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Appeal 
 
To the APSU Board of Trustees: 
  
 The following is submitted as an appeal to the Board of Trustees pursuant to APSU Policy 

1:010.  My appeal is based on discriminatory and inequitable enforcement of RTP standards and 

criteria, particularly in this case of a faculty member of color, resulting in the negative 

recommendations for my bid for tenure.  Due to the ten page limit for my appeal, I respectfully 

urge the Board to review my previous two responses and the appeal to the University RTP Board 

concerning the negative recommendations by the: 1) Department RTP committee and the Chair 

Dr. Mercy Cannon, and 2) the College RTP Committee and the CoAL Dean Barry Jones, and 3) the 

Provost Rex Gandy, respectively. Those submissions are hereby incorporated by reference. In my 

narrative below, I will refer to the tenure reports, my responses, and the evidence I have already 

provided in my appeal to the RTP Appeals Board.  All the reports and my responses should be 

available in my E-dossier and my appeal (both the narrative and the email evidence) was forwarded 

to the RTP Appeals Board by the Vice Provost Lynne Crosby.   

 After a careful consideration of my argument and the supporting evidence, I request that 

the Board of Trustees will overturn the President’s decision to deny me tenure.  

Context  
 
 I joined the department of Languages and Literature at APSU in fall 2014 as assistant 

professor and coordinator of the first-year writing program.  Since then, I have encountered a 

discriminatory work environment, culminating in with negative recommendations for tenure by the 

Department Committee and the new Chair, Dr. Mercy Cannon, in September 2019.  As a foreign 

faculty of color, in the past five and a half years, I experienced a constant discrediting of my 

teaching, where the student evaluation scores of core first-year writing classes were considered to 

be the only measure of its effectiveness; sidelining, stereotyping, and devaluing of my scholarship 
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and research; and subjugation of my teaching, research, and service as merely tokens to meet the 

diversity needs (at the faculty level) of the department and the University.  The relentless 

undermining of my professional capabilities and efforts by a section of senior faculty has 

culminated in the denial of my tenure bid. This outcome after years of hard work on my part not 

only raises serious doubts about my department’s commitment to diversity, equity, and inclusion, 

but also raises questions about Austin Peay’s allegiance to the same principles.  

Teaching, Scholarship, and RTP criteria: misguidance, bad faith, and lack of support 

 While the negative recommendations for tenure pertain to my Area 2 (regarding my 

scholarship and creative scholarship), I will also discuss some aspects of my teaching, service, and 

departmental affairs that are pertinent to my tenure denial of tenure.  There are three components 

to my argument: 1) Until 2017, the only problem that was identified in my yearly department review 

reports and about which I was asked to focus on was the low student evaluation scores for my first-

year composition courses; 2) misapplication of department RTP criteria (see the link below to 

department RTP criteria) which constitutes material procedural error in the decision regarding my 

tenure; and 3) bad faith advice by Dean Barry Jones and discriminatory conduct of Mercy Cannon, 

the new chair of the department, which undermined my tenure bid.  I will provide a brief 

explanation below of each of these components.  

 
1) Teaching (Area 1): low student evaluation scores:  The department RTP reports before 2017 

expressed concerns only about the low student evaluation scores of my first-year core courses. 

Time and again, the reports by the department RTP committees after reviewing my dossier 

commented that my student evaluation scores were low in the first-year writing courses, warning 

that I didn’t meet expectations in Teaching Assignment (Area 1).  This was of concern, these 

reports contended, because my job as the coordinator was to supervise writing in first-year writing 

courses. (I should also point out that the department RTP criteria, however, does not specify any 
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benchmark score for meeting expectations in Area 1).  I was told to work on improving my student 

evaluation scores, so I focused on making improvements in my teaching and coordinating the 

writing program. 

 Every year, I requested the committee to judge my teaching of first-year writing courses by 

other indicators as well and not just by student evaluation scores (see tenure Area 1 narrative and 

narratives of previous years). I cited the various studies that have established student evaluations are 

not only an ineffective measure of teaching but are heavily biased against women and minorities.  

Almost every time senior colleagues looking over my dossier urged me to avoid making the 

argument about race and gender.  My assigned mentor and other senior colleagues who informally 

served as my mentors expressed that they disagreed with their colleagues who disregarded the 

evidence of discrimination in the department, but nonetheless advised me to focus on improving 

my student evaluation scores. I noted that I never received a negative peer review of my teaching 

from my senior colleagues who came to observe my teaching every semester. Thus, the inconsistent 

attitude and practices of my department could not have been more conspicuous.  In a puzzling 

paradox, my senior colleagues, on the one hand, were interested in judging my skills of managing 

the program and delivering professional development knowledge and skills to other instructors, but, 

on the other hand, were clearly not interested in my knowledge and expertise on the matter of what 

constitutes effective teaching in first-year composition courses. While my expertise in the area of 

administering the first-year writing program was grudgingly taken into consideration, it was not only 

completely ignored in evaluating my teaching, but student evaluations numbers were used to raise 

doubts about the effectiveness of my teaching. The elevation of student evaluations for retention 

and promotion by the department in my case became a strategy, conscious or unconscious, to 

undermine my other scholarly and pedagogical contributions. In my first three years, several senior 

faculty members pointed out to me that APSU was first and foremost a teaching university, so the 
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primary focus must be on teaching and not on research.  This violation of departmental and 

University policy was a material factor in my tenure review and the ultimate decision against tenure. 

2) Misapplication, unequal and uneven application of department RTP criteria:  I published 

my article “Romancing the “Illegal” Immigrant” in the Journal of Literature and Arts Studies in 

October 2018 (and presented the publication in my 5th year e-dossier) because it is an open access 

journal and I wanted to make my work available and accessible to a wider audience.  The broader 

dissemination of my work and its easy accessibility was particularly salient to me because I was 

examining the treatment of the tendentious topic of immigration in the popular genre of romance 

novel. The fee I paid was for open access to my article in recognizable databases and indexes (such 

as google scholar), which is clear in an email from the publisher about the fee (see APPENDIX 2 in 

my appeal to University RTP Board for explanation from the publisher about the fee for publishing 

in the open access journal).  The Department’s report this year once again focused on the journal in 

which my article was published, even though the issue was supposedly resolved last year when I was 

asked to “pursue” another publication after a minority in 2018 department RTP report questioned 

the legitimacy of the journal and claimed it was “predatory”. The College Committee’s report also 

suggests that I failed to deliver any record that proves” that the article was peer reviewed. This 

statement is false. I clearly pointed out to the College Committee in my response that the Notice of 

Acceptance by the publishers (see supplementary materials in E-Dossier 2018) indicates my article 

underwent “blind peer review.” The confirmation email I received upon submission indicates that 

my article would be sent out to reviewers, and I went back and forth with the editors on the 

revisions I was asked to do.  

 Furthermore, the department RTP criteria calls for one “peer-reviewed” publication (online 

or in print) for tenure and promotion to associate professor (see link to department RTP criteria 

https://www.apsu.edu/academic-affairs/faculty/faculty_resources/LangLit-RTP-
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Criteria-Fall-2016.pdf ).  The word “reputable” is not included in the department Area 2 criteria, 

but the Chair Mercy Cannon uses the university’s general RTP criteria and misapplies it to my 

published article (and see below regarding this issue). Indeed, in the past couple of years, there have 

been discussions in department meetings about the need to revise and update our department’s 

RTP standards and criteria to accommodate the constraints of academic publishing and regarding 

its rapid diversification. However, the revisions have not even been discussed in the department, let 

alone implemented. Therefore, the current criteria should be applied to my tenure case (see 

APPENDIX 1 of my appeal to the Appeals Board for the email from the Chair Cannon to the 

department, providing the tentative timeline of the revisions).  

 It is also commonly acknowledged in the department that the department RTP standards 

and criteria for Area 2 are not only ambiguous, but are also not always applied uniformly to all 

faculty members.  For instance, there is no parity in terms of “peer-reviewed” publications for 

Creative Writing faculty, who often start their publication trajectory with publishing chapbooks of 

poetry, which are not peer-reviewed the same way as articles in scholarly journals.  Also, books 

published by colleagues in non-university presses do not generally go through a peer-review process 

Furthermore, there are clear exceptions to the rule of peer-reviewed publications for tenure and 

promotion. There is a precedent in the department of a colleague getting tenure even though his 

publication – a book – came out just before he was hired at Austin Peay; since his hiring there is no 

evidence of published research.  Furthermore, there are full professors in the department whose 

publications would not qualify as peer-reviewed and others whose CVs in the areas of research and 

scholarship are markedly deficient, if not non-existent. Yet they teach graduate courses without 

going to academic conferences and without doing research and without publishing. 

 The discriminatory and disparate application of departmental “policy” regarding allegedly 

“predatory” publishing is due to the lack of clear policy about the phenomenon and differentiating 
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it from exploitation and downright deception. It is precisely due to this dilemma and the 

determination to salvage the validity and the credibility of my scholarship (not to mention all the 

discrepant RTP reports that I received as late as March 2019) that I requested to meet with Dean 

Barry Jones in order to seek clarification about the second publication I was asked to produce for 

my tenure bid.  

 Despite all the aforementioned complications, my 5th year retention (in 2018) was approved 

at each level - the department, the then Chair (David Guest), the College Committee, the Dean and 

the Provost.  It is therefore inexplicable that in less than a year - in just a few months full of hard 

work and fulfilled promises on my part – that I am facing negative recommendations for tenure at 

each level.  

3) Misguidance by Dean Jones and the discriminatory conduct of Chair Mercy Cannon: 

There were discrepancies in last year’s (2018- 2019) Dean’s report and the two Department Reports 

as to whether my second article should be “submitted” or “published” by the time I come up for 

tenure review in September 2019. “Publish” is used in the Department Minority and Dean’s 

reports, whereas the Department Recommendation and the College RTP committee mention 

“pursue another publication,” and “look to publish an article,” respectively (see Minority Report 

September 2019 for discrepancies).  I went to the CoAL Dean Barry Jones in the spring semester of 

2019, just after I received the Department Committee Reports (for 5th year review), seeking 

clarification about these disparities and ambiguities.  I asked him if I needed to submit my 

published article to further external peer review to validate the quality of my scholarship. The Dean 

stated there was no need to get additional peer reviews, as the quality of my scholarship was, in his 

words, “not in question”.  He also mentioned that he received emails from other department peers 

in my field who found scholarly merit in my article. However, since the quality of the journal was in 

dispute, he explained, I was being asked to “pursue” another publication.  I accepted his reasoning; 
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I also took his reassurance to be the end of any dispute about my published article. I then asked 

Dean Jones to clarify whether I needed to “publish” or “submit” the second article by September 

2019, pointing to the discrepancies in the reports.  I also indicated to him that it would be 

impossible for me to have another article published in less than nine months when I come up for 

tenure. Dean Jones agreed with me that getting another article published would be near impossible 

in the few months that were left before I came up for tenure.  He also acknowledged that he had 

asked for clarification from the Committees, and as long as I showed “reasonable progress” 

towards publishing another article in a legitimate journal – including, for example, submission of 

another article by the time I come up for tenure review, I should have no concerns.  In order to 

allay the fear I still expressed, he then also pointed out that it was extremely rare for faculty to 

successfully pass the 5th year review and then to be denied tenure in the 6th, and he could not think 

of any cases in which that had happened. If that happens, the Dean went on to claim, Austin Peay 

would surely face lawsuits.  He then proceeded to suggest that I should only bid for tenure in 

September 2019 and not seek promotion until my second article is published. On my part, I then 

sought his assurance that “submission” of another article was sufficient. He confirmed that 

uploading the submitted article in the dossier and the receipt of submission from the journal would 

be evidence of reasonable progress. Of course, I had no reason to doubt his word. I walked out of 

his office and proceeded to convey the Dean’s recommendation to several of my colleagues in the 

department.  The evidence of my conversation with Barry Jones and his recommendations is in the 

email exchange I had with the then chair, Dr. David Guest, who was coming to the end of his term 

in office and had requested me to let him know of my decision about the tenure timeline and my 

bid for promotion (see APPENDIX 6 of my appeal to the RTP Appeals Board for the email 

exchange between David Guest and me). I did exactly what Dean Jones had asked me to do by 

submitting a second article, “Race in the Everyday Narratives of Indian Immigrants in the U.S.,” to 
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another journal by the specified deadline and included the draft and the receipt of submission in the 

E-Dossier (see supplemental materials in dossier, September 2019).  

 Dean Jones has now changed his story. He claims that he no longer recalls telling me that 

submission of another article would show reasonable progress.  Instead, he now maintains that it 

was publishing another article in a few months is what he remembers telling me, even though by his 

own earlier acknowledgment and department chair’s own admission, it was a near-impossible order 

for me fulfill in a short time. What is material to the Board’s review of my appeal is that this volte-

face by the Dean is evidence of the Department’s and University’s failure to adhere to and apply 

consistent and neutral standards and criteria for tenure in general and for publication in particular. 

The Chair, the college and department RTP committees, the Dean, and the Provost have shown a 

lack of good-faith by not adhering, both in letter and in spirit, to the policy (albeit ambiguous) and 

the established past practices when evaluating my dossier as has been applied when granting tenure 

to my colleagues in the department. 

 In her report Chair Mercy Cannon implies that I was deliberately neglected to work on my 

scholarship, even though I mentioned work-in-progress in my CV included in my review dossiers.  

Her statement is a clear demonstration of her lack of understanding of not only the workload of 

teaching and administering the first-year writing program, but also of the primary research areas of 

sociolinguistics and discourse analysis in which I publish that require collecting linguistic data 

(sometimes ethnographic) and parsing it minutely to understand relations of race/ethnicity, class, 

and gender in the everyday interactions of immigrants and migrants.  Her assertion in her report 

that I was being warned consistently about publishing is not accurate (see my Response to Chair’s 

and Department’s Reports, Oct. 2019).  What is demonstrably true is that in the last two years there 

has been an undeniable improvement in the student evaluation scores of my first-year composition 

courses, which makes it impossible now for senior colleagues to question the effectiveness of my 
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teaching.  Thus, the only other area of import about which my detractors (including the new Chair) 

could conjure doubt and skepticism when questioning my ability and competence is that of research 

and scholarship. This is precisely what has happened in the case of my tenure bid.  

 It is also worth noting here that Mercy Cannon never attended any of the bi-annual 

workshops and other activities I organized (as the coordinator of FY writing) since then for the 

instructors of first-year writing, even though she teaches ENGL 1020 regularly.  Nor did Mercy 

Cannon, as a senior colleague then, ever inquire about my research or showed any interest in my 

scholarship or in finding out if I had sufficient time to pursue it the midst of my administrative 

responsibilities.  She became the chair of the department in July 2019, and met with me a couple of 

times to discuss the changes that she wanted to put in place in the first-year writing program and in 

my responsibilities.  She also urged me in the summer to attend a four-day intense workshop for 

writing-program administrators. It is clear from her negative recommendation for tenure that Dr. 

Mercy Cannon sent me to this training knowing fully well that in a less than two months she would 

not approve me for tenure for not meeting her expectations in Area 2 (scholarship).  It is apparent 

from her report, her behavior, and the circumstances surrounding her takeover as the chair of the 

department that it would not have mattered whether I “submitted” or “published” my second 

article on time or not, or whether my published article represented the quality of my scholarship or 

not; she would not have recommended me for tenure, in any case.  

 In conclusion, I reiterate my hope that the Board of Trustees will consider the evidence I 

presented and make an objective evaluation of my dossier according to the current department 

tenure criteria as applied by the department in other tenure reviews.  Failure to do so exposes 

APSU to liability for unlawful discrimination and failure to observe and apply due process.  Grant 

of my appeal would ensure that I am subject to the same benchmark that has been used until now 

to grant tenure to my colleagues and peers in the department. 
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Sincerely, 
Dr. Neeta Bhasin 
December 30, 2019 
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Response to College Committee’s and Dean’s Recommendations for Tenure 
 
To the Provost: 
This is a response to the negative recommendations for tenure by the College Committee and the CoAL Dean in Area 2, 
pertaining to my scholarship. I will address the comments by the College Committee and the dean in Area 2, and then discuss 
the additional factors that need to be taken into account to comprehend why after a successful 5th year retention, approved at 
each level - the department, the chair, the College Committee, and the dean – I face negative recommendations for tenure at 
each level in my 6th year.  Also, it bears pointing out that I’m restricted to a two-page response with no additional 
documentation, so I cannot include the evidence (such as emails) in this document, but can provide it if asked. 
 
AREA 2:  “Repeated warnings” (Dean’s letter) and “reminders and frequent suggestions” about publications 
(College Committee Report) 
 The College Committee report addresses my research and scholarship area by claiming that since 2016-2017 I was 
given frequent reminders to ensure that I have one publication per requirements and standards of the department’s criteria. 
The dean’s letter also claims that despite “repeated warnings” I failed to meet the requirements in Area 2.  These assertions are 
inaccurate. Firstly, my tenure dossier does include the one publication required by the department.  I uploaded the peer-
reviewed article, published in October 2018, in my 5th year dossier (*see 2018-2019 dossier). However, the 5th year 
department reports (minority and majority) expressed doubts about the quality of the journal in which my article was 
published, but not the quality of my scholarship. I intend to explain this matter in more detail a bit later in this response.  
Secondly, the reports by the department committee, the new Chair, Dr. Mercy Cannon, and the CoAL College Committee and 
Dean Jones are also categorically incorrect in claiming that there were “repeated” warnings, suggestions, and concerns 
expressed to me regarding my Area 2. The first time I was asked to focus on publishing my scholarship is by the Department 
RTP Committee in its report in January 2017.  Until then, the only area in which I was repeatedly found not meeting 
expectation by the department committee was Area 1, pertaining to my teaching effectiveness. Department Committees only 
considered the student evaluation scores of my first-year writing courses and deemed them to be low.  There was no concern 
expressed or warnings given about my publication until that report, and nor were they repeated.  Moreover, none of the senior 
colleagues who advised me every year on my review dossier expressed any concern about my scholarship, except to 
occasionally remind me that I would need one publication before I come up for tenure and promotion. I worked on an article 
in the spring and summer of 2018, which was published in October 2018, so I fully followed the recommendation of the 
Department RTP Committee and the counsel of my senior colleagues. 
 When I joined APSU in 2014, I already had 5 publications and 2 projects underway in the sense that I had begun 
parsing the collected data. At the time of the job offer from APSU, I tried to negotiate coming up for tenure earlier than the 
usual 6th year. However, I was told by the search committee that because of the heavy teaching load of 4/4, along with the 
administrative task of coordinating the first-year composition program (that was to begin in my second year), I would need the 
extra time to work on my scholarship. Indeed, my teaching of first-year composition courses was singled out for criticism 
from the outset, despite the positive peer reviews by senior colleagues. The department RTP reports expressed concerns only 
about the low student evaluation scores of my first-year core courses. Time and again, I was told to work on improving my 
student evaluation scores, so I directed my energy towards making improvements in my teaching and coordinating the writing 
program. Still, I went to conferences every year to present my scholarly work, since presenting at conferences is an indicator of 
an active research agenda and work in progress.   
 The department and chair both approved me for retention in 2017, but the College Committee that year produced a 
split vote. In order to understand the split vote of the College Committee, I met with Barry Jones, the then new interim dean 
of CoAL, who assured me that he had perused my dossier and found it to be perfectly fine. It was clear to him, he stated, that 
I met expectations in all three areas. He also told me that he was bewildered at the discussion he heard in the room among 
College Committee members, leading him to conclude it seemed “personal” and not an objective deliberation of my dossier.  
He also remarked on the “toxicity” in my department and the lack of regular meetings that resulted in senior faculty not 
having any kind of investment in junior colleagues, which, according to him, was very likely what happened to me.  He then 
proceeded to reassure me of his approval of my retention in his letter to you, and indeed, the letter from your office confirmed 
my retention for the 5th year.  It is remarkable that in little over a year the very same dean, though now no longer “interim,” in 
an outright reversal of his earlier position and statements, misrepresents the facts of my case and rejects my bid for tenure.  
 
FIRST ARTICLE: Peer-Review and the Quality of the Scholarship vs. the Quality of the Journal 
 I published my article “Romancing the “Illegal” Immigrant” in the Journal of Literature and Arts Studies because it is an 
open access journal and I wanted to make my work available and accessible to a wider audience. The fee I paid was for open 
access to my article in recognizable databases and indexes, which is clear in an email from the publisher about the fee. *(I can 
provide these emails, if requested). The College Committee report says that “I failed to deliver any record that proves” that 
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the article was peer reviewed. This statement is false. I clearly pointed out to the College Committee in my response that the 
Notice of Acceptance by the publishers (see supplementary materials in E-Dossier 2018) indicates my article underwent 
“blind peer review,” so to the best of my knowledge, the article is peer-reviewed, and the letter from the publisher verifies that.  
The confirmation email I received upon submission indicates that my article would be sent out to reviewers, and I went back 
and forth with the editors on the revisions I was asked to do. Nonetheless, the College Committee charges me for not 
providing additional evidence such as proofs of revisions or page proofs. I did not provide these because revisions and page 
proofs are not evidence of peer review, and I was limited to a 1-2 page response without any additional documentation. So, it’s 
unclear how I was supposed to provide the College Committee with the evidence and examples of other colleagues having 
been granted tenure without any evidence of “peer-review” or “reputability” of the journals in which they published.  Was I 
expected to provide a list of names of colleagues?  
 As far as Cabell’s list is concerned, I clarified in my response to the College Committee, that prior to last year’s RTP 
reports, I was not aware of Cabell’s list, nor is it specified in the current departmental criteria as a verifying measure of bona 
fide journals. However, the College Committee, following the chair’s cue, uses Cabell’s list unquestioningly, not taking into 
consideration that the list also has been the subject of controversy for many in academia, as it does not have a clear-cut criteria 
for blacklisting specific journals.  
 
SECOND ARTICLE: Submit or Publish?  
 There were discrepancies in last year’s (2018- 2019) Dean’s report and the two Department Reports as to whether my 
second article should be submitted or published by the time I come up for tenure review in September 2019. “Publish” is used 
in the Department Minority and Dean’s reports, whereas the Department Recommendation and the College RTP committee 
mention “pursue another publication,” and “look to publish an article,” respectively (see Minority Report September 2019 
for discrepancies).  I went to the CoAL Dean Barry Jones in January 2019, just after I received the Department Committee 
Reports (for 5th year review), seeking clarification about the disparities and ambiguities in them.  I asked him if I needed to 
submit my published article to further external peer review to validate the quality of my scholarship. The dean stated there was 
no need to get additional peer reviews, as the quality of my scholarship was not in question.  He also mentioned that he 
received emails from other department peers in my field who found scholarly merit in my article, but since the quality of the 
journal was in dispute, I was being asked to pursue another publication. (I understood this resolution to be the end of the 
dispute about the quality of the journal I published in. Therefore, I was surprised that the new chair not only reopens the 
discussion in her report, but makes it the focal point). I then asked Dean Jones to clarify whether I needed to publish or 
submit the article by September 2019, pointing to the discrepancies in the reports.  I also indicated to him that it would be 
impossible for me to have another article published in less than 9 months when I come up for tenure. Dean Jones’ response 
was that he had asked for clarification from the Committees, and that I should be able to show “reasonable progress” towards 
publishing another article in a legitimate journal, which would mean submitting another article by the time I come up for 
tenure review.  The dean also suggested at that time that I should only bid for tenure in September 2019 and not seek 
promotion until the second article is published. I made doubly sure that the dean and I were on the same page on the matter 
of “submission” of another article, and once I had his confirmation (unfortunately, not in writing!), I proceeded to convey the 
dean’s recommendation to several of my colleagues in the department, including emailing the former chair who was coming to 
the end of his term in office and had requested me to let him know of my decision about the tenure timeline and my bid for 
promotion. *(I can provide the emails, if needed). I did exactly what Dean Jones had asked me to do by submitting a 
second article, “Race in the Everyday Narratives of Indian Immigrants in the U.S.,” to another journal by the specified 
deadline and included the draft and the receipt of submission in the E-Dossier (see supplemental materials September 
2019). 
 The College RTP Committee’s report does not address many of the points I raised in my response and repeats the 
assertions made in the Department RTP Report and the Chair’s report. For instance, it does not attend to my point that Dr. 
Mercy Cannon’s own report states that “Legitimate journals usually take between one and three years to go from initial 
submission to publication.” So, according to the Chair’s own admission, it would not have been possible for me to publish a 
second article in time, even if I had gone up for tenure later in the year. Why then was I asked to do so?  Similarly, the breach 
of trust by Dean Jones is even more egregious.  He flatly denied that he told me that submission of another article would show 
reasonable progress.  He now recalls telling me to publish another article by the time of my tenure review. This volte-face by 
the dean has little to do with holding faculty to established standards and criteria and everything to do with treating vulnerable 
junior faculty as pawns in departmental politics and power dynamics.      
 Finally, I hope you will recommend me for tenure based on the evidence of my scholarship, judging my dossier 
according to the current department criteria for tenure. This would ensure that I am subject to the same benchmark that has 
been used until now to grant tenure to my colleagues and peers in the department. 
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Appeal  
 
To the Tenure and Promotion Appeals Board: 
 
I respectfully wish to draw the attention of the Board to my previous two responses to the 
negative recommendations by the: 1) Department RTP committee and the chair Dr. Mercy 
Cannon, and 2) the College RTP Committee and the CoAL dean Barry Jones, respectively.  
In this appeal, I will again reiterate the arguments made in those documents, along with 
making available the details and the evidence (such as emails) that could not be included with 
the previous responses due to policy and page restrictions.  The narrative below is an 
attempt to shed light on the inequitable enforcement of RTP standards and criteria, apathetic 
departmental environment, and the lack of meaningful support and clear guidance to junior 
faculty that have led to the negative recommendations for my bid for tenure. 
 
Context & History 
 
 The negative recommendations for tenure pertain to my Area 2, concerning my 
scholarship and creative activities.  However, in this narrative I will also discuss some aspects 
of Areas 1 and 3, pertaining to my teaching and administration of the first-year writing 
program and service that have a bearing on my scholarship and research.  I have pointed out 
the intersection of the 3 Areas in my work at Austin Peay in the narratives in the review 
dossiers from the previous years. 
 
The Marking of Teaching Assignment as My Problem Area 
 I joined APSU in fall 2014 as assistant professor and coordinator of the first-year 
writing program in the department of Languages and Literature. I already had 5 publications, 
and I had just returned from the national conference of Rhetoric Society of America (RSA) 
where I presented on 2 sociolinguistics projects for which I had begun parsing the data. At 
the time of the job offer, I tried to negotiate coming up for tenure earlier than the usual 6th 
year. However, I was told by the search committee that because of the heavy teaching load 
of 4/4, along with the administrative task of coordinating the first-year composition 
program (that was to begin in my second year), I would need the extra time to work on my 
scholarship. Indeed, my teaching of first-year composition courses was singled out for 
criticism from the outset, despite the positive peer reviews of my teaching by senior 
colleagues. Therefore, I directed all my energy towards making improvements in my teaching 
and coordinating.  
 
 The department RTP reports until 2017 expressed concerns only about the low 
student evaluation scores of my first-year core courses. Time and again, the reports by the 
department RTP committees after reviewing my dossier commented that my student 
evaluation scores were low in the first-year writing courses, warning that I didn’t meet 
expectations in Teaching Assignment (Area 1).  This was of concern, these reports 
contended, because my job as the coordinator was to supervise writing in first-year writing 
courses. (I should also point out that the department RTP criteria, however, does not specify 
any benchmark score for meeting expectations in Area 1).  I was told to work on improving 
my student evaluation scores, so I focused on making improvements in my teaching and 
coordinating the writing program, and my research projects that were underway when I 
came to Austin Peay became of secondary concern.  
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 Every year, I requested the committee to judge my teaching of first-year writing 
courses by other indicators as well and not just by student evaluation scores. (See tenure 
Area 1 narrative and narratives of previous years). I cited the various studies that have 
established student evaluations are not only an ineffective measure of teaching but are 
heavily biased against women and minorities.  Almost every time senior colleagues looking 
over my dossier urged me to avoid making the argument about race and gender, because, 
according to them, to many in the RTP committees the argument will sound like an 
“excuse” and/or talking down to committee members, especially by those who think 
“numbers are the only objective measure” of teaching. While disagreeing with this view of 
their colleagues, my assigned mentor and other senior colleagues who informally served as 
my mentors, nonetheless, advised me to focus on improving my student evaluation scores. 
At this juncture, I should point out to the Board that I never received a negative peer review 
of my teaching from my senior colleagues who came to observe my teaching every semester. 
Thus, the inconsistent attitude and practices of my department could not have been more 
conspicuous.  Paradoxically, my senior colleagues, on the one hand, are interested in judging 
my skills of managing the program and delivering professional development knowledge and 
skills to other instructors, but, on the other, they are clearly not interested in my knowledge 
and expertise on the matter of what constitutes effective teaching in first-year composition 
courses. While my expertise in the area of administering the first-year writing program is 
taken into consideration, it was not only completely ignored in the area of teaching, but 
student evaluations numbers are used to raise doubts about the effectiveness of my teaching. 
The privileging of student evaluations for retention and promotion by the department in my 
case became a strategy, conscious or unconscious, to undermine my other scholarly and 
pedagogical contributions. In my first three years, several senior faculty members pointed 
out to me that APSU was first and foremost a teaching university, so the primary focus must 
be on teaching and not on research. 
 
Impediments to my Endeavors in Research and Scholarship in the Department   
 Despite bearing the burden of having my department use subjective student 
evaluations as central in determining my academic trajectory, I still went to conferences 
every year to present my scholarly work, since presenting at conferences is an indicator of an 
active research agenda and work in progress.  I presented not only in regional conferences, 
but also in a national conference of repute. I presented in a symposium on Discourse 
Analysis organized by major scholars in the field at Carnegie Mellon University, my alma 
Mater, who invited me to share my research on racial discourses in the narratives of 
immigrants.  I also presented in October 2018 at APSU my work-in-progress paper, after a 
new CoAL Committee for promoting discussion on research and scholarship among faculty 
selected my abstract, which eventually became the scholarly article that I submitted as part of 
the extra requirement for publication after a minority in 2018 department RTP report 
questioned the legitimacy of the journal in which my article was published. (I provide more 
details and evidence about my published and submitted articles later in the appeal). 
 
 Chair Mercy Cannon, in her report implies that I was deliberately neglected to work 
on my scholarship, even though I mentioned work-in-progress in my CV that was included 
in my review dossier.  Her statement is a clear demonstration of her lack of understanding of 
not only the workload of teaching and administering the first-year writing program, but also 
of the primary research areas of sociolinguistics and discourse analysis in which I publish 
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that require collecting linguistic data (sometimes ethnographic) and parsing it minutely to 
understand relations of race/ethnicity, class, and gender in the everyday interactions of 
immigrants and migrants.  In all my years in the department, I don’t remember more than 
one or two colleagues who expressed any interest in my research and understood how 
closely allied it is with my teaching interests.  It also needs to be mentioned that several 
colleagues, particularly senior ones, regard my research on immigration, race and 
racialization, and gender and class relations less favorably, less knowledgeably, and with 
much disdain.  As a minority faculty, my investment in these topics of research is regarded 
by them as a personal rather than an intellectual and academic pursuit, and therefore, seen as 
having little scholarly merit. It is also true that many professors who experience such biases 
can hardly ever provide concrete evidence of prejudice, not because the biases don’t exist, 
but because they are almost always couched as “objective evaluations”.  To avoid being the 
target of such well-known and well-studied bias, I always shared the drafts of my papers and 
my conference presentations, not to mention my yearly dossier narratives, with a couple of 
senior colleagues in the department, who provided valuable feedback, encouraging counsel 
regarding my teaching, research, and service, and words of advice on how to navigate the 
minefield of departmental politics and low student evaluation scores in first-year 
composition courses.  None of these senior colleagues who advised me every year on my 
review dossier expressed any concern about my scholarship, except to occasionally remind 
me that I would need one publication before I come up for tenure and promotion.   
 
 Furthermore, it is also worth noting here that the new chair Mercy Cannon, who in 
2014 served on my hiring committee, never ever attended any of the bi-annual workshops 
and other activities I organized (as the coordinator of FY writing) since then for the 
instructors of first-year writing, even though she teaches ENGL 1020 regularly.  Nor did 
Mercy Cannon, as a senior colleague then, ever ask me about my research or showed any 
interest in my scholarship or in finding out if I had sufficient time to pursue it the midst of 
my administrative responsibilities.  She became the chair of the department in July 2019, and 
met with me a couple of times to discuss the changes that she wanted to put in place in the 
first-year writing program and in my responsibilities.  She also asked me to consider going in 
the summer to the 4-day intense workshop for writing-program administrators.  I agreed to 
do so, not only because I thought it would be useful for me, but as respect for her initiative 
as the new chair to invest in my administrative training to improve the writing program.  It is 
clear from her negative recommendation for tenure that Dr. Mercy Cannon sent me to this 
training knowing fully well that in a less that 2 months she would not approve me for tenure 
for not meeting her expectations in Area 2. In fact, in her report (Chair’s Report, September 
2019) she dwells excessively on the point that I submitted my second article on the last day 
dossiers closed, rather than acknowledging that I succeeded in meeting the deadline for 
submitting the second article despite the rigorous 4-day workshop she urged me to attend in 
the summer and report on.  Indeed, had I not attended the workshop or worked hard to 
come up with a plan to rejuvenate the FY writing program a month before, I could have 
probably submitted my second article a few days earlier than on the day of the deadline. In 
fact, it is apparent from her report and the circumstances surrounding her takeover as the 
chair of the department that it wouldn’t have mattered whether I submitted my second 
article on time or not, or whether my published article represented the quality of my 
scholarship or not, she would not have recommended me for tenure, in any case.  For her to 
claim in her report that I was being warned consistently about publishing is a gross 
misrepresentation of fact and reality *(See my Response to Chair’s and Department’s 
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Reports, Oct. 2019). The truth of the matter is that in the last two years there has been a 
shift in the university discourse (for various reasons) towards not including student 
evaluation scores in the faculty RTP dossiers, or, at the very least, not giving them as much 
weightage. Combined with this purported shift is the undeniable improvement in the student 
evaluation scores of my first-year composition courses, which makes it difficult now for 
senior colleagues to question the effectiveness of my teaching.  Thus, the only other area of 
import about which my detractors (including the new chair, Mercy Cannon) could conjure 
doubt and skepticism, while questioning my ability and competence is that of research and 
scholarship. This is precisely what has happened in the case of my tenure bid, aided by the 
duplicity and malfeasance on the part of Dean Barry Jones.  Next, I will explain the 
circumstances of the publication of my first article and the confusion about the submission 
of the second one in detail. 
 
Departmental RTP Standards and Criteria on Research and Scholarship and their 
Unequal and Uneven Applications 
 The department RTP criteria calls for one “peer-reviewed” publication (online or in 
print) for tenure and promotion from assistant to associate professor. The word “reputable” 
is not included in the department Area 2 criteria, but the chair Mercy Cannon uses the 
university’s general RTP criteria and misapplies it to my published article. Indeed, in the past 
couple of years, there have been cursory discussions in meetings about the need to revise 
and update our department’s RTP standards and criteria to accommodate the constraints of 
academic publishing and also its rapid diversification. However, the revisions have not yet 
taken place. (See APPENDIX 1 for the email from the chair Cannon to the 
department, providing the tentative timeline of the revisions.).  It is also common 
knowledge in the department that the department RTP standards and criteria for Area 2 are 
not only ambiguous, but are also not always applied uniformly to all faculty members.  For 
instance, there is no parity in terms of “peer-reviewed” publications for Creative Writing 
faculty, who often start their publication trajectory with publishing chapbooks of poetry, 
which are not peer-reviewed the same way as articles in scholarly journals.  Also, books 
published by colleagues in non-university presses do not generally go through a peer-review 
process.  Similarly, there is a history of departmental subventions and paying money for 
publishing books and journals to foreign language faculty.  It is not entirely clear who checks 
the reputability of those journals in which they publish or if anyone ensures that those 
publishing presses are not vanity presses, or even if those publications are peer-reviewed. 
Furthermore, there are clear exceptions to the rule of peer-reviewed publications for tenure 
and promotion. There is a precedent in the department of a colleague getting tenure even 
though his publication – a book – came out just before he was hired at Austin Peay, and since 
his hiring there is no evidence of published research.  Furthermore, there are a few full 
professors in the department whose publications would not qualify as peer-reviewed and 
others whose CVs in the areas of research and scholarship are markedly deficient, if not non-
existent. Yet they teach graduate courses without going to academic conferences or doing 
research and publishing it. 
 
 The CoAL College Committee in its report (See College Committee Report, 
October 2019) charges me for not providing the evidence and examples of other colleagues 
having been granted tenure without any evidence of “peer-review” or “reputability” of the 
journals in which they published.  Was I expected to provide a list of names?  If so, I 
respectfully decline to provide the names of my departmental colleagues in this appeal.  The 
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onus of providing such evidence, i.e. naming names of colleagues, should not fall on a junior 
faculty member, particularly not in appeals to higher committees about her tenure case, and 
particularly not when the information can be easily accessed and verified by senior faculty 
and administration.  
 
FIRST ARTICLE: Peer-Reviewed or not?  & The Quality of the Scholarship vs. the 
Quality of the Journal 
 I published my article “Romancing the “Illegal” Immigrant” in the Journal of Literature 
and Arts Studies because it is an open access journal and I wanted to make my work available 
and accessible to a wider audience.  The broader dissemination of my work and its easy 
accessibility was particularly salient to me because I was examining the treatment of the 
tendentious topic of immigration in the popular genre of romance novel.  Therefore, I 
needed to break out of the confines of academic publishing that would have rendered my 
scholarship invisible and pointless to a narrow academic audience.  The fee I paid was for 
open access to my article in recognizable databases and indexes (such as Google Scholar), 
which is clear in an email from the publisher about the fee (See APPENDIX 2 for 
explanation from the publisher about the fee for publishing in the open access 
journal).  The College Committee report says that “I failed to deliver any record that 
proves” that the article was peer reviewed. This statement is false. I clearly pointed out to the 
College Committee in my response that the Notice of Acceptance by the publishers (See 
supplementary materials in E-Dossier 2018) indicates my article underwent “blind peer 
review,” so to the best of my knowledge, the article is peer-reviewed, and the letter from the 
publisher verifies that.  The confirmation email I received upon submission indicates that my 
article would be sent out to reviewers, and I went back and forth with the editor on the 
revisions I was asked to do (See APPENDIX 3 for emails with the editor regarding 
peer-reviews and revisions). Furthermore, there’s some evidence that my strategy in 
publishing the article in an open access journal and recognizable databases is proving to be 
successful. I have included an email to me from two scholars who found my article on a 
website and invite me to present my work at the academic conference on romance fiction 
next year (See APPENDIX 4). 
  
 As far as Cabell’s list is concerned, I clarified in my response to the College 
Committee that prior to last year’s RTP reports, I was not aware of Cabell’s list (apparently it 
remains behind paywall), nor is it specified in the current departmental criteria as a verifying 
measure of bona fide journals. However, the College Committee, following the chair’s cue, 
uses Cabell’s list unquestioningly, not taking into consideration that the list also has been the 
subject of controversy for many in academia, as it also does not have a clear-cut criterion for 
blacklisting specific journals.  Furthermore, if the Cabell’s list labels the journal as a 
predatory one, then I’m still the victim rather than an offender, as the Chair’s report 
(Cannon, September 2019) insinuates.  In any case, as I understand it, part of the 
complication in dealing with “predatory” publishing is due to the lack of clarity about the 
phenomenon and differentiating it from exploitation and downright deception. It is precisely 
due to this dilemma and the determination to salvage the validity and the credibility of my 
scholarship, not to mention all the discrepant RTP reports that I received as late as March 
2019 that I requested to meet with Dean Barry Jones to seek clarification about my next 
course of action. 
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SECOND ARTICLE: Discrepant RTP Reports and the Role of Dean Barry Jones 
 I trusted Dean Barry Jones.  As I pointed out to the provost in my response to 
College Committee report and dean’s negative recommendation, the department and the 
chair (Dr. David Guest then) both approved me for retention in 2017, but the College 
Committee that year produced a split vote. In order to understand the split vote of the 
College Committee, I met with Barry Jones, the then new interim dean of CoAL, who 
assured me that he had perused my dossier and found it to be perfectly fine. It was clear to 
him, he stated, that I met expectations in all three areas. He also told me that he was 
bewildered at the discussion he heard in the room among College Committee members, 
leading him to conclude it seemed “personal” and not an objective deliberation of my 
dossier.  He also remarked on the “toxicity” in my department and the lack of regular 
meetings that resulted in senior faculty not having any kind of investment in junior 
colleagues, which, according to him, was very likely what happened to me.  He then 
proceeded to reassure me of his approval of my retention in his letter to the provost, and 
indeed, to my utter relief, the letter from the provost’s office confirmed my retention for the 
5th year.  It is remarkable that in little over a year the very same dean, though now no longer 
“interim,” in an outright reversal of his earlier position and statements, misrepresents the 
facts of my case and rejects my bid for tenure. It is also noteworthy that my 5th year 
retention was approved at each level - the department, the chair, the College Committee, the 
dean and the provost.  It is mind-boggling that in less than a year - in just a few months full 
of hard work and fulfilled promises on my part - I am facing negative recommendations for 
tenure at each level. How can this about-face happen without a serious breach of trust by 
those who are supposed to support and nurture junior faculty and protect them from the 
abuse of those with authority and power? I explain this below.  
 
 There were discrepancies in last year’s (2018- 2019) Dean’s report and the two 
Department reports as to whether my second article should be submitted or published by 
the time I come up for tenure review in September 2019. “Publish” is used in the 
Department Minority and Dean’s reports, whereas the Department Recommendation and 
the College RTP committee mention “pursue another publication,” and “look to publish an 
article,” respectively (See Minority Report September 2019 for discrepancies).  I went to 
the CoAL Dean Barry Jones in the spring semester of 2019, just after I received the 
Department Committee reports (for 5th year review), seeking clarification about the 
disparities and ambiguities in them.  I asked him if I needed to submit my published article 
to further external peer review to validate the quality of my scholarship. The dean stated 
there was no need to get additional peer reviews, as the quality of my scholarship was not in 
question.  He also mentioned that he received emails from other department peers in my 
field who found scholarly merit in my article (See APPENDIX 5 for email from now 
retired Dr. Lynn Sims to Dean Jones about my published article).  However, since the 
quality of the journal was in dispute, he explained, I was being asked to pursue another 
publication. I accepted his reasoning and I also took this to be the end of the dispute about 
my published article. I then asked Dean Jones to clarify whether I needed to publish or 
submit the article by September 2019, pointing to the discrepancies in the reports.  I also 
indicated to him that it would be impossible for me to have another article published in less 
than 9 months when I come up for tenure. Dean Jones agreed with me that getting another 
article published would be near impossible in the few months until I came up for tenure.  He 
also maintained that he had asked for clarification from the Committees, and as long as I 
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showed “reasonable progress” towards publishing another article in a legitimate journal such 
as submission of another article by the time I come up for tenure review, I should have no 
concerns.  In order to allay the fear I still expressed, he then also pointed out that it was 
extremely rare for faculty to successfully pass the 5th year review and then to be denied 
tenure in the 6th, and he couldn’t think of any cases where that had happened.  The dean 
then proceeded to suggest that I should only bid for tenure in September 2019 and not seek 
promotion until my second article is published. On my part, I made doubly sure that the 
dean and I were on the same page on the matter of “submission” of another article.  I 
confirmed with him that uploading the submitted article in the dossier and the receipt of 
submission from the journal would be evidence of reasonable progress.  Unfortunately, I did 
not get this confirmation from Dean Jones in writing, largely because I had no reason to 
doubt his word.  I walked out of his office and proceeded to convey the dean’s 
recommendation to several of my colleagues in the department.  The evidence of my 
conversation with Barry Jones and his recommendations is in the email exchange I had with 
the then chair, Dr. David Guest, who was coming to the end of his term in office and had 
requested me to let him know of my decision about the tenure timeline and my bid for 
promotion (See APPENDIX 6 for the email exchange between David Guest and I). I 
did exactly what Dean Jones had asked me to do by submitting a second article, “Race in the 
Everyday Narratives of Indian Immigrants in the U.S.,” to another journal by the specified 
deadline and included the draft and the receipt of submission in the E-Dossier (See 
supplemental materials in dossier, September 2019).  
  
 Dean Jones has now backtracked on his words. He no longer recalls telling me that 
submission of another article would show reasonable progress.  Instead, he now maintains 
that it was publishing another article in a few months is what he remembers telling me, even 
though by his own earlier acknowledgment and department chair’s own admission, it was a 
tall order for me fulfill in a short time. I ask the Board to ponder what interest of mine 
would it serve for me to misrepresent the words and deeds of the college dean about my bid 
for tenure?  I reiterate that this volte-face by the dean has nothing to do with holding faculty 
to established standards and criteria, but using them in a self-serving way as pawns in 
departmental politics and power dynamics.  Moreover, it is the chair, the college and 
department RTP committees, the dean, and the provost who have shown a lack of good-
faith by not adhering, either in letter or in spirit, to the established departmental criteria to 
evaluate my dossier with the same yardstick that is used to grant tenure to my colleagues in 
the department. 
 
 In conclusion, I hope the Board will consider the evidence I present in this 
document and make an objective evaluation of my dossier according to the current 
department criteria for tenure.  I appeal to you to revoke the previous negative 
recommendations and endorse me for tenure. This would ensure that I am subject to the 
same benchmark that has been used until now to grant tenure to my colleagues and peers in 
the department, but also restore my faith in the institution’s ability and willingness to treat all 
faculty members fairly and without discrimination. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Neeta Bhasin 
November 18, 2019 
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NEETA	BHASIN	
Summary	of	Areas	I,	II,	and	III	

________________________________________________________________________	
Following	is	a	summary	of	my	activities	and	contributions	in	teaching,	scholarship,	and	service	at	
APSU.		
	
AREA	I:	Academic	Assignment	
My	duties	and	responsibilities	falling	under	Area	One	comprise	of	a)	Teaching	and	b)	
Coordinating	the	First-Year	Writing	Program.	As	first-year	writing	coordinator,	I	receive	one	
course	release.	I	taught	ENGL	1010E,	ENGL	2030,	and	LING	4070	from	fall	2015	-	fall	2016.	The	
last	report	of	the	department	review	committee	noted	the	discrepancy	between	the	
unfavorable	evaluations	by	students	and	the	approving	peer	reviews	of	my	teaching.		I	have	
improved	numerical	ratings	in	student	evaluations	of	my	teaching.	1010E	was	my	main	target	
for	improvement.	The	favorable	outcome	in	my	teaching	evaluations	is	due	to	the	pedagogical	
strategies	I	adopted.	I	purposefully	decided	to	use	a	two-pronged	strategy;	1)	to	raise	the	critical	
reading,	writing,	and	thinking	skills	and	2)	to	instill	in	them	the	learning	strategies	to	transition	
effectively	from	a	high	school	setting	to	a	university	one.		ENGL	2030	provides	an	overview	of	
world	literature	that	includes	works	from	different	time	periods.	The	three	peer	reviewers	found	
the	high	levels	of	participation	and	engagement	of	students	in	my	classroom	praiseworthy.	By	
active	design	and	hard	work	I	elicit	interest	and	participation	from	my	students.	LING	4070	
examines	the	relationship	among	language,	culture,	and	identity,	and	explores	language	within	a	
social,	cultural,	and	political	matrix	of	relations.		This	linguistics	seminar	only	had	6	students.	The	
course	was	moderately	successful.		Parts	of	the	course	generated	interest	and	enthusiasm,	but	I	
also	encountered	major	challenges	in	eliciting	substantive	and	meaningful	response	from	a	few	
students.		I	am	looking	forward	to	developing	new	pedagogical	strategies	that	will	help	me	
become	a	better	teacher.		As	coordinator	of	First-Year	writing,	I	organized	workshops	for	
instructors,	implemented	peer	evaluations	of	adjunct	faculty,	coordinated	TBR	critical	
competencies	assessment,	created	First-Year	Writing	Sandbox	to	allow	faculty	to	easily	store,	
access,	and	retrieve	materials	related	to	First-Year	Writing.	Also	initiated	more	informal	forums	
of	“Coffee	and	Conversations”	for	writing	instructors,	and	along	with	the	First-Year	Writing	
Committee,	undertook	review	and	revision	of	writing	assignments	of	first-year	composition	
courses.	
	
AREA	II:		Scholarly	and	Creative	Achievements	
I	presented	a	paper	entitled	“Ethos	and	Identity	in	Immigrant	Narratives”	at	the	SCMLA	in	fall	
2015	in	Nashville,	Tennessee.	I	also	presented	a	paper	entitled	"Nation,	Ethnicity,	and	Race	
in	Everyday	Narratives	of	Indian	Immigrants"	at	the	NeMLA	in	Hartford,	Connecticut	in	spring	
2016.	I’m	working	on	publishing	these	papers.		
	
AREA	III:		Professional	Contributions	and	Activities	
I	worked	on	designing	a	Linguistics	Concentration	in	the	department	and	developed	new	course	
offerings	for	it.	I	helped	organize	the	Asanbe	Diversity	Symposium	in	fall	2015.	I	introduced	a	
film	at	the	2016	APSU	World	Film	Festival,	and	judged	the	2016	CEMC	short	story	writing	
contest.		I	presented	at	the	“Speak	Up,	Speak	Out”	Racial	Equality	Summit,	and	also	joined	the	
ongoing	internationalization	efforts	at	APSU.		I’m	working	to	recruit	students	for	the	Spain	
Summer	Study	Abroad	Program	in	2017	where	I’m	scheduled	to	serve	as	a	coordinator.	
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NEETA	BHASIN	
Summary	of	Areas	I,	II,	and	III	

________________________________________________________________________	
Following	is	a	summary	of	my	activities	and	contributions	in	teaching,	scholarship,	and	service	at	
APSU.		
AREA	I:	Academic	Assignment	
My	responsibilities	falling	under	Area	1	comprise	of	a)	Teaching	and	b)	Coordinating	the	First-
Year	Writing	Program.	As	first-year	writing	coordinator,	I	receive	one	course	release.	I	taught	
ENGL	1010E,	ENGL	2030,	and	LING	4600/506F	from	spring	2017	-	fall	2017.	1010E	remains	my	
main	target	for	improvement.	It	is	hard	to	glean	any	insights	about	of	my	teaching	from	the	
student	evaluations	last	semester	due	to	insufficient	data.	Very	few	students	did	the	
evaluations.	I	still	worked	on	lesson	plans	with	the	SLAs,	and	required	of	my	students	rigorous	
in-class	group	work,	peer	reviews,	and	mandatory	conferences	with	me.	In	the	fall,	ENGL	2030	
had	significantly	high	number	of	disciplinary	and	classroom	misconduct	problems.	The	frequent	
disruptions	by	a	group	of	students	vitiated	the	classroom	environment,	even	though	things	
became	less	turbulent	later	in	the	term.		However,	the	two	peer	reviewers	found	high	levels	of	
participation	and	engagement	of	students	in	my	class.	In	LING	4600/506F:	Discourse	Analysis,	
we	set	out	to	answer	a	variety	of	questions	about	language,	about	writers	and	speakers,	and	
about	sociocultural	processes	that	surround	discourse.	Students	learned	to	pay	close	and	
systematic	attention	to	oral,	written,	or	visual	texts	and	their	contexts.	This	seminar	had	6	
students	and	only	2	out	of	them	were	graduate	students.		The	course	was	successful	and	it	
generated	interest	and	enthusiasm	among	students.	In	spring	2018,	I	will	teach	the	new	service-
learning	course	I	developed.	I	earned	a	QEP	(Quality	Enhancement	Plan)	grant	of	$5000	for	the	
course.	It	will	explore	the	complexity	of	immigration	to	the	history	of	the	U.S.	The	service-
learning	component	of	the	course	will	impart	to	students	how	to	inform	practice	by	reflecting	
upon	scholarly	work	and	how	to	hone	scholarly	inquiry	as	a	result	of	community	engagement.	
The	grant	will	support	co-curricular	events,	including	a	film	series	and	a	weekend	trip	to	Atlanta	
and	Clarkston,	GA	to	visit	immigrant	communities.	As	coordinator	of	First-Year	writing,	I	
organized	workshops	and	forums	for	professional	development	of	instructors,	implemented	
peer	evaluations	of	adjunct	faculty,	coordinated	critical	competencies	assessment,	helped	to	
create	new	guidelines	for	1010	assignments,	and	contributed	to	the	departmental	self-study	
report.		
	
AREA	II:		Scholarly	and	Creative	Achievements	
I	co-presented	a	paper	with	Dr.	Eichhorn	at	the	NWSA	annual	conference	in	Baltimore,	Maryland	
in	spring	2017.		“Building	Solidarities	Across	Cultures:	Examining	Sexual	Assault	Frameworks	in	
“India’s	daughter”	and	“Audrie	and	Daisy”	foregrounds	multiple	perspectives	in	two	different	
cultural	contexts,	India	and	the	U.S.,	to	address	the	transnational	dynamics	of	sexual	assault	and	
the	legal	and	social-political	aftermath	for	survivors,	perpetrators,	bystanders,	social	media	
commenters,	and	professionals.	We	intend	to	revise	the	paper	and	submit	it	for	publication.	
	
AREA	III:		Professional	Contributions	and	Activities	
I	collaborated	with	the	Center	of	Service-Learning	to	design	a	course	on	immigrant	experiences.		
I	attended	QEP	grant	workshops	and	secured	a	competitive	QEP	faculty	grant	of	$5000	for	the	
service-learning	course.	I	presented	in	the	classes	of	Drs.	Jill	Eichhorn	and	Jill	Franks	and	served	
as	a	member	of	The	Peay	Read	committee.		I	also	did	a	reading	in	Sanskrit	at	the	Medieval	
Language	and	Literature	event.	

















































NEETA BHASIN 
Summary of Areas I, II, and III 

________________________________________________________________________ 
In the fall of 2014, my first semester at Austin Peay State University, I have been active 
in teaching, scholarship, and service.  Following is a summary of my activities and 
contributions: 
AREA I: Academic Assignment 
During the fall semester of 2014, I taught two sections of ENGL 1010 (English 
Composition 1) and two sections of ENGL 1020 (English Composition 2).  In both, I 
aimed at introducing students to practices of critical reading and the conventions of 
written academic discourse.  Students in these writing intensive courses learned to how to 
use rhetorical strategies to persuade readers of the validity of their own perspectives.  In-
class activities in both courses included readings, discussions, peer workshops, and short 
presentations by students.  All major writing assignments required drafts before the final 
submission.  Prior to all major writing assignments, students were provided with 
handouts with guidelines and instructions.  These pedagogical practices were undertaken 
so that students could learn to be reflective and strategic with their own composing 
processes, particularly with planning, writing, diagnosing problems within their own 
work and finally with revising their own texts.  I also proposed a two-week course on 
Black British literature for the Cooperative Center for Study Abroad (CCSA), which has 
been approved for the winter session of 2015-2016.  Finally, I started working with 
Professor Lynn Sims to design a course on world Englishes, and together with Professor 
Katherine Honea, I proposed a course in Linguistics as a comprehensive introduction to 
the study of language and social identities. 
  
AREA II:  Scholarly and Creative Achievements 
My scholarly and creative work explores the role of language in the construction and 
elaboration of identity. Specifically, my scholarly focus is on immigrant and migrant 
communities, and my rhetorical approach investigates the communicative strategies and 
resources people use to construct, negotiate, and legitimize identities.  I am currently 
working on collating my dissertation thesis as a manuscript form for a monograph.  I am 
also revising two papers for publication.  One paper examines the overlap of ethos and 
identity in immigrant narratives and the other puts forth a new theoretical and 
methodological framework for studying identity.  Furthermore, my proposal for a paper 
entitled, “The Beautiful, the Exotic, and the Undocumented: Romancing the ‘Illegal’ 
Immigrant” has been accepted for presentation at the Tennessee Philological Association 
(TPA) Conference in Henderson, Tennessee in February 2015. 
 
AREA III:  Professional Contributions and Activities 
I prepared and planned to assume my responsibilities in 2015 as the coordinator of the 
First Year Writing Program and as a team member of the Freshman English Committee.  
I volunteered at the fall AP Day, advertising the Department of Languages and Literature. 
I also volunteered for International Night 2014; participated in a forum organized by the 
Internationalization Task force on internationalizing APSU; and completed the fall new 
faculty orientation meetings.  



NEETA BHASIN 
Summary of Areas I, II, and III 

________________________________________________________________________ 
In the spring of 2014, my second semester at Austin Peay State University, I have been active in 
teaching, scholarship, and service.  Following is a summary of my activities and contributions: 
 
AREA I: Academic Assignment 
During the spring semester of 2015, I taught two sections of ENGL 1020 (English Composition 
2) and one section of ENGL 1010E (English Composition 1- Enhanced). I also taught ENGL 
1010 in summer session I.  Since I get reassigned time, I only teach three courses a semester.  I 
began teaching the 1010E course in the spring with considerable trepidation.  I had never taught 
developmental English before.  I was determined to revise and refine my teaching and 
communicative practices.  These modifications were vitally important to undertake, primarily 
because I was going to teach students who, for various reasons, were underprepared for college-
level writing.  As my student evaluations of 1010E indicate, the course was successful and well 
received by the majority of students. I attribute this favorable outcome to a variety of pedagogical 
and communicative strategies that I adopted for the enhanced course.  Long periods of university 
closure due to inclement weather in the spring adversely affected my ENGL 1020 classes.  The 
two 1020 courses never did regain their equilibrium in the second half of the semester. ENGL 
1010 course that I offered in the summer was a compressed yet accelerated version of the regular 
ENGL 1010 course.  Students who took ENGL 1010 in the summer seemed to enjoy it much 
more than students who took my classes in fall 2014. I had proposed a new course in Linguistics 
last fall that was accepted this spring.  The course LING 4070: Language, Culture, and Identity 
aims to introduce students to a variety of sociolinguistic concepts that are useful in studying 
language and identities, particularly gendered identities.  LING 4070 is cross-listed with the 
Women’s and Gender Studies program. I expect to teach this course in the near future.    
 
AREA II:  Scholarly and Creative Achievements 
My scholarly and creative work explores the role of language in the construction and elaboration 
of identity. On February 27 of this year, I presented a paper entitled, “The Beautiful, the Exotic, 
and the Undocumented: Romancing the ‘Illegal’ Immigrant” at the Tennessee Philological 
Association (TPA) Conference in Freed-Hardeman University in Henderson, Tennessee. 
Furthermore, my proposal for a paper entitled, “Ethos and Identity in Immigrant Narratives” has 
been accepted for presentation at the annual conference of South Central Modern Languages 
Association.  I will present the paper at the conference in Nashville, Tennessee on November 2, 
2015. 
 
AREA III:  Professional Contributions and Activities 
I assumed my responsibilities as the coordinator of the First Year Writing Program and as a 
member of the Freshman English Committee in the spring of 2015.  I organized the first 
workshop of the academic year for the instructors of first year English courses. I supervised the 
TBR critical competencies assessment for ENGL 1020.  To strengthen my professional 
development, I attended the Co-Requisite Writing and Reading Academy organized by the 
Tennessee Board of Regents.  I led a Govs Trail to Success on “Thriving in the Global Village.” I 
served as a reader for the MLK Day of Service essay contest and I participated in the Medieval 
Language Event.  I visited Professor Jill Eichhorn’s The Vagina Monologues class for a 
discussion on sexuality and intersectionality.  I performed a dramatic reading of Eve Ensler’s The 
Vagina Monologues.  I volunteered for packing food for Feed My Starving Children (FMSC) on 
MLK Jr. Day of Service.   
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NEETA BHASIN 
Summary of Areas I, II, and III 

________________________________________________________________________ 
Following is a summary of my activities and contributions in teaching, scholarship, and service at 
APSU.  
AREA I: Academic Assignment 
My responsibilities falling under Area 1 comprise of a) Teaching, b) Coordinating the First-Year 
Writing Program, and c) Advising. As first-year writing coordinator, I receive one course release. 
I taught 2 sections of ENGL 2330 and ENGL 4600 in spring 2018 and three core courses - two 
ENGL 1010s and one 1010E in the fall. ENGL 1010E & 1010: As per the recommendation of the 
RTP committee, I improved the numerical scores of my Composition 1 courses. 1010E had the 
highest general evaluation score (of 5.13) and the other 2 1010 courses also scored above 3. 
This improvement is due to the changes I made in my teaching practices. Rigorous in-class group 
work and peer collaborations helped with students’ writing assignments. I also stressed the 
need for meeting with instructors for extra help. In the enhanced section of 1010 diligent group 
and peer work helped students to learn and write better.  In 1010E, I also worked closely on 
lesson plans with the SLA assigned to my section. Both peer reviewers found my classroom 
teaching in 1010 to be structured and effective, and positively remark on the high levels of 
student participation. I have included reflection papers from my 1010 and 1010E courses in the 
dossier. More than student course evaluation numbers, these reflections demonstrate what 
students learned and the evidence of that learning in the assignments included in the final 
portfolio. Most students also show a more realistic and honest assessment of their own labor, 
learning, and challenges. ENGL 4600 (SL): I got the QEP Keys to the World grant of $5000 to 
develop the course. This course explored the centrality of immigration to the history of the US 
and sought to deepen awareness of the varied origins of immigrants in this country.  The 
service-learning component of the course imparted to students how to inform their practice by 
reflecting upon scholarly work and how to hone their scholarly inquiry as a result of their 
community engagement. Students worked with community partners, organized a film series on 
immigration, and went on a trip to Atlanta. ENGL 2330: In spring 2018, both sections of ENGL 
2330 went well. My average student evaluation scores for ENGL 2330 are above 4. Advising: I 
served as the academic advisor of six students and helped them to determine what courses they 
need to graduate. As Coordinator of First-Year writing, I organized a successful workshop in the 
fall for professional development of instructors, implemented peer evaluations of adjunct 
faculty, helped to create new guidelines for 1010 assignments. 
 
AREA II:  Scholarly and Creative Achievements 
My paper “Romancing the “Illegal” Immigrant” was published in the October 2018 issue of JLAS. 
I participated in a symposium on Discourse Analysis and gave a talk at the CoAL Faculty Lecture 
Series on race and ethnicity in the everyday narratives of Indian Immigrants. 
 
AREA III:  Professional Contributions and Activities 
I attended QEP grant workshops and secured a competitive (GLO) faculty grant of $7500 for a 
course on immigrant literature with a study abroad component. I presented in the classes of 
Profs. Jill Eichhorn and David Major. I also did a reading in Sanskrit at the Medieval Language 
and Literature event. I serve as faculty-at-large on the search committee for the Dean of CoAL.  I 
also serve on a departmental search committee and I’m a member of the World Literature, 
Library, and Bulletins committees as well. 



BHASIN Summary of Area Narratives  1 

NEETA	BHASIN	
Summary	of	Areas	I,	II,	and	III	

(Fall	2014	–	Spring	2019)	
________________________________________________________________________	
AREA	I:	Academic	Assignment	
	
My	responsibilities	falling	under	Area	1	are	a)	Teaching,	b)	Coordinating	the	First-Year	Writing	
Program,	and	c)	Advising.	As	first-year	writing	coordinator,	I	receive	one	course	release.		
	
Teaching	
My	teaching	assignments	in	the	past	5	years	have	included	all	of	the	English	core	courses	(ENGL	
1010:	Composition	1,	ENGL	1010E:	Enhanced	Composition	1,	ENGL	1020:	Composition	2,	and	
ENGL	2030/2330:	Topics	in	World	Literature).		I	have	also	taught	upper	division	undergraduate	
courses	in	my	areas	of	specialization	of	sociolinguistics	and	immigrant	narratives	(LING	4070:	
Language,	Culture,	and	Identity,	LING	4600/506F:	Discourse	Analysis,	and	ENGL	4600	SL:	
Exploring	Immigrant	Experiences	&	Narratives).		Two	of	the	upper	division	courses	I	taught	were	
electives	in	the	linguistics	concentration	(LING	4600/506F	was	open	to	both	undergraduates	and	
graduates	in	Linguistics)	and	the	ENGL	4600	was	a	“Special	Topics”	Service-Learning	course.		
	
I)	First-Year	Writing	Courses	(ENGL	1010	E,	ENGL	1010,	and	ENGL	1020)	
First-Year	writing	courses,	particularly	ENGL	1010	and	ENGL	1010E,	have	always	been	the	focus	
of	my	efforts	to	better	my	teaching.	When	RTP	committee	expressed	its	concern	regarding	my	
low	student	evaluation	scores,	I	acted	upon	its	recommendations	and	modified	my	pedagogical	
practices	to	improve	my	teaching	performance	in	the	general	education	core	courses.		In	the	fall	
of	2018,	I	received	my	highest	general	teaching	evaluation	scores	of	5.13	in	ENGL	1010E,	and	in	
the	spring	of	2019,	my	general	student	evaluation	score	in	ENGL	1010	was	5.11.	All	peer	
reviewers	found	my	classroom	teaching	of	Composition	1	to	be	structured,	motivating,	goal-
oriented,	and	effective.	I	taught	ENGL	1020	for	four	semesters,	from	Fall	2014	to	Spring	2016.		
My	average	student	evaluation	ratings	for	ENGL	1020	ranged	from	3.3	to	4.3.		
2)	ENGL	2330	(formerly,	2030):	Traditions	in	World	Literature	
I	have	taught	ENGL	2330	on	a	regular	basis	since	2016.		This	course	provides	an	overview	of	
world	literature,	and	students	in	my	course	get	introduced	to	Middle	Eastern,	European,	Latin	
American,	and	African	literary	traditions	in	comparative	perspective.	My	average	student	
evaluation	scores	for	ENGL	2330	have	been	typically	above	4.	
3)	LING	4070:	Language,	Culture,	and	Identity	
LING	4070	introduced	students	to	a	variety	of	sociolinguistic	concepts	that	are	useful	in	studying	
language	and	identities,	particularly	gendered	identities.	The	average	student	rating	I	received	
for	this	course	was	4.5.	
4)	LING	4600/506F:	Discourse	Analysis	
Students	in	this	course	learned	to	pay	close	and	systematic	attention	to	particular	texts	(oral,	
written,	or	visual)	and	their	contexts.	They	also	read	analyses	by	others	and	practiced	analyses	
of	their	own,	using	as	data	texts	such	as	billboards,	websites,	text	messages,	novels,	movie	
scripts,	political	speeches,	and	lectures.		
5)	ENGL	4600:	Exploring	Immigrant	Experiences	and	Narratives		(Service-Learning)	
This	course	explored	the	centrality	of	immigration	to	the	history	of	the	U.S.	Students	in	this	
course	worked	with	the	community	partner	organization,	Tennessee	Immigrant	and	Refugee	
Rights	Coalition	(TIRRC)	based	in	Nashville.	They	also	organized	a	“Crossing	Borders”	film	series	
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and	also	went	on	a	weekend	trip	to	Atlanta,	Georgia	to	visit	immigrant	communities	and	
entrepreneurial	initiatives	of	refugees,	and	the	Center	for	Civil	and	Human	Rights.		
	
Advising	
I	have	served	as	the	academic	advisor	to	ten	students	since	2016.			
	
Coordinating	First-Year	Writing	Program	
As	the	coordinator,	my	primary	task	is	to	manage	and	systematize	all	aspects	of	the	
department's	first-year	composition	program.	I	also	chair	the	First-Year	Writing	Committee.	I	
organized	professional	development	Workshops	for	Instructors	of	First-Year	Writing	Courses;	
implemented	Peer	Evaluations	of	Adjunct	and	Temporary	Faculty;	reviewed	assignments	for	
first-year	writing	courses;	and	enriched	the	sandbox	for	first-year	writing	resources.	In	2019,	I	
hope	to	undertake	a	major	redesign	of	the	key	components	of	the	First-Year	Writing	Program,	
such	as	assessment,	professional	development,	and	student	learning	outcomes.	
	
AREA	II:		Scholarly	and	Creative	Achievements	
	
In	2018,	after	a	blind	peer	review	process,	my	paper	“Romancing	the	Illegal	Immigrant”	was	
published	in	the	October	issue	of	Journal	of	Literature	and	Art	Studies,	USA.	JLAS	is	a	monthly	
professional	academic	journal,	covering	research	topics	such	as	literature,	art	studies,	aesthetics,	
feminism,	and	narratology,	and	is	published	monthly	in	print	and	online.	In	September	2019,	I	
submitted	my	paper	“Race	in	the	Everyday	Narratives	of	Indian	Immigrants	in	the	U.S”	to	the	
journal	of	Ethnic	and	Racial	Studies	(ERS)	for	publication.	Ethnic	and	Racial	Studies	is	a	peer-
reviewed	online	and	print	journal	by	Taylor	and	Francis	Online.	I	participated	in	a	symposium	on	
Discourse	Analysis	at	Carnegie	Mellon	University	in	Pittsburgh,	and	gave	a	talk	at	the	CoAL	
Faculty	Lecture	Series	on	race	and	ethnicity	in	the	everyday	narratives	of	Indian	Immigrants.	I	
presented	papers	at	NWSA	(2017),	NeMLA	(2016),	SCMLA	(2015),	and	TPA	(2015)	conferences.	
	
AREA	III:		Professional	Contributions	and	Activities	
	
In	service	to	campus	and	department,	I	volunteered	for	AP	day;	participated	in	internationalizing	
efforts;	served	on	the	Peay	Read	committee;	presented	on	race,	medieval	languages	and	foreign	
films;	visited	classes	of	departmental	colleagues	to	discuss	my	areas	of	specialization;	and	
judged	an	essay	writing	contest	for	MLK	day.	I	also	served	on	various	department	committees,	
including	one	search	committee.		I	also	served	as	faculty-at-large	on	the	search	committee	for	
the	Dean	of	CoAL	from	fall	2018	to	spring	2019.	I	attended	QEP	grant	workshops	and	secured	
competitive	faculty	grants	of	$5000	&	$7500	to	develop	courses	on	immigrant	literature	and	
immigrant	experiences.	I	also	participated	in	a	workshop	for	writing	program	administrators,	
organized	by	the	Council	for	Writing	Program	Administrators	(CWPA).	In	service	to	discipline,	I	
began	serving	as	a	reviewer	in	spring	2019	for	the	journal	Transformations:	A	Journal	of	Inclusive	
Scholarship	and	Pedagogy,	published	by	Penn	State	University	Press.	
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