to interpret the criteria in varying and often conflicting ways. Another participant 
shared that within their unit, promotion was a “political” process, with relatively few 
safeguards in place for specialized faculty members.  
 
Second, many of the participants noted that they were unfamiliar with the nature of their 
position upon being hired. For instance, one participant shared that they were not made 
fully aware of their duties until after being hired. There seemed to be particular problems 
with non-Americans, particularly women, who were unfamiliar with American academic 
titles or expectations for pre-hire bargaining. Participants noted that some type of 
orientation would be useful wherein the expectations of their position were clarified, 
alongside a transparent conversation around how they would be evaluated. 
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Third, the majority of the participants described feeling like “second-class citizens” 
within their units. This feeling was linked to having few to no voting rights on issues of 
consequence (e.g., voting for a new department chair). Thus, the majority of the 
participants felt that policies should be in place that more carefully consider the role of 
specialized faculty members in critical decisions, particularly those decisions that directly 
impact their experiences in the workplace.  
 
Fourth, the interviews tended to be with individuals who had had major problems with 
their status. Though these individuals were not necessarily typical, their experiences did 
clearly indicate the areas where there were policy and procedural problems. The more 
extreme problems clearly related to specialized faculty appointments being used 
inappropriately, generally involving people whose responsibilities included research and 
who therefore ought to have been appointed to tenured or tenure-eligible positions. In one 
way or another, these appointments involved administrators making specialized faculty 
appointments as a way of dealing with a perceived administrative problem. 
 
3.6.3 Summary of Problems and Concerns Identified by Interviews with Individual 

Faculty 
 

§ Ambiguity in the promotion process. 
§ Existence of differing interpretations of university-level promotion criteria. 
§ Lack of voting rights on issues of consequence at the department level. 
§ Inappropriate use of specialized faculty appointments for faculty whose job 

responsibilities include research. 
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3.7. Surveys and Semi-Structured Interviews with Professors of Practice 
 
3.7.1. Background 
 
The title “Professor of Practice” is new, with the relevant policies dating from the end of 
2010. It responds to two concerns: 
 

• The need for instruction by distinguished individuals with significant real-world 
experience. 

• The inappropriateness of titles such as “clinical professor” and “lecturer” for such 
individuals. 

 
It seems to have been thought of as a position for distinguished individuals retiring from 
another career, as indicated by the fact that there is no rank ladder associated with the 
position. 
 
The subcommittee sent a questionnaire to all professors of practice whose duties involved 
regular teaching—i.e., omitting Senator Lugar, Representative Hamilton, and certain 
people at the Jacobs School of Music. Eight individuals responded, about half, and one 
individual was interviewed personally. 
 
3.7.2. Current Policies Concerning Professors of Practice 
 
Professor of practice is a teaching position: 
 

Professors of Practice are appointees who have achieved distinction in their fields 
of practice. They are individuals who bring unique practical experiences and 
talents that will benefit students. The main responsibility of Professors of Practice 
is teaching, although they may be assigned research and service responsibilities 
associated with their contributions to student development and placement. 
(Academic Guide A.1.10) 

 
Professors of practice normally teach a 2:2 load, though this is not stated in the campus 
policies. Otherwise, the policies governing professors of practice are more or less 
identical to those governing lecturers. 
 

• Appointment 
o Initial three-year appointment 
o Major review before end of seven years, leading to rolling three-year or 

five-year term contracts 
• Evaluation 

o To be based on excellence in assigned responsibilities 
o Standards to be determined by unit 
o Procedures parallel to those for TT faculty 

• No guarantees of reappointment during probationary period 
• Dismissal and non-reappointment after probationary period 
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o Dismissal or non-reappointment for professional incompetence, serious 
misconduct, or financial exigency 

o Reappointment for reasons of changing staffing needs 
• Rights 

o Academic freedom in context of 3- to 5-year contracts 
o Not eligible for sabbaticals, though units can give comparable leaves at 

their discretion 
• Governance 

o As determined by school and unit 
o Not eligible for administrative positions at or above department chair 

 
3.7.3. Current Practice 
 

• At present, the title is not used evenly across campus: The Jacobs School uses the 
title for recently appointed well-known musicians who may or may not be full-
time, such as the members of the Pacifica Quartet and the jazz musician Wayne 
Wallace. A number of earlier appointments, such as Joshua Bell, are made as 
lecturers or senior lecturers. 

• Journalism uses the title for distinguished practitioners. 
• SPEA uses the title for individuals with high profile political or NGO experience. 
• Theater and Drama has two such individuals with specialized real-world 

experience (Broadway music direction, costume making). 
• Kelley has adopted a policy setting standards for such appointments. They are 

waiting for the opportunity to make a high-profile first appointment. 
 
Otherwise, the title is used here and there, sometimes for targets of opportunity: 

• A big Pharma scientist 
• A lawyer who served as an Iraqi diplomat and helped draft the Iraqi constitution 
• Senator Lugar and Representative Hamilton 
• A former high-profile coach 
• As a promotion for a senior lecturer in lieu of the conversion to a tenured 

appointment that the department had recommended 
• A retired CIA agent 

 
Units such as Kelley use the clinical ranks instead. The College of Arts and Sciences 
apparently uses the lecturer ranks where professor of practice might be more appropriate. 
 
Thus, as in the other specialized faculty categories, “professor of practice” is used in a 
variety of more or less legitimate ways: 

• Some units—Jacobs, SPEA, Journalism—have clear policies and practices that 
are in line with the campus policies. 

• Some units—notably Kelley—use clinical ranks where professor of practice 
would be appropriate. 

• Usually, but by no means always, professors of practice do not have terminal 
degrees in their field. 
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• The title is used in various ways by administrators to solve particular problems 
such as hiring a target of opportunity without going through normal search and 
screen procedures. 

• In some cases, the qualifications and duties of professors of practice are identical 
to those of TT faculty; they just have fewer rights and no job security. 

 
3.7.4. Issues to Consider 
 

3.7.4.1. Qualifications 
 
The professor of practice appointment reflects a need to be able to appoint individuals 
without terminal degrees in the field in which they will teach. What the appropriate 
qualifications are probably needs to be left to the units. 
 

3.7.4.2. Appointment Procedures 
 
Professor of practice appointments have been used by administrators as ways to get 
around normal appointment procedures to bring distinguished individuals to campus. The 
Music School appointments probably are of this sort. However, there probably need to be 
restrictions on this: at least faculty involvement in part-time or honorary appointments 
and normal search-and-screen procedures for full-time appointments. 
 

3.7.4.3. Duties, expectations, and evaluation 
 
Professors of practice have a 2:2 teaching load in contrast to the normal 3:3 lecturer load. 
What, we may ask, are they supposed to do with the extra free time? The obvious answer 
is that they are supposed to maintain and improve their practical skills. In practice, they 
often publish (or perform) in the same way as TT faculty. How should they then be 
evaluated, and if they are doing what TT faculty do, why are they not eligible for tenure? 
 

3.7.4.4. Job security and Academic Freedom 
 
Professors of practice do not have job security beyond the end of their current contract 
since their contracts may not be renewed if the unit decides that there are other priorities. 
However, since professors of practice are disproportionately teaching on real-world 
subjects, many of them likely need the protection of academic freedom more than the 
average faculty member. The director of the Center for the Study of the Middle East, 
arguably the single person on campus most in need of the protection of academic 
freedom, is a professor of practice. 
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3.7.4.5. Professors of Practice and Graduate Students 
 
It is clear that students do not recognize the difference between TT and specialized 
faculty. This matters for graduate students who do sometimes want to do PhDs with 
professors of practice and may well have come to IU with the expectation of being able to 
do so. 
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3.8. Categories Not Dealt with in this Report 
 
3.8.1. Research Faculty 
 
The Subcommittee collected some information on research faculty but concluded that we 
did not have the expertise to deal with issues such as laboratory staff, soft money 
appointments, and the like.  
 

• Since it is clear that this category of appointment raises significant policy issues, 
we recommend that another subcommittee be appointed to deal with this category 
of appointment. 

 
3.8.2. Academic Specialists 
 
The committee did not address the question of academic specialists. 
 
The university policy defines “academic specialist” as “Appointees with academic 
responsibilities who do not themselves offer courses for credit or act as principal 
investigators in research.” Evidently, they are supposed to be to service what lecturers are 
to teaching. There are about 75 of them on campus, usually in positions that are basically 
administrative but that require academic qualifications. In fact, they sometimes do teach 
and have administrative positions that would more commonly be held by tenured faculty. 
 

• The Subcommittee recommends that the FAC review the situation of academic 
specialists in the 2016–2017 academic year. 

 
3.8.3. Adjunct and Part-Time Faculty 
 
There are a fairly small number of such faculty, since IUB has not, as a matter of policy, 
chosen to rely on part-time adjuncts. They are used in Medical Sciences and Optometry 
to provide internships for students and elsewhere to allow professionals otherwise 
employed to teach single classes. Though we have heard of isolated problem cases, this 
category of appointment does not seem to pose significant problems at present. 
 
3.8.4. Visitors and Post-Docs 
 
Because these are temporary position, they do not seem to pose problems. Contrary to 
some opinion, post-docs do teach in some departments at IUB. 
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3.9. Review of Existing Best Practices/Guidelines and University Task 
Force Reports 

 
The Subcommittee reviewed five sets of best practices and guidelines that have been 
published by professional associations, academic researchers in higher education, and 
university centers that specialize in the study of faculty. We also examined the reports of 
specialized faculty task forces from six major public universities and one large private 
university. Our review of best practice/guideline documents is summarized in Section 
3.9.1. We synthesize the major recommendations of the university task force reports in 
Section 3.9.2.  
 
3.9.1 Review of Existing Best Practices/Guidelines 
 
The five sources that we consulted in this phase of our work were the following:  

1. Making the Best of Both Worlds: Findings from a National Institution-Level 
Survey of Non-Tenure Track Faculty. Center for the Education of Women, 
University of Michigan. 2007. 
http://www.cew.umich.edu/sites/default/files/CEW%20Final%20Report%20PP34
.pdf (UM) 

2. Standards of Good Practice in the Employment of Full-Time Non Tenure-Track 
Faculty, The American Federation of Teachers Higher Education, 2005. 
http://www.aft.org/sites/default/files/profscolleagues1005.pdf (AFT) 

3. The Inclusion in Governance of Faculty Members Holding Contingent 
Appointments, American Association of University Professors, 2013. (AAUP) 

4. Professional Employment Practices for Non-Tenure-Track Faculty Members: 
Recommendations and Evaluative Questions Committee on Contingent Labor in 
the Profession, Modern Language Association, 2011. 
http://www.mla.org/pdf/clip_stmt_final_may11.pdf (ML) 

5. Baldwin, Roger G., and Chronister, Jay L. 2001. Teaching Without Tenure: 
Policies and Practices for a New Era. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins. (BC) 

In Table 12, we list the recommendations that were common to at least two of the five 
sources that were examined in this review.  
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Table 12. Major Elements of Specialized Faculty Best Practices/Guidelines 
 
 UM AFT AAUP ML BC 
Hiring and Onboarding Process:      
Offer orientation sessions for new faculty X X  X X 
Standardize hiring procedures X X  X  
Involve specialized faculty in hiring process within their ranks X X    
Offer multi-year appointments (e.g., 3 year contract) X   X  

Make transparent and public all policies and other information about and 
for Specialized faculty X  

 
X  

Provide encouragement and support to assist Specialized faculty who 
wish to move to TT positions; give appropriate consideration for TT 
jobs X  

 

X  
Performance Review, Reappointment and Promotion:      
Establish equitable salary and raise schedules  X X X X X 
Provide career ladder/promotion paths for Specialized faculty (with 
appropriate titles, salary increases, and progressively longer contracts 
specifically noted in UM, MLA) X X  X X 
Have a standard system of performance evaluation (should include full 
range of work done by Specialized faculty specifically noted in MLA, 
AAUP)  X X X X 
Provide equitable benefits  X  X X 
Create adequate time frame for notifying faculty of contract renewal or 
nonrenewal X X   X 
Involve specialized faculty in assessing candidates for reappointment 
and promotion  X X   
Ensure reasonable employment protection processes to guard against 
unfair complaints about job performance  X  X  
Ensure access to merit raises, bonuses, and market/equity adjustments   X  X  
Offer compensation for added responsibilities X   X  
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 UM AFT AAUP ML BC 
Support for Specialized Faculty:      
Offer career development opportunities, including: (1) workshops, (2) 
mentoring relationships, (3) conference attendance, (4) increased 
breadth of teaching assignments, (5) options to take on administrative 
duties, and (6) academic leaves for long-time Specialized faculty X X 

 

X X 
Provide office space, equipment, and other forms of support X X  X  
Provide access to internal and external grant support  X  X  
Governance and Collaboration::      
Include Specialized faculty in departmental and institution-level 
governance (with some specific recommendations from AAUP as 
follows – (1) there should be no minimum/maximum number of seats 
reserved for Specialized faculty in governance bodies where their 
representation is appropriate, (2) all members of the faculty should be 
eligible to vote in all elections for institutional governance bodies on the 
basis of one person, one vote, (3) all faculty in the conduct of 
governance activities should be protected by policies from retaliation ) X X X X X 
Involve faculty in determining curriculum content, requirements for 
degrees, student achievement standards, etc  X  X X 
Involve Specialized faculty in teaching evaluation procedures X X    
Improving Culture, Climate and Recognition for specialized faculty:      
Provide recognition and reward for contributions, including expanded 
eligibility for teaching awards and other forms of recognition X  

 
X X 

Guarantee academic freedom to teach, study, and publish without threat 
of discrimination or reprisal   

 
X X 

Include Specialized faculty in the social life of their departments X   X  
Create an environment where everyone feels engaged and connected to 
each other and to the work of the department X  

 
X  
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3.9.2 Review of Specialized Faculty Task Force Reports from Other Universities 
 
The Subcommittee reviewed seven specialized faculty task force reports (or products of 
task forces) from six large public research universities and one large private research 
university. These were:  

1. Rutgers University. Senate Faculty Affairs and Personnel Committee Report and 
Recommendations on the Status of Full-time, Non-tenure-track Non-clinical 
faculty, 2007. http://senate.rutgers.edu/fapcannuals.pdf (RU) 

2. University of Illinois. Communication Number 25 from the Office of the Provost: 
Employment Guidelines for Specialized Faculty Holding Non-Tenure System 
Positions, 2014. (UI) 
http://provost.illinois.edu/communication/25/ProvostCommNo25_SpecializedFac
ulty.pdf 

3. University of Maryland. Final Report of Task Force on Non-Tenure Track 
Faculty, 2013. (UMD) 
http://www.rit.edu/affiliate/aaup/documents_not_rit/U_M_NTTF_Task_Force_Re
port.pdf  

4. University of North Carolina. Report and Recommendations of the Committee on 
Non-Tenure Track Faculty, 2002. (UNC) http://faccoun.unc.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2010/10/Report_and_Recommendations__Committee_on_Non-
Tenure_Track_Faculty_2002.pdf  

5. University of Virginia. Final Report of the Non-Tenure Track Faculty Task Force, 
2015. (UVA) http://provost.dev.uvaits.virginia.edu/final-report-nttf-task-force 

6. Arizona State University. The Contract (aka Non-Tenure Track) Faculty Task 
Force Report to the Personnel Committee of the University Senate, 2011. (ASU) 
http://usenate.asu.edu/files/ReportNTTTaskForce-FINAL11-10-11(2).pdf  

7. Boston University. Report of the Task Force for Non-Tenure-Track Faculty, 
2010. (BU) 
http://www.bu.edu/ntt/files/2010/04/NTTFaculty_TaskForce_Report.pdf  
 

In Table 13, we document the proposed major action items and recommendations that 
were listed in at least one of the task force reports.  
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Table 13. Major Recommendations from Specialized Faculty Task Forces of Other Universities 
 
 UMD UNC UI ASU UVA RU BU 
Hiring and Onboarding Process:        
Initial hiring documents should cover job description, 
responsibilities, and expectations (among other areas) 

 
 X    X 

Provide multiyear appointments (UVA – 3 year contract)    X X   
Provide orientation for new faculty  X X     
Institution should develop a staffing plan with desired mix of 
various types of appointments; Specialized faculty should 
contribute to plans. 

 

X      
Clarify criteria and process for selecting and appointing 
Specialized faculty 

 
     X 

Open and competitive hiring process   X    X 
Job Titles and Responsibilities:        
Revise/develop set of clearly defined positions and 
descriptions that accurately reflect work of Specialized 
faculty X X   X  X 
Consider use of alternative to “non-tenure track” – 
“professional/professional track faculty” (UMD), 
“specialized faculty” (UI)  X  X  X  

 

Create teaching professor title/series X  X     
Recognize service as part of Specialized faculty member 
responsibilities     X   
Reserve standard professorial titles for TT; consider 
converting to TT those specialized faculty appointments with 
same responsibilities and expectations as TT       X 
Performance Review, Reappointment, and Promotion:        
Create evaluation and promotion guidelines X  X X X X X 
Consider multi-year contracts whenever possible X X X  X  X 
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 UMD UNC UI ASU UVA RU BU 
Involve specialized faculty in review process for promotions 
of Specialized faculty   X  X  X 
Ensure specialized faculty included in merit increases (UNC: 
and other increases, as appropriate) X X    X 

 

Ensure salaries are commensurate with experience, skills, 
and contributions X X     

 

Grievance policies should be available to Specialized faculty   X  X   
Compensate through salary or adjusted teaching load for 
advising and administrative responsibilities  X     

 

Include completion of professional development activities in 
performance evaluation X      

 

Create system for tracking appointments, reappointments, 
contract length, and adherence to the contract templates 
provided by Legal Affairs X      

 

Reappointment requires offer letter and written acceptance, 
advance notice of six months for specific individuals (see 
report)   X    

 

Support for Specialized Faculty:        
Provide opportunities for professional development (travel, 
paid professional leave, course releases, participating in 
workshops/teaching academies) X X X X   X 
Provide information about/revise eligibility to include 
specialized faculty for internal and external grant funding   X   X X 
Provide mentoring opportunities   X  X   
Provide access to office space, technology, clerical support, 
and other resources needed to fulfill job duties   X      
Improve administration and oversight of Specialized faculty 
policies by tasking an administrator/committee within each 
college/school with coordinating such efforts both internally X       
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 UMD UNC UI ASU UVA RU BU 
and with Faculty Affairs 
Improve access to faculty policies by establishing a protocol 
for how such information is presented through department 
and college websites X       
Ensure Specialized faculty members aware of campus 
resources such as Center for Innovation in Teaching and 
Learning, and the eligibility requirements for campus funds   X     
Governance and Collaboration::        
Include representation of Specialized faculty in institution-
level governance  X X  X   X 
Departments should develop practices and policies on 
including Specialized faculty in self-governance matters 
(participation in departmental meetings, eligibility and 
expectations for service including committee participation, 
participation in curricular decisions) X  X X X   
Require a school-level policy that specifies voting rights of 
faculty; should tend toward inclusion rather than exclusion     X   
Improving Culture, Climate and Recognition for Specialized 
Faculty: 

 
     

 

Provide opportunities for Specialized faculty to be 
recognized through campus awards  X X  X   

 

Incorporate Specialized faculty into the academic life of the 
unit   X    

 

Communications to faculty from administrators, faculty 
committees, and other faculty members on matters of general 
interest should be sent to entire faculty body, including 
specialized faculty     X  
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Appendix One 
Current IU University- and Campus-Level Policies 

 

ACA-12: General Provisions Regarding Academic Appointments 

The Purpose and Use of Academic Appointment Classifications 

The academic work of Indiana University is done by individuals holding academic 
appointments in different classifications. Each tenured and tenure-probationary faculty 
member has responsibilities in the areas of teaching, research and service. Each tenured 
and tenure-probationary librarian has responsibilities in the parallel areas of performance 
(of librarianship duties), professional development/research/creative activities, and 
service. Academic appointees in other classifications have responsibilities in some but 
not all of the three areas. While all academic appointees make valuable contributions to 
achieving the mission of the University, the ultimate responsibility for the integrity of the 
academic programs of the institution and the authority for university faculty governance 
lies with those who have tenured and tenure-probationary appointments. 

It is the policy of Indiana University to staff its regular instructional program with tenure-
track faculty to the maximum extent feasible. Accomplishing the University’s academic 
mission, however, also requires the appointment of non-tenure-track faculty. The faculty 
of each school shall specify the minimum proportion of tenured and tenure-probationary 
FTE faculty for that unit, with the base of the proportion derived from the total FTE 
tenured and tenure-probationary, clinical and lecturer appointees, and the dean of the 
school shall file this specification with the campus academic officer. 

It is critical to the productive use of resources in our efforts to achieve academic 
excellence and safeguard the basic nature of the University that the purpose and 
definition of each classification of academic appointment be clearly understood and that 
academic appointments be used appropriately. The courses and other instructional tasks 
to which non-tenure-track appointees may be assigned shall be specified within each 
academic unit by the tenured and tenure-probationary faculty. The dean of each academic 
unit shall report to the chief academic officer of the campus on an annual basis which of 
its courses and other instructional tasks have been assigned to non-tenure track faculty, 
and describe by appointment classification and by FTE and head count its non-tenure-
track instructional personnel. The chief academic officer and the faculty governance body 
on each campus will review each year the use of all academic appointments in the 
academic units on that campus, to include the information referenced in the preceding 
sentence and in the final sentence of the preceding paragraph, and each January they will 
issue a report to the chief academic officer of the University and the University Faculty 
Council. 

[EXPLANATION AND COMMENT: The tenuring process requires that faculty 
demonstrate their understanding of, competency in, and dedication to the University’s 
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diverse missions in teaching, research, and service, and tenure allows the faculty member 
to exercise the independent judgment in academic governance that is critical to the well-
being of the institution. Tenure-probationary faculty are appointed with the expectation 
that they will demonstrate the abilities pertaining to all the University’s missions that will 
qualify them for tenure. Accordingly, it is the tenured and tenure probationary faculty in 
whom the University vests the ultimate responsibility for the integrity of its academic 
programs. The review of the use of academic appointments should include not only the 
numbers of individuals in each appointment classification in each academic unit and the 
functions assigned to them, but also other aspects of the use of academic appointments as 
directed by the campus chancellor/provost and faculty governance body, such as 
demographic information, trends over time, and the appropriateness of appointment 
classification assignments. In the course of analyzing the use of appointment 
classifications, the inappropriate use of academic appointments is likely to be discovered, 
and it is expected that some transitional period of adjustment in faculty appointments will 
be necessary.] 

(University Faculty Council, March 26, 1996) 

All campuses of the Indiana University system use classifications for academic 
appointees uniformly. No regular academic appointment may be made in connection with 
an administrative appointment unless that appointment is identified with an existing unit 
and the regular procedures for academic appointments are followed. Appointees to 
deanships and other administrative positions at Indiana University retain academic 
appointments held at Indiana University at the time of their appointment to administrative 
office, unless otherwise specifically stipulated. 

(University Faculty Council, April 11, 1978; April 28, 2009; altered by action of the 
Board of Trustees, August 7, 1984; June 12, 2009.) 

Limitations on Assigned Responsibilities 

A University employee’s assigned responsibilities may include offering courses for credit 
or conducting research as a principal investigator only with an academic appointment in a 
classification in which those responsibilities are appropriate. Academic credit may be 
awarded only in courses offered by academic appointees in faculty classifications for 
which offering courses for credit is an appropriate responsibility. 

[EXPLANATION AND COMMENT: Those who teach should inquire into subject matter 
and pedagogy to maintain and advance the quality of their instruction, and those who 
conduct research should inform others of the product of their work. Further, inquiry 
(research) and communication (teaching) are fundamental rights that the University 
would not and cannot prohibit. Nevertheless, those who are assigned and undertake, on 
behalf of the University, the academic missions of teaching, research, and service in the 
full sense should have the status and protections of tenure-track appointments, and the 
assignments given to those in the various appointment classifications must be 
appropriately regulated.] 
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(University Faculty Council, February 13, 2001; Board of Trustees, May 4, 2001) 

Participation in Faculty Governance 

Participation in unit faculty governance by those in non-tenure-track academic 
appointment classifications is subject to regulation by faculty governance of a campus or 
of a school on a campus organized by schools (except for classifications in which voting 
rights in governance is not permitted). 

[EXPLANATION AND COMMENT: Participation in University level faculty governance 
is governed by the Constitution of the University Faculty. Participation in faculty 
governance on the campuses is governed by the faculty constitution of each campus. 
Participation by those with part-time appointments (both tenure and non-tenure track) is 
an issue that will need to be addressed at each level. Visiting, and Adjunct appointees do 
not have the kind of relationship to the academic unit and its programs that justifies 
voting rights in governance. Individuals who do have that kind of relationship to the unit 
and its programs should be appointed in another classification.] 

(University Faculty Council, February 13, 2001; Board of Trustees, May 4, 2001) 

Part-Time 

“Part-time” is not an appointment classification, but is a descriptive term indicating that 
the appointee is employed in an appointment classification at less than 1.0 FTE. Part-time 
appointments may have, where relevant, adjusted time limits (including for probationary 
periods) according to regulations approved by faculty governance of a campus or of a 
school on a campus organized by schools, but the adjusted time limit may not be longer 
than would be proportionate to those of full-time appointees. 

[EXPLANATION AND COMMENT: This provision applies to all appointment 
classifications that would otherwise be full-time. Those who contribute to the academic 
mission in a continuing relationship to a unit should have a status appropriate to their 
work and responsibilities. Probationary appointments are relevant to Tenure-track 
Faculty and Librarian Appointments and to Non-tenure-track Lecturer and Clinical 
Appointments. This provision implies no policy that there should be part-time appointees 
in any classification. The most common application of this provision will be to Lecturer 
Appointments. Part-time tenure-track appointments are resorted to occasionally to 
facilitate units’ accomplishment of their academic missions. Such appointments will 
continue to be infrequent, but they should be subject to straight forward regulation where 
they do occur. Further development of regulation of part-time appointments, for example, 
with regard to participation in governance and benefits and to transfer between part- and 
full-time, will be required.] 

(University Faculty Council, February 13, 2001; Board of Trustees, May 4, 2001) 
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Special Titles 

The University awards titles to indicate special distinction within an appointment 
classification. Further, with the approval of the campus’ academic officer, a unit may use 
a title that meets the special needs of the unit so long as the appointment classification is 
made clear. The campus’ published academic regulations shall maintain a list of special 
titles indicating their appointment classifications. 

[EXPLANATION AND COMMENT: It will be the responsibility of the campus Academic 
Officers to see that special titles are not confusing, to see that the appointment 
classification is made clear in appointment letters, and to maintain the campus list of 
approved special titles.] 

(University Faculty Council, February 13, 2001; Board of Trustees, May 4, 2001) 

Retired Faculty 

Other provisions notwithstanding, retired academic appointees may perform academic 
functions consistent with the individual’s academic appointment classification prior to 
retirement. 

Campus Regulations 

Campuses may adopt regulations of academic appointments that are consistent with 
University regulations in the Academic Handbook. 
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ACA-14: Classification of Academic Appointments 

Tenure-Track Appointments 

Through their work and through their participation in faculty governance and 
administration, tenure track faculty and librarians have primary responsibility for the 
accomplishment and the integrity of the University’s academic mission. 

• Faculty Appointments. Tenure-track faculty have responsibility for teaching, 
research and service. Titles: Professor, Associate Professor, and Assistant 
Professor. 

• Librarian Appointments. Tenure-track librarians have responsibility for 
performance (of librarianship duties), professional development/research/creative 
activities, and service. Librarians have a master’s degree from an American 
Library Association-accredited library school or the equivalent professional 
credentials or a graduate degree in other professional or scholarly fields where 
appropriate. Titles: Librarian, Associate Librarian, and Assistant Librarian. 

(University Faculty Council, February 13, 2001; April 28, 2009; Board of Trustees, May 
4, 2001; June 12, 2009) 

Non-Tenure-Track Appointments 

• Clinical Appointments. The prefix “Clinical” is used for appointees whose 
primary duties are teaching students and residents/fellows and providing 
professional service in the clinical setting. Titles: Clinical Professor, Associate 
Clinical Professor, Assistant Clinical Professor; or Clinical Senior Lecturer and 
Clinical Lecturer. 

• Lecturer Appointments. Lecturers may be assigned responsibility for teaching, 
and for research and service that supports teaching, in courses for which such 
assignments have been approved by the faculty of the academic unit. The Lecturer 
category is the appropriate classification for non-tenure-track teaching faculty in 
instances where the unit has a continuing need for the resource (except for clinical 
appointees,Professor of Practice appointees, and except in instances where 
adjunct appointments are appropriate, as specified below). Titles: Senior Lecturer 
and Lecturer. 

• Professor of Practice Appointments. Professors of Practice may be assigned 
instructional responsibilities, along with activities in support of student 
development and placement. This classification is appropriate for individuals who 
have achieved excellence in a field of practice, and who have attained a position 
of regional, national and even international prominence. Title: Professor of 
Practice 

• Acting, Visiting, and Adjunct Appointments. The terms, “acting,” “visiting,” and 
“adjunct” may modify titles in any appointment classification, but constitute 
distinct appointment classifications. These classifications are non-probationary 
appointments. Visiting and Adjunct appointees do not have voting rights in 
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faculty governance; Acting appointees’ voting rights in faculty governance within 
the academic unit is subject to unit regulation. 

• Explanation and comment on Acting, Visiting, and Adjunct Appointments 
o Acting Appointments. The qualification “Acting” indicates a temporary 

appointment with the understanding that when a specified condition (e.g., 
completion of a terminal degree) is met the appointee will receive a 
regular appointment in the appointment classification indicated.Acting 
appointments may not continue for longer than two years, except in 
special circumstances approved by the campus’ Academic Officer. 

o Explanation and comment on Acting Appointments 
o Visiting Appointments. The qualification “Visiting” indicates a temporary 

appointment that may continue for no more than two years, except in 
special circumstances approved by the campus’s Academic Officer. 
Visiting appointees shall have the qualifications appropriate to the 
appointment classification indicated. 

Visiting appointments are appropriate where there is a temporary need, for 
example, to fill the place of an appointee on leave, where there is an 
increased need for academic personnel in circumstances where there is 
uncertainty the need will continue, or where a position has become 
available or open with insufficient lead time to conduct an appropriate 
search. The University is not obligated to count service as a visiting 
appointee as credit toward tenure or long-term contract status if the 
appointment is later changed to a regular appointment, but exceptions may 
be made in accordance with the procedures used by the University in 
making regular academic appointments. 

o Adjunct Appointments. The qualification “adjunct” is appropriate for 
teaching appointments of individuals, whether compensated or volunteer, 
whose career paths lie primarily in another position or employment. That 
is, the appointment is “adjunct” (“auxiliary”) to the career of the appointee 
as well as to the faculty of the unit. Adjunct appointments, therefore, are 
necessarily part-time. Adjunct appointments are appropriate for 
individuals who have expertise useful for the accomplishment of the unit’s 
mission where that expertise is not available in the unit’s regular faculty. 
An adjunct appointee does not participate in faculty governance in the unit 
in which an adjunct appointment is held. Those with adjunct appointments 
fall within three groups: individuals whose principal employments are 
outside the university; those whose principal employments are within the 
University in positions for which teaching is not an appropriate 
responsibility; and faculty whose work in a second academic unit justifies 
a courtesy appointment in that unit. 

o Explanation and comment on Adjunct Appointments 
• Research Appointments. Research appointees are those researchers who typically 

hold the terminal degree and postdoctorate experience (or its equivalent) and who 
are employed by Indiana University for research and service responsibilities. 



 

 83 

Titles: Senior Scientist (or Senior Scholar), Associate Scientist (or Associate 
Scholar) and Assistant Scientist (or Assistant Scholar). 

(University Faculty Council, February 13, 2001; January 18, 2011; Board of Trustees, 
May 4, 2001) 

Note: Please refer to campus-specific documents for policies and procedures pertaining 
to non-tenure-track academic appointees. 

Specialist and Honorary Appointments 

• Academic Specialist Appointments. Appointees with academic responsibilities 
who do not themselves offer courses for credit or act as principal investigators in 
research. The published academic regulations for each campus shall maintain a 
list of titles that fall within this classification. 

• Explanation and Comment on Academic Specialist Appointments 
• Honorary Appointments.Honorary appointments are given to those not employed 

within the University who render service to the University’s mission in a manner 
that justifies the recognition of an honorary title. Campus’ published academic 
regulations shall maintain a list of honorary titles, indicated as such. 

(University Faculty Council, February 13, 2001; Board of Trustees, May 4, 2001) 

Explanation and Comments on Classification of Academic Appointments: 

Acting, Visiting, and Adjunct Appointments: Visiting and Adjunct appointees do not have 
the kind of relationship to the University and its programs that justifies voting 
participation in faculty governance. Since it is contemplated that Acting appointees will 
take up regular appointments on the expected fulfillment of conditions, their participation 
in governance is subject to unit regulation. 

Acting Appointments: What are here termed “acting” appointments have traditionally 
been used, with various terminology, for individuals who will take up tenure-track 
appointments on receiving a terminal degree, but acting appointments may be 
appropriate for clinical and lecturer appointments as well, for example, where a clinical 
appointment is conditioned on obtaining a license or a board certification. “Special 
circumstances” may relate to an individual case or to the circumstances of a field and 
unit, but exceptions should be granted consistently with the limitation of this 
classification as a temporary appointment. 

Adjunct Appointments: Faculty who have full rights in more than one unit should have 
joint appointments. Discipline will be required to avoid appointment as adjuncts those 
who should be appointed as part-time lecturers. 

Academic Specialist Appointments: Many of the staff in this classification currently hold 
job classifications within Human Resources, but should be under Academic Officers’ 
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administration. The Academic Leadership Committee has since passed the regulations, 
which appear below. ] 

Resident, Clinical Fellow, Physician and Other Academic Appointments 

Resident The title “Resident” is used for individuals who have completed the 
academic requirements for the M.D. or D.D.S. degree and wish to further develop 
the knowledge and skills acquired as a medical or dental student. This period of 
graduate education extends between one and seven years, depending on the specialty 
chosen. This training is usually obtained in the University-owned or affiliated 
hospitals. 

Clinical Fellow The title “Clinical Fellow” is to be used only by the Medical Center 
for those individuals with doctoral degrees pursuing additional training in a 
specialized area. No degree is sought or given. Compensation is made in recognition 
of services performed or the achievement of prescribed objectives during a specified 
period. 

Physician The title “Physician” is used only for medical doctors employed in the 
Student Health Center. 

(University Faculty Council, April 11, 1978) 

While the above categories cover most academic appointees, they are not exhaustive. 
Certain University officers who do not hold faculty ranks and interns in various programs 
are academic appointees. The above listing seeks simply to identify the major categories 
of appointees who participate in and help to perform the academic mission of the 
University. 

(Administrative Practice) 
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ACA-18: Regulation of Clinical and Lecturer Appointments  

CLINICAL FACULTY 

Use of Clinical Appointments 

Clinical appointments are appropriate for those who work primarily in the clinical setting. 
Clinical faculty may be involved in research that derives from their primary assignment 
in clinical teaching and professional service; however, continued appointment and 
advancement in rank must be based on performance in teaching and service. 

Explanation and Comment on the Use of Clinical Appointments 

Rights and Privileges 

Clinical faculty are expected to follow and be protected by University policies, including 
those pertaining to faculty hiring and faculty annual reviews. The faculty salary policies 
of the University, campus, school, and department shall apply to clinical faculty. Clinical 
faculty have the right to petition the campus faculty board of review. Clinical faculty are 
not eligible for University sabbatical leave, but schools may provide sabbatical-like 
leaves for their clinical faculty to provide opportunities for professional learning and 
collaboration with colleagues. 

Participation in University and campus faculty governance is governed by the 
Constitution of the Faculty of Indiana University and the faculty constitutions on each 
campus. The role of clinical faculty in governance within the unit shall be determined by 
vote of the tenured and tenure-probationary faculty of the unit, provided that where non-
tenure track appointees have voting privileges, their voting participation must be 
structured in a way that reserves at least 60% of voting weight to tenure track faculty. 
The academic integrity of the school and its programs ultimately is the responsibility of 
tenured and tenure-probationary faculty. 

The rights of clinical faculty and the regulations concerning their roles within each school 
shall be written and available to the school faculty. A copy of all rights and regulations 
shall be filed with the campus academic officer and with the campus faculty governance 
body. 

Explanation and Comment on the Rights and Privileges of Clinical Faculty 

Clinical faculty are not eligible for academic administrative appointments at and above 
the department chair level. 

Further Explanation and Comment on the Rights and Privileges of Clinical Faculty 
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Appointment and Advancement 

The faculty of each unit using clinical appointments shall decide whether those 
appointments will be with the titles of Clinical Professor, Associate Clinical Professor 
and Assistant Clinical Professor, or Clinical Senior Lecturer and Clinical Lecturer. Initial 
clinical appointments should be at the level appropriate to the experience and 
accomplishments of the individual. The process for appointment with probationary status 
or appointment with a long-term contract shall go through the ordinary procedures for 
faculty appointments. Promotion in rank of Assistant and Associate Clinical Professors 
should go through the normal faculty procedures appropriate to the unit of the university, 
including peer review by the primary unit, and campus promotion (and tenure) 
committees. The faculty of each unit using Assistant and Associate Clinical Professor 
appointments shall adopt criteria for promotion that are appropriate to the duties that may 
be assigned to clinical appointees. Those criteria must be written, available to unit 
faculty, and filed with the campus academic officer. Clinical Lecturers shall be promoted 
to Clinical Senior Lecturers upon their being appointed to long-term contracts following a 
probationary period. 

Protection of Academic Freedom 

Clinical appointees are not eligible for tenure; however, in order to protect their academic 
freedom, individuals appointed as clinical faculty shall be given long-term contracts after 
a probationary period of not more than seven years. The exact mechanism for this shall 
be determined by the dean and the faculty governance body within each school using 
clinical appointments and be approved by the chancellor/provost, but the mechanism 
should be a long-term contract of not less than five years or be some equivalent, such as a 
rolling three year contract. The criteria for granting long-term contracts after a 
probationary period shall be analogous to the criteria for granting tenure, except that 
clinical faculty shall earn the right to a long-term contract on the basis of their excellence 
only in those responsibilities that may be assigned to them. Each school will establish 
procedures and specific criteria for review of individuals concerning the renewal of long-
term contracts or their equivalent. 

Clinical faculty appointments during the probationary period shall be subject to the same 
policies and procedures with respect to appointment, reappointment, non-reappointment, 
and dismissal as apply to tenure-probationary faculty during the probationary period. 
After the probationary period, dismissal of a clinical faculty member holding a longer 
term contract which has not expired may occur because of closure or permanent 
downsizing of the program in which the faculty member teaches and serves; otherwise, 
dismissal of such clinical faculty shall occur only for reasons of professional 
incompetence, serious misconduct, or financial exigency. Non-reappointment of clinical 
faculty to a new contract term may occur for the foregoing reasons or may occur as well 
for reason of changing staffing needs of the clinical program. Non-reappointment 
decisions regarding clinical faculty holding a long-term contract after the probationary 
period must be made with faculty consultation through processes established by the 
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school’s faculty governance institutions. The jurisdiction of campus faculty grievance 
institutions includes cases of dismissal and non-reappointment of clinical faculty. 

Explanation and Comment on Protection of Academic Freedom for Clinical Faculty 

(University Faculty Council, February 13, 2001; Board of Trustees, May 4, 2001) 

LECTURERS 

Use of Lecturer Appointments 

Lecturers are academic appointees whose primary responsibility is teaching. Lecturers’ 
assigned responsibilities may include research and service only in support of teaching. 

Explanation and Comment on the Use of Lecturer Appointments 

Rights and Privileges 

Lecturers are expected to follow and be protected by University policies, including those 
pertaining to faculty hiring and faculty annual reviews. The faculty salary policies of the 
University, campus, school, and department shall apply to lecturers. Lecturers have the 
right to petition the campus faculty board of review. Lecturers are not eligible for 
University sabbatical leave, but schools may provide sabbatical-like leaves for their 
lecturers to provide opportunities for professional learning and collaboration with 
colleagues. 

Participation in University and campus faculty governance is governed by the 
Constitution of the Faculty of Indiana University and the faculty constitutions on each 
campus. The role of lecturers in governance within the unit shall be determined by vote 
of the tenured and tenure-probationary faculty of the unit, provided that where non-tenure 
track faculty have voting privileges, their voting participation must be structured in a way 
that reserves at least 60% of voting weight to tenure-track faculty. The academic integrity 
of the school and its programs ultimately is the responsibility of tenured and tenure-
probationary faculty. 

The rights of lecturers and the regulations concerning their roles within each school shall 
be written and available to the school faculty. A copy of all rights and regulations shall be 
filed with the campus academic officer and with the campus faculty governance body. 

Explanation and Comment on the Rights and Privileges of Lecturers 

Lecturers are not eligible for academic administrative appointments at and above the 
department chair level. 

Further Explanation and Comment on the Rights and Privileges of Lecturers 
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Appointment and Advancement 

Initial lecturer appointments should be at the level appropriate to the experience and 
accomplishments of the individual. The process for appointment with probationary status 
or appointment with a long-term contract shall go through the ordinary procedures for 
faculty appointments. Lecturers shall be promoted to Senior Lecturers upon their being 
appointed to long term contracts following a probationary period. 

Protection of Academic Freedom 

Lecturers are not eligible for tenure; however, in order to protect their academic freedom, 
individuals appointed as lecturers shall be given long-term contracts after a probationary 
period of not more than seven years. The exact mechanism for this shall be determined by 
the dean and the faculty governance body within each school using lecturer appointments 
and be approved by the chancellor/provost, but the mechanism should be a long-term 
contract of not less than five years or be some equivalent, such as a rolling three year 
contract. The criteria for granting long-term contracts after a probationary period shall be 
analogous to the criteria for granting tenure, except that lecturers shall earn the right to a 
long-term contract on the basis of their excellence only in those responsibilities that may 
be assigned to them. Each school will establish procedures and specific criteria for review 
of individuals concerning the renewal of long-term contracts or their equivalent. 

Lecturer appointments during the probationary period shall be subject to the same 
policies and procedures with respect to appointment, reappointment, non-reappointment, 
and dismissal as apply to tenure-probationary faculty during the probationary period. 
After the probationary period, dismissal of a lecturer holding a longer term contract 
which has not expired may occur because of closure or permanent downsizing of the 
program in which the faculty member teaches and serves; otherwise, dismissal of such 
lecturer shall occur only for reasons of professional incompetence, serious misconduct, or 
financial exigency. Non-reappointment of lecturers to a new contract term may occur for 
the foregoing reasons or may occur as well for reason of changing staffing needs of the 
academic unit’s program. Non-reappointment decisions regarding lecturers holding a 
longer-term contract after the probationary period must be made with faculty consultation 
through processes established by the school’s faculty governance institutions. The 
jurisdiction of campus faculty grievance institutions includes cases of dismissal and non-
reappointment of lecturers. 

Explanation and Comment on the Protection of Academic Freedom for Lecturers 

(University Faculty Council, February 13, 2001; Board of Trustees, May 4, 2001) 

Explanations and Comments on this Policy: 

Use of Clinical Appointments: Clinical appointees teach and practice full-time in the 
clinical professional setting. It follows that clinical appointments will be limited to 
academic units (and departments within academic units) in the professional-client service 
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disciplines. Clinical faculty may contribute to the research efforts of a unit through their 
clinical work, but they are not expected to do individual research. Faculty who, in 
addition to teaching and service, have portions of their time allocated to doing research 
for which they are a principal or co principal investigator, who have research 
laboratories, or who are otherwise expected to do individual research should be in 
tenured/ tenure-probationary positions. While individual faculty members hired in 
tenure-probationary appointments may switch to the clinical appointments during the 
first five years of their probationary period, such a switch must involve giving up the 
research component of their faculty work, except for their clinical role in collaborative 
research trials. Clinical appointments are not intended as a means of retaining tenure-
probationary faculty members who will not be able to demonstrate the performance 
levels in teaching, research, and service required for the granting of tenure. 

Rights and Privileges of Clinical Faculty: The University Faculty Constitution defines the 
voting faculty as “all faculty members on tenure or accumulating credit toward tenure.” 
The Constitution further states that “the voting members of individual campuses may 
extend voting privileges to others on matters of individual campus significance.” The 
rationale for the distributions of rights and privileges is to leave the responsibility for the 
preservation of the most basic academic interests of the institution in the hands of those 
with the greatest protection of their academic freedom for the purposes of teaching, 
research, and service including the service of faculty governance; i.e. those with tenure. 
Non-tenure track appointees otherwise should have as many faculty privileges as is 
consistent with their qualifications and responsibilities. 

The integrity of the academic programs will be best served by requiring that those 
individuals holding administrative appointments with direct authority for academic 
programs have the full range of academic qualifications associated with the tenure track, 
as well as the fuller protection of academic freedom that tenure provides. 

Protection of Academic Freedom for Clinical Faculty: Probationary periods for part-
time faculty may be longer than seven years, where regulations adopted by the faculty of 
the academic unit so provide. University practice requires that probationary periods be 
served on a continuing basis unless a leave of absence has been applied for and been 
granted. The University is not obliged to relocate within the institution clinical faculty 
whose positions are eliminated because of closure, permanent downsizing, or changing 
staffing needs of their clinical programs. Where an instructional line is converted from 
non-tenure to tenure track, a clinical faculty member occupying the line may apply for 
the tenure-track position, but is not guaranteed appointment. 

Use of Lecturer Appointments: Those who teach should inquire into subject matter and 
pedagogy to maintain and advance the quality of their instruction, and those who conduct 
research should inform others of the product of their work. Further, inquiry (research) 
and communication (teaching) are fundamental rights that the University would not and 
cannot prohibit. Nevertheless, those who are assigned and undertake, on behalf of the 
University, the academic missions of teaching, research, and service in the full sense 
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should have the status and protections of tenure-track appointments, and the assignments 
given to those in the various appointment classifications must be appropriately regulated. 

Rights and Privileges of Lecturers: The University Faculty Constitution defines the 
voting faculty as “all faculty members on tenure or accumulating credit toward tenure.” 
The Constitution further states that “the voting members of individual campuses may 
extend voting privileges to others on matters of individual campus significance.” The 
rationale for the distributions of rights and privileges is to leave the responsibility for the 
preservation of the most basic academic interests of the institution in the hands of those 
with the greatest protection of their academic freedom for the purposes of teaching, 
research, and service including the service of faculty governance; i.e., those with tenure. 
Non-tenure track faculty otherwise should have as many faculty privileges as is 
consistent with their qualifications and responsibilities. 

The integrity of the academic programs will be best served by requiring that those 
individuals holding administrative appointments with direct authority for academic 
programs have the full range of academic qualifications associated with the tenure track, 
as well as the fuller protection of academic freedom that tenure provides. 

Protection of Academic Freedom for Lecturers: Probationary periods for part-time 
faculty may be longer than seven years, where regulations adopted by the faculty of the 
academic unit so provide. University practice requires that probationary periods be 
served on a continuing basis unless a leave of absence has been applied for and been 
granted. The University is not obliged to relocate within the institution lecturers whose 
positions are eliminated because of closure, permanent downsizing, or changing staffing 
needs of their academic programs. Where an instructional line is converted from non-
tenure to tenure track, a lecturer occupying the line may apply for the tenure-track 
position, but is not guaranteed appointment. 

Back to top 

Reason for Policy 

The regulation of lecturer and clinical appointments is intended to further the Trustees’ 
policy regarding “associate faculty.” 

Associate faculty have played and will continue to play an important role in the teaching 
mission of Indiana University. For this reason, all campuses should establish formal 
policies treating the appointment, evaluation and professional development of such 
faculty. 

Standards for appointment for associate faculty should guarantee that courses are taught 
by qualified individuals. Their teaching should be evaluated on a regular basis by 
customary measures of classroom effectiveness. Reappointment of associate faculty 
should be predicated on satisfactory teaching evaluations. 
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Schools and departments should take steps to integrate associate with full-time faculty 
and to promote their professional development. Such steps should include formal 
orientation of associate faculty to the university and to their specific teaching 
responsibilities. Associate faculty should be provided with resources adequate to promote 
their success as teachers and the enhancement of their pedagogical skills. Exceptional 
performance by associate faculty should be recognized by appropriate measures. 

(Board of Trustees, September 24, 1994) 
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ACA-19: Regulation of Professor of Practice Appointments 

Policy Statement 

Use of Professor of Practice Appointment 

The primary responsibility of Professors of Practice is teaching. Appointees may be 
assigned research and service responsibilities, but these activities must be in support of 
teaching, student development and placement. Appointments of Professors of Practice are 
restricted to those who have achieved distinction in their chosen field of practice, and 
who bring to the University unique practical experiences and talents that will benefit our 
students. Appointees shall hold the terminal professional degree in the field or give 
evidence of equivalent capabilities by virtue of experience. Academic units who use this 
rank must develop policies that define expectations for “excellence” in instruction. The 
Professor of Practice title may be preceded by Visiting or Adjunct. 

Rights and Privileges 

Professors of Practice are expected to follow and be protected by University policies, 
including those pertaining to faculty hiring and faculty annual reviews. The faculty salary 
policies of the University, campus, school, and department shall apply to this rank. 
Professors of Practice have the right to petition the campus faculty board of review. They 
are not eligible for University sabbatical leave, but schools may provide sabbatical-like 
leaves for Professors of Practice to provide opportunities for professional learning and 
collaboration with colleagues. 

Participation in University and campus faculty governance is governed by the 
Constitution of the Faculty of Indiana University and the faculty constitutions on each 
campus. The role of Professors of Practice in governance within the unit shall be 
determined by vote of the tenured and tenure-probationary faculty of the unit, provided 
that where non-tenure track appointees have voting privileges, their voting participation 
must be structured in a way that reserves at least 60% of voting weight to tenure track 
faculty. The academic integrity of the school and its programs ultimately is the 
responsibility of tenured and tenure-probationary faculty. 

The rights of Professors of Practice and the regulations concerning their roles within each 
school shall be written and available to the school faculty. A copy of all rights and 
regulations shall be filed with the campus academic officer and with the campus faculty 
governance body. 

Explanation and Comment on the Rights and Privileges of Professors of Practice 

Professors of Practice are not eligible for academic administrative appointments at and 
above the department chair level. 
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Appointment 

Candidates for initial appointments as Professor of Practice shall be reviewed by faculty 
in the appointing academic unit; a majority vote in favor among eligible faculty is 
required for appointment. Candidates will have their credentials reviewed by the 
Provost/Chancellor or designee, who must approve the offer. Initial appointment shall be 
for three years. A major performance review shall take place before the end of the seven-
year probationary period, and if performance is judged excellent, appointees shall be 
given long-term contracts (either three years rolling or five years term). The Professor of 
Practice appointment may not be converted to a tenure-track position. 

Protection of Academic Freedom 

Professors of Practice are not eligible for tenure; however, in order to protect their 
academic freedom, individuals appointed to this rank shall be given long-term contracts 
after a probationary period of not more than seven years. The criteria for granting long-
term contracts shall be analogous to the criteria for granting tenure, except that Professors 
of Practice shall earn the right to a long-term contract on the basis of excellence only in 
those responsibilities that may be assigned to them. Each school will establish procedures 
and specific criteria for review of individuals concerning the renewal of long-term 
contracts. 

Professors of Practice during the probationary period shall be subject to the same policies 
and procedures with respect to appointment, reappointment, non-reappointment and 
dismissal as apply to tenure-probationary faculty during the probationary period. After 
the probationary period, dismissal of a Professor of Practice holding a longer term 
contract which has not expired may occur because of closure or permanent downsizing of 
the academic unit in which the faculty member teaches and serves; otherwise, dismissal 
shall occur only for reasons of professional incompetence, serious misconduct or 
financial exigency. Non-reappointment of Professors of Practice to a new contract may 
occur for the foregoing reasons or may occur as well for reasons of changing staffing 
needs of the academic unit’s program. Non-reappointment decisions regarding Professors 
of Practice holding a longer-term contract after the probationary period must be made 
with faculty consultation through processes established by the school’s faculty 
governance institutions. The jurisdiction of campus faculty grievance institutions includes 
dismissal and non-reappointment of Professors of Practice. 

Explanation and Comment on Protection of Academic Freedom for Professors of 
Practice 

(University Faculty Council May 6, 2011) 

Explanations and Comments on this Policy 

Rights and Privileges of Professors of Practice: The University Faculty Constitution 
defines the voting faculty as “all faculty members on tenure or accumulating credit 
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toward tenure.” The Constitution further states that “the voting members of individual 
campuses may extend voting privileges to others on matters of individual campus 
significance.” The rationale for the distributions of rights and privileges is to leave the 
responsibility for the preservation of the most basic academic interests of the institution 
in the hands of those with the greatest protection of their academic freedom for the 
purposes of teaching, research, and service including the service of faculty governance; 
i.e. those with tenure. Non-tenure track appointees otherwise should have as many 
faculty privileges as is consistent with their qualifications and responsibilities. 

Protection of Academic Freedom for Professors of Practice: University practice requires 
that probationary periods be served on a continuing basis unless a leave of absence has 
been applied for and been granted. The University is not obliged to relocate within the 
institution Professors of Practice whose positions are eliminated because of closure, 
permanent downsizing, of changing staffing needs of their academic programs. 

Back to top 

History 

University Faculty Council, May 6, 2011 
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ACA-20: Regulation of Research Appointments 

Policy Statement 

Research Ranks 

A three-rank system exists for those researchers who typically hold the terminal degree 
and postdoctorate experience (or its equivalent) and who are employed by Indiana 
University for strictly research responsibilities. It is suggested that the research ranks be 
given the following rank codes and titles: 

IR97 Assistant Scientist (or Assistant Scholar)* 

IR96 Associate Scientist (or Associate Scholar)* 

IR95 Senior Scientist (or Senior Scholar)* 

Note: *The choice of Scientist or Scholar would be determined by discipline. 

A separate rank code and title should be used for those individuals with lesser 
qualifications who are assigned to research jobs which are routine and supervised but call 
for qualifications and responsibilities greater than those of technicians (rank code TE). In 
addition, persons working at Indiana University as postdoctoral fellows shall be 
designated as postdoctoral fellows (rank code IR98). 

The three-rank system is regarded as a career ladder framework, with appropriate policies 
and procedures for appointment, annual review, and promotion. The creation of positions 
within the three-rank system, advertising for qualified candidates, selection and 
appointment procedures, annual review, promotion, and termination would be under 
well-defined procedures administered through Administration academic units by the Vice 
Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs/Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, and 
further subject to the policies, rules, and procedures of the Campus Affirmative Action 
Plan as administered by the Affirmative Action Officer. Postdoctoral Fellows are eligible 
to apply for a position in one of the research ranks under certain conditions upon 
satisfactory completion of the terms of the postdoctorate. Qualified research appointees 
are eligible to apply for openings in the three-rank system but are not considered 
automatically for promotion to the beginning rank. The policies and procedures of the 
University Affirmative Action Plan would apply in determining eligibility for any of the 
research ranks and for determining eligibility of a person holding a research rank for any 
other University appointment. 

Qualifications for Rank. The qualifications for each of the three research ranks are 
roughly equivalent to those set forth in the area of research for members of the faculty. 
Typically a candidate for the rank of Assistant Scientist would have to have completed 
the terminal degree in his or her discipline and, in some fields, have at least one year of 
successful postdoctoral research experience. A person at this rank would be fully capable 
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of original, independent research work but would typically work under the direction of a 
senior faculty member or an Associate Scientist or a Senior Scientist. 

A person at the rank of Associate Scientist would have begun to establish a national 
reputation through published work and would typically have responsibility for carrying 
out independently, as principal investigator, projects of his or her own devising. 
Normally a person should have achieved a minimum of three years of successful research 
as reflected in published work in refereed sources before attaining or being appointed to 
the rank of Associate Scientist. 

A Senior Scientist would have shown a career of continued growth in scholarship which 
has brought a national or international reputation as a first-class researcher who has made 
substantial contributions to his or her discipline. 

(Board of Trustees, February 7, 1981; additional information was obtained from 
Bloomington Faculty Council March 18, 1980) 

[NOTE: Since the date of policy adoption, the rank codes have changed to: Assistant 
Scientist or Assistant Scholar (RS1); Associate Scientist or Associate Scholar (RS2); 
Senior Scientist or Senior Scholar (RS3), Postdoctoral Fellow (RSP); and Research 
Associate (RSS).] 

Part-Time 

The following additional title is used for part-time research appointees. Where ranks are 
included in the title, appointment should be at the rank that would be given were that 
individual being appointed as a research scientist. Changes from these appointments to 
regular research scientists should follow the customary University procedures. Where the 
individual is employed in these positions on a continuing or recurrent basis, 
reappointment and promotion in rank must go through normal University procedures. 

The term “part-time” follows the designation of rank (e.g., Assistant Scientist—Part 
Time). These appointees devote only part of their time to the duties of a research 
scientist. They may also be gainfully employed in other activities, either with the 
University or elsewhere. 

(University Faculty Council, October 13, 1992; Board of Trustees, February 2, 1993) 

Research Associates and Postdoctoral Fellows 

The title of Research Associate is limited to those research personnel who are not 
qualified for a research rank but whose positions call for full-time research under the 
supervision of a faculty member or a person holding a research rank. Persons working at 
the University as postdoctoral fellows shall be designated as postdoctoral fellows. 

(Board of Trustees, February 7, 1981)  
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ACA-23: Academic Specialist Appointments 

Policy Statement 

The classification was established for individuals who do not routinely offer courses for 
credit or act as principal investigators but who hold positions with responsibilities that 
require them to be accountable to an Academic Officer. The focus of such positions 
should be on duties that support the academic mission of the university. While teaching is 
not the primary responsibility, they may, on occasion, teach courses for credit as part of 
their regular duties (i.e., through release time and not as an overload). In the semesters 
that they teach, Academic Specialists must be given an instructional title so that 
university reporting of student/teacher ratios is accurate. 

Examples of responsibilities 

• academic advising 
• coordinating curricula 
• coordinating AIs 
• editing journals 
• curating 
• counseling 
• program coordinating, e.g., for centers or foreign universities 

Appointment Terms 

Appointments should be made with a probationary period not to exceed seven years 
followed by a rolling or long-term contract of three to five years. Each campus or 
academic unit will establish procedures and specific criteria for review of individuals 
concerning long-term contracts or their equivalent. 

Rights and Privileges 

Academic specialists shall be subject to the same policies and procedures with respect to 
appointment, reappointment, non-reappointment and dismissal as apply to clinical ranks 
and lecturers and criteria for review will be consistent with responsibilities and clearly 
delineated by the academic supervisor. 

History 

Adopted by the Academic Officers Committee in 2001 as administrative practice. Note: 
The Academic Officers Committee (AOC) is now the Academic Leadership Council 
(ALC). 

  



 

 98 

ACA-26: Oversight and Support Of Non-Tenure Track Faculty (Formerly 
Associate Instructors, Associate Faculty and Part-Time Faculty) 

Scope 

All Associate Instructors and Associate Faculty 

Policy Statement 

1. Responsibility for oversight of associate instructors and associate faculty should 
be placed in an office on each campus. The office need not be the same for both 
categories of instructors. On those campuses with large numbers of associate 
instructors and/or associate faculty it would be appropriate to designate an officer 
within a school to report to the campus office. Each chancellor/provost should, 
after consulting with faculty representatives as appropriate, forward the name of 
the designated office to the vice president for academic affairs . 

2. The office designated by a chancellor/provost to provide oversight for associate 
instructors shall, working with the appropriate faculty council committee(s), 
insure that all associate instructors are properly trained, supervised and evaluated. 

3. The office designated by a chancellor/provost to provide oversight for associate 
faculty shall oversee the process for appointment, evaluation and professional 
development of such faculty, including implementation of those standards and 
procedures established by University Faculty Council. 

(Board of Trustees, September 24, 1994) 
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Bloomington Policies 

A. Academic Ranks, Titles, Perquisites 
 

ACADEMIC TITLES 

The Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs is the administrative 
office of the Bloomington Campus responsible for all matters pertaining to persons 
holding academic rank and title. A current listing of the academic ranks and titles which 
may be used in the Indiana University system is given in a policy approved by the 
University Faculty Council on February 13, 2001 and by the Trustees of Indiana 
University on April 4, 2001. (See Policy A-1).  

Academic ranks and titles are assigned to individuals directly involved in carrying out the 
academic mission of Indiana University. In addition to the titles set out in Policy A-1, one 
additional title, Teacher, is employed for persons involved in instruction at pre-University 
level. (Academic titles for graduate students are discussed in Section C of this guide.)  

Faculty Titles 

The appropriate title for faculty positions is governed by the credentials of the appointee 
measured against the Faculty Council criteria for promotions (see Policy E-7) and is 
agreed upon by the appointing unit, the School Dean, and the Vice Provost for Faculty 
and Academic Affairs. Only tenure-track positions may be filled using faculty titles 
(Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, Professor). Full-time service in faculty rank 
counts in reckoning eligibility for sabbatical leave and the end of a tenure probationary 
period.  

In 1990-91 the Bloomington Faculty Council considered the advisability of creating non-
tenure-track faculty appointments. The Council took action in January, 1991, reaffirming 
that no changes in faculty status could occur without BFC approval, and expressing a 
commitment to review the status of teaching in the University. The subsequent review 
resulted in modifications to statements on teaching criteria (see Section E) but not in 
creation of non-tenure-track faculty status. See Policy A-2. Subsequent action by the 
Board of Trustees (see Policy A-1) constituted non-tenure track faculty appointments for 
whom policies were adopted by the BFC in April, 2002. (See section on Lecturer and 
Clinical Rank titles below.)  

Librarian Titles 

Use of the professional librarian titles (Assistant Librarian, Associate Librarian, 
Librarian) is governed by the criteria for librarian promotions and must be approved by 
the Dean of University Libraries. (See Policy E-8.) Professional librarian titles are used 
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only for tenure-track positions. Full-time service in these ranks counts in reckoning 
eligibility for sabbatical leave and the end of a probationary period.  

Lecturer and Clinical Rank Titles 

BFC policy stipulates that non-tenure-track Lecturer and Clinical appointments be used 
only when such appointments are essential to the overall mission of a unit and must be 
justified with reference to that mission. The appropriate title is governed by the criteria 
for teaching and service contributions as set forth by the Faculty Council for tenure-track 
faculty promotions, and is agreed upon by the appointing unit, the School Dean, and the 
Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs. (See Policy A-3.)  

Other Title Approvals 

Choice of appropriate titles for all other academic positions is proposed by the unit and 
the School Dean and reviewed by the Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and 
Academic Affairs at the time a new or vacated position is to be advertised. A listing of 
available academic titles can be found in Policy A-4.  

Multiple Titles 

In the case of persons with two titles, only one rank code is assigned. For faculty-
administrators at the level of Associate Dean or higher, their rank is reflected as an 
administrative rank. All personnel matters relating to academic rank codes are 
administered by the Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs rather 
than by Human Resources Management.  

Visiting Faculty/Lecturers 

As with all other academic appointments, the unit recommends appropriate visiting titles, 
and the proposal is reviewed by the Dean of the School and the Vice Provost for Faculty 
and Academic Affairs in light of the appointee's credentials and the Faculty Council's 
criteria for promotion. (See Policy E-7.) Visiting appointments are on a yearly basis and 
can be renewed for no more than a second year. (See Policy A-1.) In fairness to the 
individual and to the unit, should an appointment beyond two years be desired, the 
individual is to be considered, along with other candidates, for any regular non-visiting 
vacancies which may occur in the unit.  

Adjunct Faculty and Lecturers 

The adjunct title is appropriate for individuals whose teaching appointments in an 
academic unit are “adjunct” or “auxiliary” to their primary career. Adjunct appointees 
include individuals whose primary appointments are outside the University, whose 
principal appointments are within the University in positions for which teaching is not an 
appropriate responsibility, or whose work in a second academic unit justifies a courtesy 
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appointment. Adjunct appointments may be with or without compensation. (See Policy 
A-1)  

Clinical Ranks 

The prefix "Clinical" is used for appointees whose primary duties involve teaching 
students and residents/fellows and providing professional service in a clinical setting. 
Clinical rank faculty can hold the ranks of Lecturer or Senior Lecturer, or ranks from 
Assistant Clinical Professor to Clinical Professor. Full-time clinical rank faculty may be 
involved in research which derives from their primary assignment in clinical teaching and 
professional service; however, continued appointment and advancement in rank must be 
based on performance in teaching and service. Promotion in rank of Assistant and 
Associate Clinical Professors must follow the normal faculty procedures appropriate to 
the unit, including peer review by the primary unit and the campus promotion 
committees. Promotion of Clinical Lecturers to Clinical Senior Lecturers accompanies 
the offer of a long-term contract following a probationary period. (See Policy A-1.) 
Clinical rank faculty are eligible to vote in and for election to the Bloomington Faculty 
Council.  

Lecturers 

Lecturers are academic appointees whose primary responsibility is classroom teaching. 
Full-time lecturers may be assigned research and service responsibilities in support of 
teaching; however, continued appointment and advancement in rank must be based on 
performance in teaching. Reappointment of lecturers to long-term contracts and 
promotion follows a probationary period according to standards and procedures 
determined by the primary appointing unit. (See Policies A-1 and A-3.)  

Professors of Practice 

Professors of Practice are appointees who have achieved distinction in their fields of 
practice. They are individuals who bring unique practical experiences and talents that will 
benefit students. The main responsibility of Professors of Practice is teaching, although 
they may be assigned research and service responsibilities associated with their 
contributions to student development and placement. Reappointment of Professors of 
Practice to long-term contracts will be based on a performance review before the end of 
the probationary period. (See Policy A-1 .)  

Research Ranks 

To enhance its competitive recruitment situation for doctoral level researchers, Indiana 
University instituted a three-tier system of Research Ranks in 1981. (See Policy A-5.) 
Research rank appointments are appropriate for individuals who hold the terminal degree 
in their field, who have some postdoctoral experience (or its equivalent), and whose 
primary responsibilities will be research and service. Research rank appointees do not 
have instructional responsibilities. The following titles are used for these positions:  
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Sciences . . . . . . . . . . . Arts and Humanities  

Assistant Scientist . . . . .Assistant Scholar  

Associate Scientist . . . . .Associate Scholar  

Senior Scientist . . . . . . . Senior Scholar  

 

Research Position Creation 

Recommendations from department chairpersons or institute directors for creation of a 
research rank position are reviewed and acted on by the school dean and the Vice Provost 
for Faculty and Academic Affairs. The appropriateness of the use of these ranks may be 
discussed with the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs. Appointments at the 
rank of Assistant Scientist/Scholar normally are for one year, renewable contingent on 
evaluative review and funding. Associate and Senior Scientists/Scholars may be 
appointed for longer periods, dependent upon the nature of the assigned research mission, 
the individual's responsibilities, and funding prospects.  

Research Promotion 

While holders of research ranks are not eligible for sabbatical leaves or tenure-
track/tenured status (except as successful applicants for faculty tenure-line positions), 
they are, as are faculty, eligible for promotion in rank, for voting in and for election to the 
Bloomington Faculty Council, and for participation in the IU Retirement Plan. They do 
not have instructional responsibilities except on a released-time basis and with the award 
of a part-time faculty title.  

Research Associates and Postdoctoral Fellows 

Research personnel who are not qualified for a research rank appointment but who are 
engaged in full-time research may be appointed as Research Associates or Postdoctoral 
Fellows. The title Postdoctoral Fellow is reserved for the temporary employment (1-3 
years normally) of persons who hold the doctorate and are seeking research experience in 
preparation for pursuing a career in academe or elsewhere. In contrast, the Research 
Associate title may be a continuing one (dependent on evaluative reviews and funding) 
for individuals who will be employed under the supervision of a faculty member or 
holder of a research rank. The appropriateness of these titles in specific cases should be 
discussed with the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs.  

Visiting Scholars and Scientists 

Short-term appointments of more senior visitors, with or without salary, in a 
research/creative activity capacity are made under titles such as Visiting Scholar, Visiting 
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Scientist, Visiting Artist, etc. The credentials of those appointees normally include the 
terminal degree or its equivalent and stature within the profession or discipline 
appropriate to an appointment on the Bloomington Campus. Visitors who come to 
interact with departmental faculty in connection with their own research project, e.g., 
during a sabbatical or other leave, may be accorded such a visiting title. The credentials 
of proposed visitors will be reviewed by the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic 
Affairs.  
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Bloomington Policy A-2 
USE OF FACULTY TITLES (NON-TENURE-TRACK FACULTY FOR 
TEACHING) 

(Approved: BFC 1/15/91)  

1. The Bloomington Faculty Council reaffirms that changes in the description of 
faculty positions as defined in the Academic Handbook, or the institution of new 
ranks that would alter the definition of faculty, must be approved by the 
Bloomington Faculty Council. 

2. The Bloomington Faculty Council resolves that a representative committee be 
appointed through the council to assess the role of teaching and make appropriate 
recommendations concerning the role of teaching in the university. 
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Bloomington Policy A-3 
 

BLOOMINGTON CAMPUS POLICIES FOR NON-TENURE-TRACK 
INSTRUCTIONAL APPOINTMENTS 

(Approved: BFC, 4/2/2002, 12/1/09, 3/5/13)  

1. Scope of this Document 

This document describes Bloomington campus policies relevant to instructional 
appointments in the Lecturer, Clinical and Professor of Practice non-tenure track 
categories.  

2. Justification of Non-tenure-track Instructional Appointments 

The academic mission of the campus must remain in the hands of tenured and tenure-
probationary faculty, who are responsible for guiding and balancing both research and 
teaching missions, and whose appointments provide for the protection of academic 
freedom necessary for the full and free exercise of critical judgment. Hence, non-tenure-
track appointments shall be used only when essential to the overall mission of the unit. 
Non-tenure-track appointments must be justified in a principled way in terms of a unit’s 
research, teaching, and service missions. Such justifications must indicate the educational 
impact of assigning specific courses or types of courses to non-tenure-track faculty, and 
the impact on the unit of allocating resources to appointments dedicated to teaching, 
rather than to the unit’s research mission. Such appointments should not be approved 
without review of written justification at the campus level. The appointment of non-
tenure-track faculty should not be seen as a long-term solution to financial imperatives 
faced by the campus or its units.  

Care should be taken to make appointments in the appropriate classification in order that 
the University and campus may have an accurate enumeration of the composition of the 
faculty. The Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs shall have the final decision 
on whether a particular appointment is appropriate.  

3. Use of Lecturer Appointments 

Lecturers are academic appointees whose primary responsibility is teaching. Lecturer 
appointments may be appropriate in fields where particular teaching challenges have led 
to career paths in specialized pedagogy, basic skills instruction, language teaching, and so 
forth. This position may involve student advising, curricular administration, and unit 
committee work at levels typical for unit faculty.  

4. Use of Clinical Appointments 
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Clinical appointments are appropriate for those who work primarily in the clinical setting. 
Clinical faculty may be involved in research that derives from their primary assignment 
in clinical teaching and service in the clinical setting; however, continued appointment 
and advancement in rank must be based on performance in teaching and service. Clinical 
appointees teach and practice full-time in the clinical setting. It follows that clinical 
appointments will be limited to academic units (and departments within academic units) 
in the client service disciplines. Clinical faculty may contribute to the research efforts of 
a unit through their clinical work, but they are not expected to do individual research. 
Faculty who, in addition to teaching and service, have portions of their time allocated to 
doing research for which they are a principal or co-principal investigator, who have 
research laboratories, or who are otherwise expected to do individual research should be 
in tenured/ tenure-probationary positions.  

5. Use of Professor of Practice Appointments 

The primary responsibility of Professors of Practice is teaching. Appointees may be 
assigned research and service responsibilities, but these activities must be in support of 
teaching, student development, and placement. Appointments of Professors of Practice 
are restricted to those who have achieved distinction in their chosen field of practice, and 
who bring to the University unique practical experiences and talents that will benefit our 
students. Appointees shall hold the terminal professional degree in the field or give 
evidence of equivalent capabilities by virtue of experience.  

6. Contracts and Promotion for Lecturer and Clinical Appointments 

Initial Lecturer and Clinical appointments should be at the level appropriate to the 
experience and accomplishments of the individual and approved by the faculty of the 
unit. Standards and procedures for contracts during the probationary period and after 
shall conform to the relevant sections of the Academic Handbook. The design of the long-
term contract shall be determined by the school, or may be left by schools to units within 
schools, but shall be uniform within a single administrative unit.  

Lecturer and Clinical appointees by the sixth probationary year shall be considered for 
promotion and long-term contracts. Standards for promotion and reappointment to long-
term contracts should be formulated by units; criteria within a unit should be uniform, but 
flexible enough to accommodate some differences in responsibilities specified in the 
initial contracts. Candidates in the sixth year of the probationary period who are not 
promoted and who do not receive reappointment to long-term contracts will not be 
eligible for reappointment. Reappointment of Lecturers to long-term contract and 
promotion must be based on excellence in teaching and satisfactory service, and should 
only be granted to colleagues who have demonstrated a commitment to continued 
professional growth and currency with pedagogical developments in their fields. 
Reappointment of Clinical faculty to long-term contract and promotion must be based on 
standards of performance in teaching and service in a clinical setting. Like promotion to 
tenured status, promotion within the Lecturer and Clinical classifications should 
principally be a judgment about prospects for future contributions. Research cannot be 
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included as a basic category of evaluation. However, for Lecturers, research in support of 
teaching should be considered part of the teaching dossier; for Clinical appointees, 
research in support of teaching and service in a clinical setting should be considered part 
of the teaching and service dossiers. Other research may be considered as evidence of 
intellectual engagement in the professional field that is generally indicative of long-term 
intellectual contributions valuable in classroom settings and to the campus in general.  

In the event of non-reappointment, faculty in their first year of service must be given 
notice not later than February 1. During the second year of service, notice must be given 
not later than November 15. During the third and subsequent years, at least twelve 
months notice must be provided.  

7. Appointment and Contracts for Professor of Practice 

Candidates for initial appointments as Professor of Practice shall be reviewed by faculty 
in the appointing academic unit; a majority vote in favor among eligible faculty is 
required for appointment. Candidates for initial appointments as Professor of Practice 
will have their credentials reviewed by the Provost/Chancellor or designee, who must 
approve the offer. Initial appointment shall be for three years. A major performance 
review shall take place before the end of the seven-year probationary period, and if 
performance is judged excellent, appointees shall be given long-term contracts (either 
three years rolling or five years term). Candidates in the sixth year of the probationary 
period who do not receive reappointment to long-term contracts will not be eligible for 
reappointment. The Professor of Practice appointment may not be converted to a tenure-
track position.  

8. Teaching Assignments for Non-tenure-track Instructional Appointments 

The maximum teaching assignment for Lecturers and Professors of Practice on the 
Bloomington campus shall be six courses per academic year; the maximum for Clinical 
faculty shall be the same, calculated according to established methods for determining 
credit-hour equivalent Clinical faculty effort. In exceptional circumstances, units may 
petition the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs, on a year-by-year basis, for a 
waiver to allow a seventh course. This campus model is based on a system-wide 
maximum of four courses per term. On the Bloomington campus, non-tenure-track 
teaching appointees are expected to be or to become by the time of promotion both 
outstanding teachers and leaders in pedagogical practice. Appointees are expected to 
remain current in their pedagogical specialties, to attend and participate in national and 
international conferences, and to integrate advances in methodologies, materials, and 
technologies in their classroom teaching. To provide non-tenure-track teaching 
appointees the opportunity to meet these campus criteria of professional development, 
and assure that the campus invests in the quality of its non-tenure-track faculty, an 
adjustment in teaching assignment maxima is applied to the Bloomington campus. 
Individual units should regulate teaching assignments in view of unit teaching norms, to 
ensure a reasonable and equitable distribution of work that allows non-tenure-track 
colleagues the opportunity to achieve teaching excellence and professional development. 
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In certain circumstances, major commitments to research in support of teaching or other 
faculty development may warrant a reduction from the campus maximum. In addition, in 
cases where major service duties significantly exceed unit average assignments for 
student advising, curricular administration, and unit committee work, these should be 
accommodated by additional reduction in teaching assignments.  

9. Proportion of Non-Tenure-Track Appointments 

The Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty & Academic Affairs shall each year report to 
the Faculty Council the number of tenured, tenure track and instructional non-tenure-
track faculty in each department and school, and the number/proportion of credit hours 
and sections taught by tenure/tenure track faculty, non-tenure-track faculty and student 
academic appointees (associate instructors). These statistics shall be reviewed each year 
by the Faculty Affairs Committee. Concerns raised in this review shall be forwarded to 
the BFC Executive Committee.  

10. Voting Rights of Non-tenure-track Instructional Faculty 

Voting rights should be determined by the school, which may assign the decision to the 
department level. Units are encouraged to provide the broadest voting privileges 
appropriate and to integrate non-tenure-track instructional faculty in unit deliberations as 
much as possible. In accordance with university policies, the total voting weight reserved 
for tenured and tenure-probationary faculty in any unit cannot be less than 60%.  

11. Special Titles for Non-tenure-track Instructional Faculty 

Special circumstances may make it desirable to assign to a non-tenure-track instructional 
appointee a title different from the appointment classification. Such titles may be given 
with the approval of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs, who shall 
compile and maintain a list of approved titles. No title shall alter the appointment 
classification, and titles should not misrepresent the appointment classification.  
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Benefit Tables for Bloomington Faculty 

Source: 
https://www.indiana.edu/~vpfaa/academicguide/index.php/A._Academic_Ranks,_Ti
tles,_Perquisites#Policies 
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Appendix Two 
Detailed Statistical Data 

 
 
It was our intention to present detailed statistical information dealing with such issues as 
use of specialized faculty in graduate and undergraduate teaching, salaries, sex, cost per 
credit hour, etc. 
 
Such information as we were able to obtain is found in section 3.1. 
 
We hope to provide additional information. 
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Appendix Three 
Survey and Methodological Documents 

 
A.3.1 Focus Group Screener Questionnaire Invitation 

 
Subject Line: Invitation to Participate in BFC NTT Focus Groups 
 
Dear Colleague: 
 
We are writing you on behalf of the Non-Tenure Track (NTT) Subcommittee of the 
Bloomington Faculty Council’s Faculty Affairs Committee. The subcommittee was 
created to review the institutional roles, policies, and quality-of-life issues that impact 
NTT faculty members at Indiana University Bloomington and to develop 
recommendations for the campus. The subcommittee’s report will be presented to the 
Bloomington Faculty Council and ultimately campus administration, including the 
Provost.  
 
We invite you to participate in one of several focus groups that we will be conducting to 
gather feedback on the experiences of NTT faculty members and to provide NTT faculty 
members with an opportunity to raise issues of importance to them. Some areas that may 
be covered in the focus groups include the following: the hiring process; mentoring; 
promotion and performance review processes; NTT faculty members’ role in governance; 
support for research, teaching, and/or service activities; and work-life balance. The focus 
groups will last 90 minutes and take place in mid-November. 
 
In order to ensure that a diverse group of NTT faculty is represented in the focus groups, 
we would ask that you please complete a brief set of screening questions that can be 
accessed using the link below by the end of the day on November 3rd. We will then 
contact you to let you know if you have been selected along with the specific date, time, 
and location for the focus group.  
 
Information that participants provide in the focus groups will be kept confidential. Any 
identifying information will be removed to the greatest extent possible in the final report, 
but given the specifics of situations that may be discussed, we cannot guarantee that it 
will not be possible for someone to identify a participant.  
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ashley Bowers (afbowers@indiana.edu) or 
Jessica Lester (jnlester@indiana.edu), Co-Chairs of the NTT Subcommittee. 
 
Thank you for sharing your experiences and insights as part of this important campus 
initiative. Your input is crucial in the development of campus policies and procedures 
that facilitate the success and well-being of our NTT faculty at Indiana University 
Bloomington. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Ashley Bowers, Director, Center for Survey Research, & Clinical Assistant Professor, 
SPEA 
Ann Bunger, Lecturer, Linguistics 
Mark Fraley, Assistant Director and Academic Specialist, Liberal Arts and Management 
Program 
Israel Herrera, Lecturer, Spanish and Portuguese 
Jessica Lester, Assistant Professor in Inquiry Methodology, School of Education 
Don Lyon, Clinical Professor, Chief of Pediatric and Binocular Vision Service, & 
Director of Residencies, School of Optometry 
Shannon Martin, Associate Vice Provost, OVPFAA, & Professor of Journalism, Media 
School 
Ted Miller, Professor Emeritus, SPEA 
Katy Strand, Associate Professor in Music Education, School of Music 
John Walbridge, Professor, Near Eastern Languages and Culture 
 

Please access the focus group screening questions here: 
http://tinyurl.com/BFC-NTT-Focus-Group-Screener 
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A.3.2. Focus Group Screener Questionnaire 
 
Thank you for your willingness to participate in a focus group to inform the efforts of the 
Non-Tenure Track (NTT) Subcommittee of the Bloomington Faculty Council’s Faculty 
Affairs Committee. The NTT Subcommittee is examining the institutional roles, policies, 
and quality-of-life issues that impact NTT faculty members at Indiana University 
Bloomington.  
 
In order to ensure that a diverse group of NTT faculty is represented in the focus groups, 
please take a few minutes to complete the following questions about your position, 
background, availability, and contact information. All information that you provide will 
be kept confidential and will not be shared outside the NTT Subcommittee of the Faculty 
Affairs Committee and its research team.  
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ashley Bowers (afbowers@indiana.edu) or 
Jessica Lester (jnlester@indiana.edu), Co-Chairs of the NTT Subcommittee. 
 
The first few questions are about your faculty position at Indiana University 
Bloomington.  
 
In what unit (school, department, center, institute, or museum) is your primary 
appointment? 
 
Do you have a secondary appointment in another unit at Indiana University 
Bloomington? 
Yes/No 
 
[IF HAS SECONDARY APPOINTMENT] In what unit (school, department, center, 
institute, or museum) is your secondary appointment? [TEXT RESPONSE] 
 
What is your title? If you have more than one appointment, please select all that apply. 
Assistant Research Scientist/Scholar 
Associate Research Scientist/Scholar 
Clinical Assistant Professor 
Clinical Associate Professor 
Clinical Professor 
Lecturer 
Research Associate 
Senior Lecturer 
Senior Research Scientist/Scholar 
Other, please specify: [TEXT RESPONSE] 
 
What are your major work responsibilities (on which you are expected to focus your 
work efforts)? Please select more than one, if appropriate. 
Research 
Teaching 
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Service (including administrative responsibilities) 
How long have been employed in a non-tenure track position at Indiana University 
Bloomington? 
Less than 1 year 
At least 1 year, but fewer than 3 years 
At least 3 years, but fewer than 5 years 
At least 5 years, but fewer than 10 years 
At least 10 years, but fewer than 20 years 
20 or more years 
 
What is the length of your current contract? 
1-2 years 
3-4 years 
5 or more years 
Other, please specify: [TEXT RESPONSE] 
 
Is your current appointment: 
Fixed-term renewable 
Rolling 
Other, please specify: [TEXT RESPONSE] 
 
Is your current appointment a: 
10-month appointment 
12-month appointment 
Other, please specify: [TEXT RESPONSE] 
 
The next few questions ask for some demographic information about you. 
 
Are you: 
Male/Female 
 
What is your race and/or ethnicity? Please select all that apply. 
American Indian or Native Alaskan 
Asian, Asian-American, or Pacific Islander 
White, Non-Hispanic 
Black or African-American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Other, please specify: [TEXT RESPONSE] 
 
Into which of the following categories does your age fall? 
Under 30 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60-69 
70+  
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What is your citizenship status? 
US citizen 
Resident alien 
Non-resident alien 
Other, please specify: [TEXT RESPONSE] 
 
 
The final few questions ask about your availability to attend a focus group and for your 
contact information. 
Please indicate the times below for which you are available for a 90-minute focus group 
session to discuss your experiences as an NTT faculty member at IUB during the week 
of November 10-14. 
 Mon, Nov 

10 
Tues, Nov 
11 

Wed, Nov 
12 

Thurs, Nov 
13 

Fri, Nov 14 

8-9:30 am      
8:30-10 am      
9-10:30 am      
12-1:30 pm      
12:30-2 pm      
1-2:30 pm      
1:30-3 pm      
2-3:30 pm      
2:30-4 pm      
3-4:30 pm      
3:30-5 pm      
4-5:30 pm      
4:30-6 pm      
5-6:30 pm      
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Please indicate the times below for which you are available for a 90-minute focus group 
session to discuss your experiences as an NTT faculty member at IUB during the week 
of November 17-21. 
 Mon, Nov 

17 
Tues, Nov 
18 

Wed, Nov 
19 

Thurs, Nov 
20 

Fri, Nov 21 

8-9:30 am      
8:30-10 am      
9-10:30 am      
12-1:30 pm      
12:30-2 pm      
1-2:30 pm      
1:30-3 pm      
2-3:30 pm      
2:30-4 pm      
3-4:30 pm      
3:30-5 pm      
4-5:30 pm      
4:30-6 pm      
5-6:30 pm      
 
Please provide the requested contact information below. This information will only be 
used to contact you to provide information about the focus group over the next few 
weeks. 
Full name (first and last): _________________________ ________________________ 
Preferred email address: ________________@______________.______ 
Preferred telephone number (will only be used if email contact is unsuccessful):  
___-_______ 
If you have any comments about your information or availability that you’d like to share, 
please do that here.  
[TEXT RESPONSE] 
 
Thank you for completing the focus group screener for the NTT Subcommittee Focus 
Groups. We will contact you about selection of focus group participants with the specific 
time, date, and location for the focus group. 
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A.3.3. Focus Group Invitation 
 
Subject Line: Non-Tenure Track Focus Group Invitation 
 
Dear Colleague: 
 
On behalf of the Non-Tenure Track (NTT) Subcommittee of the Bloomington Faculty 
Council’s Faculty Affairs Committee, we thank you for your willingness to share your 
experiences as an NTT faculty member in an upcoming focus group. We invite you to 
participate in a focus group that will be held on Monday, November 17th from 1:00 to 
2:30 p.m. in the Fletchall Room at the Indiana Memorial Union (900 E 7th Street). We 
ask that you please arrive a few minutes before the meeting time if possible so that we 
can prepare for the group. We will have some light refreshments available, as well. 
 
If you could respond as soon as possible that you are able to attend, we would appreciate 
it. In addition, please let us know your preferred first name, which we will use for your 
name placard. 
 
We will send a list of questions that may be covered in the focus group prior to the 
meeting so that you have some time to reflect on those, if you would like to do so. At the 
focus group, we will also have a consent form for you to sign because we will record the 
audio, the purpose of which is to allow our research team access to everything said. It 
will, of course, remain confidential.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Ashley Bowers at 
afbowers@indiana.edu. 
 
We greatly appreciate your participation in this important effort to develop campus 
policies and procedures that facilitate the success and well-being of our NTT faculty at 
Indiana University Bloomington. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
BFC-FAC NTT Subcommittee: 
Ashley Bowers, Director, Center for Survey Research, & Clinical Assistant Professor, 
SPEA 
Ann Bunger, Lecturer, Linguistics 
Mark Fraley, Assistant Director and Academic Specialist, Liberal Arts and Management 
Program 
Israel Herrera, Lecturer, Spanish and Portuguese 
Jessica Lester, Assistant Professor in Inquiry Methodology, School of Education 
Don Lyon, Clinical Professor, Chief of Pediatric and Binocular Vision Service, & 
Director of Residencies, School of Optometry 
Shannon Martin, Associate Vice Provost, OVPFAA, & Professor of Journalism, Media 
School 
Ted Miller, Professor Emeritus, SPEA 
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Katy Strand, Associate Professor in Music Education, School of Music 
John Walbridge, Professor, Near Eastern Languages and Culture 
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A.3.4. Thank You to Non-Selected Focus Group Participants 
 
Subject: NTT Faculty Focus Groups: Thank You 
 
Dear Colleague: 
 
On behalf of the Non-Tenure Track (NTT) Subcommittee of the Bloomington Faculty 
Council’s Faculty Affairs Committee, we thank you for your willingness to participate in 
a focus group regarding your experiences as a non-tenure track faculty member at Indiana 
University Bloomington. We had more than 130 faculty members respond and thus were 
unable to include everyone in five focus groups that are being conducted next week. We 
identified the time that facilitated maximum participation by a diverse set of faculty 
members and unfortunately that time did not align with your availability.  
 
We apologize that we are unable to include you in one of our focus groups. However, if 
you have specific feedback that you'd like to share with the subcommittee, we would 
welcome your input. Please feel free to share it with the subcommittee co-chairs, Ashley 
Bowers (afbowers@indiana.edu) or Jessica Lester (jnlester@indiana.edu), at your 
convenience. 
 
Again, we greatly appreciate your willingness to contribute to the development of 
campus policies and procedures that facilitate the success and well-being of our NTT 
faculty at Indiana University Bloomington. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
BFC-FAC NTT Subcommittee: 
Ashley Bowers, Director, Center for Survey Research, & Clinical Assistant Professor, 
SPEA 
Ann Bunger, Lecturer, Linguistics 
Mark Fraley, Assistant Director and Academic Specialist, Liberal Arts and Management 
Program 
Israel Herrera, Lecturer, Spanish and Portuguese 
Jessica Lester, Assistant Professor in Inquiry Methodology, School of Education 
Don Lyon, Clinical Professor, Chief of Pediatric and Binocular Vision Service, & 
Director of Residencies, School of Optometry 
Shannon Martin, Associate Vice Provost, OVPFAA, & Professor of Journalism, Media 
School 
Ted Miller, Professor Emeritus, SPEA 
Katy Strand, Associate Professor in Music Education, School of Music 
John Walbridge, Professor, Near Eastern Languages and Culture 
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A.3.5. Focus Group Reminder 
 
**Sent on behalf of the BFC-FAC NTT Subcommittee** 
 
Dear Colleague: 
 
Thank you again for your willingness to participate in a focus group regarding your 
experiences as a non-tenure track faculty member this Monday, November 17th from 1:00 
to 2:30 p.m. in the Fletchall Room at the Indiana Memorial Union (900 E 7th Street). If 
possible, please arrive a few minutes before the meeting time so that we can prepare for 
the group. There will be light refreshments and coffee, as well. 
 
Attached is a list of questions that we may discuss in the focus group. Feel free to 
review them, if you’d like, and bring any notes to the focus group. I also remind you that 
because we will record the audio for our research team, we will have a consent form for 
you to sign. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Ashley Bowers at 
afbowers@indiana.edu. 
 
We greatly appreciate your participation in this important effort to develop campus 
policies and procedures that facilitate the success and well-being of our NTT faculty at 
Indiana University Bloomington. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
BFC-FAC NTT Subcommittee: 
 
Ashley Bowers, Director, Center for Survey Research, & Clinical Assistant Professor, 
SPEA 
Ann Bunger, Lecturer, Linguistics 
Mark Fraley, Assistant Director and Academic Specialist, Liberal Arts and Management 
Program 
Israel Herrera, Lecturer, Spanish and Portuguese 
Jessica Lester, Assistant Professor in Inquiry Methodology, School of Education 
Don Lyon, Clinical Professor, Chief of Pediatric and Binocular Vision Service, & 
Director of Residencies, School of Optometry 
Shannon Martin, Associate Vice Provost, OVPFAA, & Professor of Journalism, Media 
School 
Ted Miller, Professor Emeritus, SPEA 
Katy Strand, Associate Professor in Music Education, School of Music 
John Walbridge, Professor, Near Eastern Languages and Culture 
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A.3.6. Focus Group Moderator’s Guide 
 

Opening introductions: Name, what school/department/unit and what are your main 
responsibilities in your position? 
 

1. In what ways has IU provided the support you need to succeed in your career? In 
what ways has IU not provided the support you need to succeed in your career? 

2. How do you feel about your job title?  
a. Describe how your job title aligns or misaligns with your job 

responsibilities.  
b. How would you change this?  

3. We will now be asking separately about your experiences with performance 
review, reappointment, and promotion processes. First, walk us through what you 
have learned about or experienced with regard to the performance review process 
in your position. What is working well? What could be improved? 

4. Now walk us through what you have learned about or experienced with regard to 
the reappointment process in your position. What is working well? What could be 
improved? 

5. Now walk us through what you have learned about or experienced with regard to 
the promotion process in your position. What is working well? What could be 
improved? 

6. How do you feel about the mentoring you have received in your position? 
7. What has your experience been with how salary increases are determined for your 

position?  
a. What aspects of this experience could be improved?  
b. How would you assess the fairness of your salary given your job 

responsibilities?  
8. Is there anything else that you would like to speak with the group about? 

 
Time permitting: 

9. What determines if you feel “included” at IU? (IF NEEDED, PROBE FOR: How 
about your role in faculty governance at the campus level? At the 
school/department level?) 

a. What is the campus or your school/department currently doing to help you 
feel included?  

b. What could be improved? 
10. Appreciation and recognition is another area we’d like to discuss.  

a. In what ways does the campus or your school/department provide 
appreciation and recognition for your work?  

b. In what ways could the campus or your school/department provide 
appreciation and recognition for your work? 

11. What types of professional development opportunities do you need to succeed? 
a. How are these currently being met?  
b. In what areas are they not being met? 

12. What are your expectations in terms of academic freedom in your position? To 
what extent are these being met? What improvements would you recommend? 



 

 126 

13. What has your experience been balancing work and home life responsibilities in 
your position?  

a. What have been the best aspects of your experience at IU?  
b. Areas in which IU could improve? 
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A.3.7. Focus Group Audio Recording Consent Form 

 
FOCUS GROUP INFORMATION AND AUDIO RECORDING CONSENT FORM 

 
Focus Groups for Non-Tenure Track (NTT) Subcommittee of the Bloomington 

Faculty Council’s Faculty Affairs Committee. 
 

INVITATION AND PURPOSE  
 
You have been invited to participate in a focus group that will gather feedback on the 
experiences of NTT faculty members and provide them an opportunity to raise issues of 
importance to them. Your opinions and input will be integral to helping the NTT 
Subcommittee of the Bloomington Faculty Council’s Faculty Affairs Committee review 
and develop recommendations regarding the institutional roles, policies, and quality-of-
life issues that impact NTT faculty members at Indiana University Bloomington. The 
subcommittee’s report will be presented to the Bloomington Faculty Council and 
ultimately campus administration, including the Provost.  
 
Your participation in this group is completely voluntary, and you may stop your 
participation at any time.  
 
PROCEDURES  
 

o We are asking you to talk in a small group with other faculty members. 
o We will ask some questions to focus the discussion. 
o The group discussion will be audio recorded to help us remember what was discussed. 
o The discussion will be led by a trained moderator. 
o You do not have to share personal information unless you choose to do so of your own 

will. 
o Your participation will take no more than 1.5 hours.  

 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
 

o The responses you provide will be maintained in confidence by the members of the 
Bloomington Faculty Council’s NTT Subcommittee and its research support team. 

o The content of this discussion should not be shared with anyone except the other 
session participants. 

o The focus group will be audio recorded. The recordings and any identifying 
information obtained during the course of planning for and conducting these focus 
groups will be directly accessible only to approved personnel. The recordings will only 
be used for reference purposes in analyzing the focus groups. The recordings will be 
stored on a secure server at the Center for Survey Research and will be destroyed after 
five years. 

o Any information that could possibly identify a participant will be removed to the 
greatest extent possible in the NTT Subcommittee’s final report, but given the specifics 
of situations that may be discussed, we cannot guarantee that it will not be possible for 
someone to identify a participant. 
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WITHDRAWAL  
 

o You are free to refuse to answer or participate in the discussion of any particular 
question or issue. 

o You are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue participation in the group at 
any time. 

 
QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS 
 
If you have any questions about your participation in this project, please ask the focus 
group facilitators or you may contact Ashley Bowers (afbowers@indiana.edu, 812-855-
4517) or Jessica Lester (jnlester@indiana.edu, 812-856-8328), Co-Chairs of the NTT 
Subcommittee.  
 
 
CONSENT:  
 
I HAVE READ AND UNDERSTAND THE FOCUS GROUP INFORMATION 
PRESENTED ABOVE. I AGREE TO THE CONFIDENTIALITY PROVISIONS 
AND TO BE AUDIO RECORDED IN THE FOCUS GROUP THAT WILL BE 
CARRIED OUT AS DESCRIBED ABOVE.  
 
 
Signature ___________________________________________Date ____________  
 
 
Please print your name _____________________________________________________  
 
 
Thank you very much for participating in this focus group session.  
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A.3.8. Focus Group Thank You and Follow-Up Question 
 

**Sent on behalf of the BFC-FAC NTT Subcommittee** 
 
Dear Colleague: 
 
The Non-Tenure Track (NTT) Subcommittee of the Bloomington Faculty Council’s 
Faculty Affairs Committee once again thanks you for participating in a focus group 
regarding your experiences as an NTT faculty member. The information you provided 
during the focus group will be used to develop a report for the Bloomington Faculty 
Council and campus administration, including the Provost, with recommendations 
regarding issues facing NTT faculty members at Indiana University Bloomington (IUB). 
This report will be submitted in spring 2015. 
 
In order to inform the development of our final report, we ask that you please 
respond with the 2 or 3 most important changes that you would like to see regarding 
NTT faculty at Indiana University Bloomington. 
 
In addition to the focus groups, our subcommittee is engaged in a number of other data 
gathering efforts. These include review of data from the COACHE Survey that was 
administered to IUB faculty members in 2012. The COACHE Survey measures 
satisfaction with a wide range of employment characteristics, including: support for 
professional development; mentoring; promotion, reappointment, and performance 
review procedures; appreciation and recognition opportunities; salary; department life 
and collegiality; and work-life balance. We have also been conducting interviews with 
faculty members who have approached subcommittee members about an issue or issues 
that they would like to discuss. We will soon be soliciting feedback and conducting 
interviews with professors of practice, a group that was not included in our focus groups 
due to its small size. We also will be reviewing administrative data on credit hours 
taught, salary, and other information that will be provided by the Vice Provost for 
Academic Affairs’ Office. We will be soliciting deans and department chairs for 
information on any policies or guidelines that they may have regarding NTT faculty in 
their schools/departments as well. 
 
If you have colleagues who did not participate in the focus groups but who would like to 
share feedback on their experiences, please encourage them to contact Ashley Bowers 
(afbowers@indiana.edu) or Jessica Lester (jnlester@indiana.edu), Co-Chairs of the NTT 
Subcommittee. We welcome their feedback. 
 
Please find attached an electronic copy of the consent form you signed at the start of your 
focus group for your records. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact 
Ashley Bowers at afbowers@indiana.edu. 
 
Again, we sincerely appreciate your taking time from your busy schedule to provide your 
input as part of this important campus initiative. 
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Sincerely, 
 
BFC-FAC NTT Subcommittee: 
Ashley Bowers, Director, Center for Survey Research, & Clinical Assistant Professor, 
SPEA 
Ann Bunger, Lecturer, Linguistics 
Mark Fraley, Assistant Director and Academic Specialist, Liberal Arts and Management 
Program 
Israel Herrera, Lecturer, Spanish and Portuguese 
Jessica Lester, Assistant Professor in Inquiry Methodology, School of Education 
Don Lyon, Clinical Professor, Chief of Pediatric and Binocular Vision Service, & 
Director of Residencies, School of Optometry 
Shannon Martin, Associate Vice Provost, OVPFAA, & Professor of Journalism, Media 
School 
Ted Miller, Professor Emeritus, SPEA 
Katy Strand, Associate Professor in Music Education, School of Music 
John Walbridge, Professor, Near Eastern Languages and Culture 
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A.3.9. Recruitment Letter Sent to Deans and Associate Deans 
 
Dear Dean XXXX: 
 
We are writing you on behalf of the Non-Tenure Track (NTT) Subcommittee of the 
Bloomington Faculty Council’s Faculty Affairs Committee. The subcommittee was 
created to review the institutional roles, policies, and quality-of-life issues that impact 
NTT faculty members at Indiana University Bloomington and to develop 
recommendations for the campus. We value your input and are eager to consider your 
insights in developing the recommendations that we will submit in our report to the 
Bloomington Faculty Council. 
  
We respectfully request an interview with you or a relevant staff person in the coming 
weeks so that we can develop a fair, complete, and comprehensive understanding of the 
School of Optometry’s policies and practices regarding NTT faculty members. Areas that 
may be covered in the interview include the following: the hiring process; mentoring; 
promotion and performance review processes; NTT faculty members’ role in governance; 
support for research, teaching, and/or service activities; and work-life balance. We also 
would appreciate it if you would be willing to share any written NTT policies or 
procedures that are specific to your school at that time.  
  
We aim to conduct all the interviews by mid-February. Please let us know if there is an 
ideal time in the next six weeks in which the interview can take place. We expect the 
meeting to last approximately 40 minutes.  
  
If you have any questions or concerns regarding the interviews, please do not hesitate to 
contact Katy Strand (kstrand@indiana.edu) or Mark Fraley (fraleym@indiana.edu), who 
are leading the interview process. 
  
We hope that you had a wonderful holiday and look forward to speaking with you soon. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Ashley Bowers, Director, Center for Survey Research, & Clinical Assistant Professor, 
SPEA 
Ann Bunger, Lecturer, Linguistics 
Mark Fraley, Assistant Director and Academic Specialist, Liberal Arts and Management 
Program 
Israel Herrera, Lecturer, Spanish and Portuguese 
Jessica Lester, Assistant Professor in Inquiry Methodology, School of Education 
Don Lyon, Clinical Professor, Chief of Pediatric and Binocular Vision Service, & 
Director of Residencies, School of Optometry 
Shannon Martin, Associate Vice Provost, OVPFAA, & Professor of Journalism 
Ted Miller, Professor Emeritus, SPEA 
Katy Strand, Associate Professor in Music Education, School of Music 
John Walbridge, Professor, Near Eastern Languages and Culture  
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A.3.10. Interview Protocol for Dean Interviews 
 
Interviews with deans and associate deans be conducted by two members of the NTT 
subcommittee whenever possible.  
 
Begin the interview by thanking the individual for agreeing to meet with us to discuss 
NTT issues within their school/unit. Then, briefly share the purpose and scope of the 
NTT subcommittee’s work. You might state, “The Bloomington Faculty Council’s 
Faculty Affairs Committee has created the Non-Tenure-Track (NTT) Subcommittee to 
examine the institutional roles, policies, and quality-of-life issues that impact NTT faculty 
members at IUB. The work of the committee is expected to lead to a set of 
recommendations concerning NTT title and rank structures, NTT faculty’s role in 
governance, reappointment and promotion procedures, mechanisms for determining 
compensation, and a range of other issues that impact NTT experiences at IUB. The 
report will be presented to the Bloomington Faculty Council and ultimately appropriate 
campus leadership including the Provost. The information that you provide us will be 
kept confidential to the greatest. Next, ask the interviewee: “Would you be okay with us 
recording this interview, or do you prefer for us to take written notes?”  
Regardless of the interviewee’s preference, record the interviewers’ names, location, date 
and the time the interview begins and ends.  
 
Potential Interview Questions 
The following questions are intended to be used in a semi-structured way, with the 
interviewers’ adapting as they see fit. Throughout the interview, you are encouraged to 
ask clarifying questions (“You mentioned X, can you tell us more about this?”). Aim to 
avoid leading questions.  

• About what proportion of your school’s faculty are NTT faculty members? What 
proportion of sections and credit hours are taught by NTT faculty? N.B., we 
should have this data going in. 

• What are the reasons for employing NTT faculty in your school in place of TT 
faculty? 

• Please describe the policies and practices that are in place for appointing NTT 
faculty members in your school?  

• What governance rights do NTT faculty have in your school? 
• Has your school faced any particular challenges related to NTT policies and 

practices? If so, can you describe these?  
• How are NTT positions defined in the School (of X)? What various NTT titles or 

ranks are commonly used in your school? 
• What are the main responsibilities for the various NTT ranks that your school 

uses? 
• Can you please describe the promotion process for NTT research faculty? What 

are the expectations?  
• Apart from bad conduct or poor performance, under what circumstances would an 

NTT line be terminated? 
• What role do you play in decisions made around NTT positions? Who makes the 

decisions about reappointment of NTT faculty? 
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• How satisfied do you think your NTT faculty are with their circumstances? What 
problems and complaints do you think they have? 

• Have there been grievances involving NTT faculty in your school? In general, 
what issues did they involve? 

• Is there anything else that you would like to tell the subcommittee about NTT-
related concerns, issues or practices within your school/unit?  

• What changes to NTT policy do you think we should recommend? 
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A.3.11. Recruitment Email Sent to Department Chairs 
 
Dear Dr. XXX: 
 
We are writing you on behalf of the Non-Tenure Track (NTT) Subcommittee of the Bloomington 
Faculty Council's Faculty Affairs Committee. The subcommittee was created to review the 
institutional roles, policies, and quality-of-life issues that impact NTT faculty members at Indiana 
University Bloomington and to develop recommendations for the campus. We value your input 
and are eager to consider your insights in developing the recommendations that we will submit in 
our report to the Bloomington Faculty Council. 
 
We respectfully request an interview with you (or your designate) and, if appropriate, a 
representative from your department's Policy Committee in the next few weeks so that we can 
develop a fair, complete, and comprehensive understanding of the Department of XXX's policies 
and practices regarding NTT faculty members. Areas that may be covered in the interview 
include the following: the hiring process; mentoring; promotion and performance review 
processes; NTT faculty members' role in governance; support for research, teaching, and/or 
service activities; and work-life balance. We also would appreciate it if you would be willing to 
share any written NTT policies or procedures that are specific to your department at that time. 
 
We aim to conduct all of the interviews in late February/early March (before spring break). Please 
let us know if there is an ideal time in the next few weeks in which the interview can take place. 
We expect the meeting to last approximately 30-40 minutes. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding the interviews, please do not hesitate to contact 
Ann Bunger (acbunger@indiana.edu) or Israel Herrera (herrerai@indiana.edu), who are leading 
the interview process. 
 
We hope that your semester is going well and look forward to speaking with you soon. 
 
Sincerely,  
Ashley Bowers, Director, Center for Survey Research, & Clinical Assistant Professor, SPEA 
Ann Bunger, Lecturer, Linguistics 
Mark Fraley, Assistant Director and Academic Specialist, Liberal Arts and Management Program 
Israel Herrera, Lecturer, Spanish and Portuguese 
Jessica Lester, Assistant Professor in Inquiry Methodology, School of Education 
Don Lyon, Clinical Professor, Chief of Pediatric and Binocular Vision Service, & Director of 
Residencies, School of Optometry 
Shannon Martin, Associate Vice Provost, OVPFAA, & Professor of Journalism, Media School 
Ted Miller, Professor Emeritus, SPEA 
Katy Strand, Associate Professor in Music Education, School of Music 
John Walbridge, Professor, Near Eastern Languages and Culture 
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A.3.12. Interview Protocol for Department Chairs 
 
Interviews with department chairs will be conducted by two members of the NTT 
subcommittee whenever possible.  
 
Begin the interview by thanking the individual for agreeing to meet with us to discuss 
NTT issues within their school/unit. Then, briefly share the purpose and scope of the 
NTT subcommittee’s work. You might state, “The Bloomington Faculty Council’s 
Faculty Affairs Committee has created the Non-Tenure-Track (NTT) Subcommittee to 
examine the institutional roles, policies, and quality-of-life issues that impact NTT faculty 
members at IUB. The work of the committee is expected to lead to a set of 
recommendations concerning NTT title and rank structures, NTT faculty’s role in 
governance, reappointment and promotion procedures, mechanisms for determining 
compensation, and a range of other issues that impact NTT experiences at IUB. The 
report will be presented to the Bloomington Faculty Council and ultimately appropriate 
campus leadership including the Provost. The information that you provide us will be 
kept confidential to the greatest.  
 
Next, ask the interviewee: “Do you mind if we take written notes of this conversation?”  
Regardless of the interviewee’s preference, record the interviewers’ names, location, 
date, and the time the interview begins and ends.  
 
Potential Interview Questions 
The following questions are intended to be used in a semi-structured way, with the 
interviewers’ adapting as they see fit. Throughout the interview, you are encouraged to 
ask clarifying questions (“You mentioned X, can you tell us more about this?”). Aim to 
avoid leading questions.  

 
• About what proportion of your department’s faculty are NTT faculty members? 

What proportion of sections and credit hours are taught by NTT faculty?  
 

• What are the reasons for employing NTT faculty in your department in place of 
TT faculty?  
 

• Please describe the policies and practices that are in place for appointing NTT 
faculty members in your department.  
 

• What governance rights do NTT faculty have in your department? On which 
Department committees are NTTs invited/allowed to participate? On which not?  
Are NTTs in your department allowed to vote on issues concerning NTT policies 
and practices? 
 

• Has your department faced any particular challenges related to NTT policies and 
practices? If so, can you describe these?  
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• How are NTT positions defined in your department? What various NTT titles or 

ranks are commonly used? 
 

• What are the main responsibilities for the various NTT positions that your 
department uses? What are their roles in the department with respect to 
teaching/service/research/etc.? Do these responsibilities differ by rank? 
 

• What kind of mentorship (if any) does your department offer for NTT faculty? 
 

• (How) Does your department nominate NTTs for teaching/professional/service 
awards (national or within IU) that are available for full-time faculty?  
 

• Does your Department have any policies concerning merit salary increases for 
NTTs? If so, what accomplishments are taken into consideration? 
 

• Can you please describe reappointment and promotion processes for NTT faculty 
(of various sorts)? What are the expectations? What accomplishments would you 
expect to be included in an “Excellent” NTT dossier? Do your NTTs know about 
these expectations? 
 

• Does your department offer (paid) leaves/sabbaticals for NTTs? 
 

• Apart from bad conduct or poor performance, under what circumstances would an 
NTT line be terminated? 
 

• What role do you play in decisions made around NTT positions? Who makes the 
decisions about reappointment of NTT faculty? 
 

• How satisfied do you think your NTT faculty are with their circumstances? What 
problems and complaints do you think they have? 
 

• Have there been grievances involving NTT faculty in your department? In 
general, what issues did they involve? 
 

• Is there anything else that you would like to tell the subcommittee about NTT-
related concerns, issues or practices within your department?  
 

• What changes to NTT policy do you think we should recommend? 
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A.3.13. Semi-Structured Interview Guide for Informal Interviews 
 

Interviews will typically be conducted by two members of the NTT subcommittee. Begin 
by thanking the individual for reaching out to the NTT committee members and their 
willingness to share their experiences. Then, briefly share the purpose of the scope of the 
NTT subcommittee’s work. You might want to state, “The Bloomington Faculty 
Council’s Faculty Affairs Committee has created the Non-Tenure-Track (NTT) 
Subcommittee to examine the institutional roles, policies, and quality-of-life issues that 
impact NTT faculty members at IUB. The work of the committee is expected to lead to a 
set of recommendations concerning NTT title and rank structures, NTT faculty’s role in 
governance, reappointment and promotion procedures, mechanisms for determining 
compensation, and a range of other issues that impact NTT experiences at IUB. The 
report will be presented to the Bloomington Faculty Council and ultimately appropriate 
campus leadership including the Provost. The information that you provide us will be 
kept confidential to the greatest extent possible but given the specifics of situations that 
you may be telling us about we cannot guarantee that it will not be possible for someone 
to identify you. Next, ask the interviewee: “Would you be okay with us recording this 
interview, or do you prefer for us to take written notes?” Regardless of the interviewee’s 
preference, record the interviewers’ names, location, date and the time the interview 
begins and ends.  
 
Potential Interview Questions 
The following questions are intended to be used in a semi-structured way, with the 
interviewers’ adapting as they see fit. Throughout the interview, you are encouraged to 
ask clarifying questions (“You mentioned X, can you tell us more about this?”). Aim to 
avoid leading questions.  

 
• Please tell us how you became an NTT faculty member at IU. 

o What previous positions did you hold before coming to IU?  
• Please describe your current position at IU.  

o What are your current job-related responsibilities?  
• How does your current position support or align with your research/teaching 

interests? 
o What opportunities for professional growth or learning do you feel you 

have?  
§ Can you provide 1-2 recent examples?  

o What opportunities for professional growth or learning do you feel you 
need to develop professionally or as a scholar?  

§ Can you provide 1-2 specific examples?  
• What are some things that you wish you could change about your current position, 

if anything? 
• What are some things that you enjoy about your current position?  
• What are your current professional goals or aspirations as a scholar/teacher?  
• Based on your current experience, how likely are you to continue in a non-tenure 

track position at IU?  
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o If you do not plan to continue, what could the university do to retain you?  
• Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your current position at IU? 
• How would you characterize your experiences as an NTT faculty member relative 

to other NTTs you know? Would you say your experiences have been similar or 
different? In what ways? 

• Is there anything else that you would like to tell the subcommittee about your 
experiences at IU? 

• If the participant is willing, record their sex, age, race/ethnicity, number of years 
at IU, title, full-time/part-time appointment, and school/department.  
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Appendix A.4: Combined List of Problems and Concerns Identified 
 

The following are problems and concerns culled from focus groups, interviews, and other 
data presented in the body of this report.  
 
Appointment, Reappointment, and Promotion 
 

• Expectations and duties at the time of hiring are unclear. 
• Criteria and procedures for reappointment are unclear. 
• Criteria and procedures for promotion are unclear. 
• The promotion process is ambiguous. 
• Lack of clarity on process, criteria, and standards for contract renewal and 

promotion. 
• Lack of support during the promotion process. 
• No peer evaluation by other specialized faculty in the promotion process. 
• Hiring of specialized faculty is a compromise between the department’s desire to 

hire a tenure track faculty and the school’s authorization of non-FTE hires. 
• Existence of differing interpretations of university-level promotion criteria. 
• It is unclear which faculty policies and procedures apply to specialized faculty. 
• Lack of clear long-term review and contract renewal policies for Senior Lecturers. 
• Existence of differing interpretations of university-level promotion criteria. 
• Inappropriate use of specialized faculty appointments with research 

responsibilities. 

 
Performance Reviews 
 

• Lack of clear annual review policies for specialized faculty. 
• Lack of formal performance reviews. 
• Lack of clarity on criteria used in performance reviews. 
• Inappropriate use of student evaluations as the sole criterion in performance 

reviews. 
• Insufficient peer observation of teaching. 

 
Salaries 
 

• Lack of formal salary policy with criteria for merit raises for specialized faculty. 
• Lack of compensation parity among specialized faculty with similar duties and 

between specialized faculty and tenure-track faculty with similar duties. 
• Existence of nepotism in salary increases. 
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• Lack of clarity on how the starting salary is determined. 
• Lack of clarity on procedures for salary increases. 
• Insufficient compensation for specialized faculty on the basis of their experience 

and responsibilities. 

 
Support 
 

• Insufficient support for mentorship, research, service, and teaching. 
• Insufficient recognition of scholarly work, service, and outreach contributions by 

specialized faculty. 
• Insufficient support for professional development and research funding. 
• Lack of cohesive specialized faculty community at department and campus level, 

including specialized faculty orientation and guidance in career development. 

 
Faculty Governance 
 

• Treatment of specialized faculty as second class citizens in faculty governance, 
curriculum committee work, and graduate student mentorship. 

• Lack of full voting rights for specialized faculty in faculty governance. 
• Lack of voting rights on issues of consequence in their departments. 
• Lack of choice on which committees specialized faculty serve. 
• Lack of representation of specialized faculty on performance and promotion 

review committees. 
• Lack of faculty governance rights and participation at department and campus 

levels. 

 
Other 
 

• It is unclear which faculty policies and procedures apply to specialized faculty. 
• Lack of clear campus-wide set of best practices for policies related to specialized 

faculty. 
• Insufficient recognition of the contribution specialized faculty make to the 

university’s mission. 
• Lack of academic freedom in choice of teaching methodologies. 
• Inability of specialized faculty to receive awards and honors recognizing 

excellence in teaching.   
• Inconsistent use of titles in peer universities. 
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