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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 

 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,  

 

                                 Plaintiff,  

 

RACHEL TUDOR,  

 

                                Plaintiff-Intervenor,  

v. 

 

SOUTHEASTERN OKLAHOMA STATE 

UNIVERSITY, and  

 

THE REGIONAL UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 

OF OKLAHOMA,  

 

                                 Defendants. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Case No. 15-cv-324-C 

 

DEFENDANTS SOUTHEASTERN  

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY AND THE REGIONAL  

UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF OKLAHOMA’S RESPONSE  

IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR REINSTATEMENT 

 

 Defendants, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, (“SEOSU”), and The 

Regional University System of Oklahoma (“RUSO”), (collectively “University Defendants” 

or “the State”), and pursuant to the Court’s Minute Entry of November 20, 2017, [Doc. 256], 

submit the following Response Brief in Opposition to Dr. Tudor’s Motion for Reinstatement 

[Doc. 268] asking this Court for an order reinstating Plaintiff and awarding her tenure.  

INTRODUCTION 

 A working relationship is a lot like a marriage, and if both parties are not 

enthusiastic about it and eager for it to succeed, then it will not. A forced marriage is no 

marriage at all; it is a condition of servitude. Dr. Tudor asks this Court to force the State 

of Oklahoma into a condition of servitude to a dysfunctional and fundamentally broken 
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relationship. There is a reason that our nation’s justice system has evolved to reduce 

disputes and their solutions to monetary payments.  

The Court is now the finder of fact with respect to equitable relief. In determining 

whether reinstatement and/or tenure is an appropriate remedy, the Court conducts a fact-

specific inquiry taking into account not only the jury verdict, but also the jury instructions 

and the evidence presented by the parties. If the Court finds any evidence that the 

termination was motivated by something other than discrimination, reinstatement is not 

an appropriate remedy. 42 U.S.C.A. §2000e-5(g)(2)(A). This inquiry should be conducted 

with deference given to academic or business decisions of the institution. Traditionally, 

federal courts have been wary of interfering with academic tenure decisions. Courts do not 

sit as super-tenure committees and may not readily substitute their judgment for that of a 

university.  

Defendants ask this Court to deny Dr. Tudor’s requests for (a) reinstatement and (b) 

tenure. Reinstatement is neither reasonably feasible, nor is it desired. 

ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITY 

PROPOSITION I: OPINIONS OF TUDOR’S QUALITY AS A PROFESSOR 

 As the Court is already well aware, the jury in this case awarded damages well in 

excess of the statutory cap and reasonableness. This is not evidence warranting 

reinstatement. Nor is the self-serving testimony of Tudor or the impassioned pleas of her 

“close friend,” Dr. Cotter-Lynch. While Tudor and her counsel put on a case of transgender 

discrimination, the jury was hoodwinked into disregarding the settled law that while Title 

VII may protect against instances of gender stereotyping and conformity (or non-
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conformity) with gender stereotypes, Title VII does not protect against discrimination 

based per se on someone’s status as transgender. Dr. Tudor mistakenly or intentionally 

disregards the evidence presented against her proposed return to campus. Dr. Tudor also 

asked this Court and jury to wholly disregard (or remain wholly ignorant of) her poor work 

performance after leaving Southeastern. Whether or not Dr. Cotter-Lynch, Dr. Tudor, or 

even Dr. Tudor’s expert believe Dr. Tudor was a good teacher or scholar nearly a decade 

ago, in 2009-2010, is not the issue now. The issue today is whether or not Dr. Tudor would 

be good for the students, the department, and the university presently, and in years to 

come. The evidence shows that she would not. 

 A. Dr. Randy Prus: Tenure Committee Member, Department Chair 

 The Court heard Dr. Prus’ testimony for itself. Dr. Randy Prus is currently the Chair 

of Southeastern Oklahoma State University’s department of English, Humanities, and 

Languages, (“EHL”), the department to which Dr. Tudor wishes reinstatement and tenure. 

Dr. Prus testified in open court that in 2009-10 he voted against granting Dr. Tudor tenure, 

and was the lone dissenter on that committee. (Trial Transcript Vol. 3, p. 465, ln. 13-18, 

attached as Exhibit 1). Dr. Prus testified that Dr. Tudor’s portfolio in 2009-10 demonstrated 

a failure to properly address her audience in writing, something at which one would expect 

an English professor to do better. As Dr. Prus put it, Dr. Tudor’s cover letter “lacked 

professional competence,” missed its intended audience, and simply “didn’t make sense.” 

(Id. at p. 465, ln. 21 – p. 466, ln. 3). Dr. Prus criticized Dr. Tudor’s lack of engagement and 

energy as a teacher. (Id. at p. 466, ln. 2-4). Dr. Prus testified that Dr. Tudor’s inclusion of 

a personal journal as a form of publication was not an appropriate publication for a tenure 
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portfolio to include. (Id. at pp. 472, ln. 24 - p. 473, ln. 4). Dr. Prus testified that Dr. Tudor’s 

portfolio references to non-tenured faculty and staff was not appropriate in seeking tenure 

for herself. (Id. at p. 473, ln. 13-16).  

 As the current Chair of the department, Dr. Prus testified about the logistics and 

benefits of Dr. Tudor’s departure from (or possible return to) the EHL department. For 

example, Dr. Prus testified in court that no one in particular took over duties that would 

have been filled by Dr. Tudor had she received tenure and promotion. (Id. at p. 480, ln. 3-

6). Regarding possible reinstatement of Dr. Tudor, Dr. Prus testified as follows: 

Q.: As the current chair of the English, Humanities, and Languages 

department at Southeastern, do you think it would be a good thing for 

that department if Dr. Tudor came back to work there now? 

Prus: No. 

Q.: Do you think it would be a good thing for those students if Dr. Tudor 

came back to work now? 

Prus.  No. 

Q.: Do you think it would be a good thing for the university if Dr. Tudor 

came back to work there now. 

Prus: No. 

 

Dr. Tudor argues in her brief on reinstatement and tenure [Doc. 268] that there 

would be no opposition to her return to work at Southeastern’s EHL department, relying 

primarily on the endorsement of her “close friend,” Dr. Cotter-Lynch, for this proposition. 

“To [Cotter-Lynch’s] knowledge, no one in the English Department opposed Tudor’s return 

to Southeastern.” [Doc. 268, p. 3]. However, as noted above, Department Chair Dr. Prus, 

specifically objects to Dr. Tudor’s return as it would not be good for the department, the 

students, or the university. Further, when questioned by Dr. Tudor’s counsel, Dr. Prus 
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testified on the issue of whether anyone in the Department opposes Tudor’s return, as 

follows: 

Q.: Do you think other faculty in the English department would welcome 

Dr. Tudor back at Southeastern? 

Prus: I – we didn’t discuss it formally as a department, but informally, I spoke 

with my colleagues, and it might be split at best, you know. There are a 

few – there are those who would object to it for a variety of reasons. 

 

(Ex. 1 at p. 483, ln. 11-20).  

 

 Perhaps most tellingly, and most germane to the question of tenure, was Dr. Prus’ 

testimony about the promise of what future work Dr. Tudor demonstrated (or failed to 

demonstrate). Dr. Prus testified as follows:  

Prus:  As I think I might have mentioned . . . tenure for me is not just a reward 

but a promise of what further work one is going to do in a field, and I 

didn’t see that promise. 

Q.: And by that you mean a promise from the candidate demonstrating 

potential? 

Prus:  Yeah. 

 

(Id. at p. 474, ln. 8-14).  

 

 Dr. Tudor simply did not demonstrate potential for future contributions and success 

in a way that merited tenure.  

 Finally, Dr. Prus seems to be, perhaps, the one professional academic involved in 

this litigation whom everyone regards highly. For example, Dr. Tudor herself testified 

under oath and in open court that she trusts Randy Prus’ judgment and that he is a truthful 

person. (Trial Transcript, Vol. 1, p. 90, ln. 2-5, attached as Exhibit 2). Dr. Tudor’s most 

ardent advocate and close personal friend, Dr. Meg Cotter-Lynch, testified before the Court 

that she respects Dr. Randy Prus, and that she trusts him. (Trial Transcript, Vol. 2, p. 361, 
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ln. 7-10, attached as Exhibit 3). Former-Dean, Dr. Lucretia Scoufus, testified in open court 

that Dr. Prus is “an outstanding department chair.” (Trial Transcript, Vol. 4, p. 631, ln. 18-

20, attached as Exhibit 4). Finally, Dr. Tudor’s lead counsel, himself, Mr. Ezra Young, 

represented in his closing remarks to that jury that, “Dr. Randy Prus [] is a bit of a 

curmudgeon, but he’s an honest curmudgeon.” (Trial Transcript Vol. 5, p. 835, ln. 12-13, 

attached as Exhibit 5). Keep in mind that Dr. Prus’ honest and sworn testimony as a 

professional academic, as someone who reviewed Dr. Tudor’s actual 2009-10 portfolio and 

found it lacking, and as the current Chair of the EHL department, is that Dr. Tudor should 

not come back to work at Southeastern; that it would not be good for the students, the EHL 

department, or the university. No one else in this litigation has the benefit of the insights 

held by Dr. Prus. Trust Dr. Randy Prus’ professional judgment.   

 B. Dr. Tudor’s Work Subsequent to Leaving Southeastern  

 Throughout this litigation, Dr. Tudor and counsel on her behalf have treated the 

concept of tenure as an entitlement, something which Dr. Tudor was owed by virtue of the 

fact that she worked at Southeastern for seven years, regardless of the merit and promise 

she failed to demonstrate. However, Dr. Tudor’s work performance and professional 

productivity show that Dr. Prus was right about Dr. Tudor in his 2009-10 evaluation of her. 

To be blunt, Dr. Tudor’s work performance since leaving Southeastern’s employ has been 

demonstrably poor in the areas that matter for a professional educator and someone who 

claims an entitlement to tenure in the higher education setting.  
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 1. Collin College   

  The jury did not get to hear about Collin College. But Dr. Tudor’s performance at 

Collin College is directly relevant to whether or not she deserves reinstatement or tenure 

at Southeastern today. At the end of the spring semester of academic year 2010-11, Dr. 

Tudor separated from Southeastern Oklahoma State University due to her inability to 

merit tenure there. In the summer of 2012, Dr. Tudor signed a contract to begin teaching 

at Collin County Community College in the State of Texas. (See Excerpts from Tudor’s 

Personnel File from Collin College at CC 5, attached as Exhibit 6). Dr. Tudor was paid a 

salary of $51,184 that year. (Id. at CC 13). Dr. Tudor then benefitted from general raises 

to $52,720 (2012-13) (id. at CC 16); then to $54,829 (2013-2014) (Id. at CC 19); and then to 

$58,022 (2014-2015) (Id. at CC 25).  

 However, despite benefitting from the general raises in her salary, Dr. Tudor 

ultimately demonstrated that she was not meeting the needs of the students and the 

College, and her contract there was not renewed. For example, during her “Faculty 

Performance Appraisal 2014-2015" at Collin College, dated 1/11/16, Dr. Tudor’s then-dean, 

Dr. Donald Weasenforth, wrote the following: 

In the Fall 2014 and Spring 2015 student evaluations, a notable number of 

students in Professor Tudor’s dual credit classes and in one College campus-

based class report that Professor Tudor’s instruction is not as clear as it 

should be and that her classroom management is lacking. 

 

(See Collin College Faculty Performance Appraisal 2014-2015, CC 299 – 307 at 301, 

attached as Exhibit 7). (Emphasis added) 

In the same annual review, Dean Weasenforth described Dr. Tudor’s service to Collin 

College as, “adequate, albeit not outstanding.” Id. at 303. Dean Weassenforth went on to 
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give Dr. Tudor an “Overall Evaluation” score of “Improvement Needed.” (Id. at CC 307). 

Finally, Dean Weasenforth’s “Recommendation to the Council on Excellence” was as 

follows:  

I  do  X do not recommend this faculty member for a multi-year 

contract.  

 

JUSTIFICATION/COMMENTS: Professor Tudor’s professional development 

meets standards of excellence. However, her service is adequate, and student 

evaluations from Fall 2014 and Spring 2015 indicate a need for improvement 

in instruction and classroom management. 

 

Ex. 7. 

In short, Dean Weasenforth and Collin College judged Dr. Tudor’s work performance 

as a mixed bag – some good, some bad – but ultimately not good enough to continue 

teaching there.  

Unable or unwilling to accept responsibility for her own deficiencies, Dr. Tudor cried 

discrimination, (as she did at Southeastern), and filed a grievance with Collin College 

accusing Dean Weasenforth of “biased performance evaluation . . . based on sex,” the 

“deliberate distortion of information,” a “factual misrepresentation of the data,” and 

failures to respond to Tudor’s inquiries. (See Tudor’s Employee Complaint at CC 1045 –

1047, attached as Exhibit 8). Dr. Tudor accused the Dean of mishandling an incident 

involving “transphobic remarks” allegedly made by another professor. (See Collin College 

Hearing Officer Findings, CC 1049-1052 at 1050, attached as Exhibit 9). Dr. Tudor also 

argued in the internal Collin College hearing that negative remarks in certain student 

evaluations purportedly reflect bias against her because of her transgender status, and 

that some of her students allegedly called her “sir.” Id. Dr. Tudor demanded negative 
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remarks be removed from her written evaluation, and that new policies or procedures be 

established at Collin College. Apparently, maligning people in her profession is something 

to which Dr. Tudor readily resorts, whether it be at Southeastern, Collin College, or who 

knows where else. However, the Collin College Hearing Officer found Tudor’s claims “not 

substantiated.” (See Ex. 9 at CC 1049-1052). Needless to say, Dr. Tudor appealed that 

decision, pressing her accusations of discrimination against Dr. Weasenforth. (See Tudor 

Appeal, “CC 1054-1057,” attached as Exhibit 10). The Collin College lower panel’s finding 

against Dr. Tudor was affirmed. (See Collin College Review Panel Decision, “CC 1058,” 

attached as Exhibit 11).  

 Despite Dr. Tudor’s accusations of administrative or institutional transphobia and 

sex discrimination, the student evaluations spoke volumes. As a sample set, the student 

evaluations about Dr. Tudor’s performance at Collin College included the following 

statements directly from her students in 2014: 

“[We] are having a problem with [our] composition two professor Rachel 

Tudor. She is very vague on instructions and does not explain what she wants 

in our essays. The whole class is lost . . . I tried to get help and even went to 

the writing center but they could not help me because the instruction [sic] 

were so vague and they didn’t know what I had to write about. . . . Her 

teaching is very unprofessional and the whole class is having problems with 

her. . . . 

 

On Thursday, March 20th she puts my email up for the whole class to see and 

she starts correcting my grammar and says that there are clear instruction 

[sic] for the essay. . . . . I did not give her consent for her to show my email to 

the whole class. . . . 

 

(See Collin College Student Evaluations, “CC 1067,” attached as Exhibit 12). 

 

Another student wrote:  
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“The major concern I have with this professor was in class, she informed the 

class that a complaint had been made about her. She put the complaint up on 

the overhead projector for the class to read, asking us if we agreed or disagreed 

with the student’s complaint. I feel rather uncomfortable with this I also feel 

this is highly unethical. She asked the students to go to the dean saying that 

the statement the student made was not true.  

 

(Id. at CC 1069). 

 

Then, in one representative instance in October of 2015, Dr. Tudor held up a student’s 

paper for ridicule in front of other students, and the authoring student’s name was visible 

to the student’s classmates. In pertinent part, that student’s complaint says: 

On 10/26/15 the professor exposed my paper in front to my classmate, without 

my permission. She used my paper as a bad example. I felt so embarrassed 

because my name was on it and everybody knew it was my paper. 

 

(Id. at CC 1073).  

 

 Public humiliation of her students in front of the whole class seems to be a recurring 

theme in Dr. Tudor’s method of instruction. One can only imagine the cries of 

discrimination Dr. Tudor would have wailed had something like this happened to her. 

Another student’s evaluation echoed some of these same concerns, writing, “Professor 

[Tudor] does not give specific instructions to students and makes fun of students’ work,” 

and “assigns papers to students in a confusing way.” (Id. at CC 1074). Still another student 

evaluation in late 2015 described Dr. Tudor as a “bully.” (Id. at CC 1076). In more banal 

complaints, students cited concerns such as, “I don’t feel like I have learned anything this 

year.” (Id. at CC 1078). More recently, in early 2016, one of Dr. Tudor’s students wrote: 

I have been flagged on Blackboard [a digital classroom management tool] for 

the use of the word ‘illegal.’ She [Tudor] has made a rule that ‘illegal’ will result 
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in expulsion from the class. I can’t turn in my required blog posts due to her 

removing me from Blackboard discussion boards. I fear my grade will suffer 

because I don’t align with her politically.  

 

 (Id. at CC 1082).  

 

But according to Dr. Tudor, this is no doubt all part of a transphobic conspiracy to 

ruin her career, perpetrated at no less than two institutions of higher education, in two 

states, by everyone from the RUSO board, the SEOSU administration, the Collin College 

Administration, and the Collin College students. It is also noteworthy that in the one 

hundred and twenty (120) pages’ worth of exhibits attached to Dr. Tudor’s Motion for 

Reinstatement and Tenure, there is not a single reference, recommendation, or 

endorsement from any of Dr. Tudor’s former students, either at Southeastern, Collin 

College, or elsewhere.  

Although Dr. Randy Prus, and the administration at Southeastern Oklahoma State 

University may not have known how poorly Dr. Tudor would do as a professor at Collin 

College, the evidence shows that Dr. Prus’ professional judgment was right in the first 

place. Dr. Tudor showed neither the potential (nor the actuality) of a successful professor 

in the university setting. Administrators, evaluators, and students all agree: Dr. Tudor’s 

professional performance is lacking. She should be neither reinstated, nor granted tenure. 

 2. Seminole State College 

 In the summer of 2017, Dr. Tudor applied for work with an Oklahoma entity outside 

of SEOSU and the RUSO system: Seminole State College (“SSC”). (See Declaration of Holly 

Newell, attached as Exhibit 13). According to employees at SSC, Dr. Tudor declined to 

appear in person or to participate in a Skype/live-video interview remotely, instead 
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requesting only an interview by telephone. Id. at p. 3. She was applying for a job as an 

Instructor of English Composition, and was informed that part of the interview process was 

a sample teaching presentation which might not be effective over the telephone, and Dr. 

Tudor still declined to appear in person or via video conferences. Id. at p. 4. Dr. Tudor 

refused multiple attempts from Holly Newell at SCC to aid in setting up video conferencing. 

Id. According to the documentation obtained in this litigation by subpoena from SSC, Dr. 

Tudor seemed good on paper to SSC reviewers, getting the highest pre-interview score of 

the twenty applicants, but then had the poorest interview score of the six applicants who 

actually spoke with the reviewers. (See SSC Documents, attached as Exhibit 14). The SCC 

Interview Committee offered terms like “not engaging,” “monotone,” “disappointing,” and 

“lacked energy” to describe Dr. Tudor’s presentation. (Ex. 13 at p. 5). 

 Just as Dr. Parker (Tudor’s trial expert on tenure) was impressed with Dr. Tudor on 

paper, (though never having observed her in a teaching or interview setting), the SSC 

reviewers thought her written application submissions were strong. But, Dr. Tudor then 

failed to inspire confidence as a potential classroom teacher in a live setting, interacting 

with human beings. Dr. Tudor ended up ranked sixth among the six applicants who were 

actually interviewed, and SSC did not hire her, meaning that at least five (5) other 

applicants in 2017 were better qualified over all to teach at SSC (in that institution’s 

opinion). Dr. Tudor asks this Court to award her something that she has repeatedly 

demonstrated she cannot, and will not, ever merit on her own. As evidenced at trial, Dr. 

Tudor was given the opportunity to withdraw her tenure application so she could 

strengthen her publication and service, but she refused. Her refusal is very telling of her 
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lacking abilities, and her lack of commitment to excelling in higher education. She knew 

she was unable to strengthen these areas in which she was deficient, regardless of how 

much time she was given. She knew she would not be able to accomplish what was being 

asked of her, as she repeatedly demonstrated at Southeastern, at Collin College, and in the 

minimal efforts she put forth to obtain future employment upon her non-renewal at Collin 

College. Dr. Tudor is asking this Court of one person to sit as a super-tenure committee, 

something courts in the past have been loath to do, as set forth more fully, below.  

PROPOSITION II: REINSTATEMENT IS NOT FEASIBLE; TENURE IS 

UNWARRANTED. 

 

While the Court may not ignore a factual issue explicitly or implicitly resolved by 

the jury, the Court must construe the verdict in conjunction with the instructions the jury 

received and the evidence that the parties presented to the jury. LG Electronics USA., Inc. 

v. Whirlpool Corp., 790 F.Supp.2d 708 (N.D. Ill. 2011) (citing Bartee v. Michelin N. Am., 

Inc., 374 F.3d 906, 912-13 (10th Cir. 2004)). In this case, the jury made no finding as to 

whether Defendant University would have retained Plaintiff in the absence of 

discrimination, much less granted her tenure, nor did Plaintiff present any evidence to 

support such a finding. 

According to Dr. Tudor, reinstatement is a preferred remedy. However, 

reinstatement is not an absolute right. E.E.O.C. v. Prudential Federal Savings and Loan 

Ass'n, 763 F.2d 1166 (10th Cir. 1985) cert. denied 474 U.S. 946, 106 S.Ct. 312 (1985). 

“Reinstatement . . . may not always be possible.” Whittlesey v. Union Carbide Corp., 742 

F.2d 724, 728 (2d Cir. 1984). To determine if reinstatement is appropriate, courts conduct 

a fact-based assessment of feasibility. See Greenbaum v. Svenska Handelsbanken, 979 
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F.Supp. 973, 986 (S.D.N.Y. 1997). (Reinstatement “is an equitable remedy whose 

appropriateness depends upon the discretion of the court in the light of the facts of each 

individual case.”) (quoting EEOC v. Kallir, Philips, Ross, Inc., 420 F.Supp. 919, 926–27 

(S.D.N.Y. 1976)); see also Zakre v. Norddeutsche Landesbank Girozentrale, 541 F.Supp.2d 

555, 570 (S.D.N.Y. 2008) (“[R]einstatement may be denied where the plaintiff's employment 

term would have already ended by the time of judgment, where reinstatement would 

displace an innocent third party, or where the[ ] employer-employee relationship may have 

been irreparably damaged.” (internal quotation marks and citations omitted)). Dr. Tudor 

acknowledges in her brief that infeasibility is a proper ground for denying a plaintiff’s 

request for reinstatement. While reinstatement might be a preferred remedy, “where it is 

not feasible, a plaintiff will be entitled to front pay.” Thornton v. Kaplan, 961 F. Supp. 1433, 

1437 (D. Colo. 1996) (citations omitted). “An order of reinstatement and an award of front 

pay are mutually exclusive remedies in this circuit.” Thornton, citing Anderson v. Phillips 

Petroleum Co., 861 F.2d 631, 637 (10th Cir.1989). “Reinstatement may not be an 

appropriate remedy where hostility or animosity between the parties, as a practical matter, 

makes a productive and amicable working situation possible.” Id. at 1437. 

 In the present case, the hostility between the parties is significant. What hostility 

may have existed in the first place has certainly been exacerbated by the protracted 

litigation. The discovery and motion practice engaged in by the former-Plaintiff, United 

States of America, in conjunction with Dr. Tudor’s personal counsel, bordered on abusive, 

and only deepened pre-existing feelings of hostility and distrust. The relationships on 

campus suffered as a result of the side-choosing engaged in by university employees even 
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before Dr. Tudor’s separation. The current Chair of the department, Dr. Prus, testified that 

Dr. Tudor’s return to campus would not be beneficial to the students, the department, or 

the university. Further, there is not an available slot or budget line into which Dr. Tudor 

could be reinstated. There is no gap of classes not being offered, or a similar situation in 

need of an additional professor (tenured or otherwise). (See Declaration of Dr. Randy Prus, 

attached as Exhibit 15).  

 Dr. Tudor’s demonstrated inability to address work conflicts without resorting to 

crying discrimination, (as evidenced by her accusations and filings both at Southeastern 

and at Collin College), mean that Dr. Tudor would bring to campus the kind of professional 

radioactivity that will make each situation involving her a powder keg on the edge of 

explosion. As a brief reminder, Dr. Tudor has accused the following colleagues of 

discrimination: Dr. Lisa Coleman, Dr. Lucretia Scoufus, Dr. Doug McMillan, Dr. Claire 

Stubblefield, Dr. Larry Minks, the entire RUSO board, former RUSO general counsel 

Charles Babb, Dr. Donald Weasenforth, not to mention the Collin College students whom 

Dr. Tudor accused of discrimination, after providing them with poor class management, 

confusing instruction, and public humiliation before their peers. Dr. Tudor should not be 

reinstated.  

 Of course, what Dr. Tudor really wants is reinstatement with tenure. As the Thorton 

court aptly noted, “the actual remedy sought by plaintiff, reinstatement with tenure, would 

entangle this Court excessively in matters that are left best to academic professionals.” Id. 

at professionals. 1439-40 citing Gutzwiller v. Fenik, 860 F.2d 1317, 1333 (6th Cir.1988). As 

the Sixth Circuit recently said about Gutzwiller, “a court must not sit as a ‘super tenure 
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committee.’” Seoane-Vazquez v. Ohio State Univ., 577 F.App'x 418, 432 (6th Cir. 2014). 

Moreover, “federal courts have traditionally been wary of interfering with academic tenure 

decisions.” Ford v. Nicks, 866 F.2d 865, 875 (6th Cir.1989). This sentiment has been echoed 

in other circuits. For example, “we do not sit as a super tenure review board,” Roebuck v. 

Drexel Univ., 852 F.2d 715, 731 (3d Cir. 1988). In fact, a significant body of case law 

emphasizes that courts do not sit as “super-tenure committees” and may not readily 

substitute their judgment for that of a university. Villanueva v. Wellesley Coll., 930 F.2d 

124, 129 (1st Cir.1991); Jiminez v. Mary Washington *31 Coll., 57 F.3d 369, 376-77 (4th 

Cir. 1995); and Gutzwiller.  

 In Thonton v. Kaplan¸ the District Court of Colorado noted that awarding tenure in 

a Title VII case “is a ‘significantly more intrusive remedy than remedies ordinarily awarded 

in Title VII cases, such as reinstatement or seniority, because a judicial tenure award 

mandates a lifetime relationship between the University and the professor.” 937 F. Supp. 

1441, 1449 (D. Colo. 1996) (citing Brown v. Trustees of Boston University, 891 F.2d 337 at 

359 (1989). That type of intrusion is not warranted here because the would-be tenured 

professor, Dr. Tudor, has demonstrated over the last six (6) years the same lack of promise 

noted by Dr. Randy Prus during the 2009-10 tenure and promotion process. Dr. Tudor’s 

miserable work history, service, and scholarly production since separating from 

Southeastern warrant against any impulse to intrude in such a significant way as to award 

tenure. Dr. Tudor invited a jury to ignore these things (or remain wholly ignorant of them), 

and focus on her personal struggle as a transgender person. But one’s transgender status 
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does not, per se, merit protection under Title VII, nor does it mean entitlement to a tenured 

job, despite performance problems. Reinstatement and tenure should be denied. 

PROPOSITION III: DR. TUDOR’S ONGOING, AND DEMONSTRATED, LACK OF 

SCHOLARSHIP AND SERVICE CAUTION AGAINST EITHER 

REINSTATEMENT OR TENURE. 

 

Dr. Tudor claims to be an excellent scholar in her field, but has apparently published 

nothing in the last six (6) years. On March 25, 2016, Dr. Tudor submitted an application 

for an Assistant Professor of Humanities position at Rogers State University (“RSU”), in 

Claremore, Oklahoma. Her application materials were submitted via electronic mail to 

Mrs. Kristi Mallet at RSU. (See Email of Friday, March 25, 2016 and eight (8) attachments, 

from Dr. Tudor to Mrs. Mallett, attached as Exhibit 16). Included amongst the materials in 

her application, Dr. Tudor included zero (0) documents attached showing any of her work 

at Collin College. Bizarrely, Dr. Tudor’s application letter was dated “24 February 2012,” 

despite being submitted in March of 2016. Id. at p. 2. Dr. Tudor’s CV submitted with her 

application to RSU in 2016 showed no work experience past 2011, despite the fact that Dr. 

Tudor had been working at Collin College since 2012. Both her CV and her application 

letter reveal what is, at best, Dr. Tudor’s sloppiness and lack of attention to detail, and at 

worst, her deliberate deceptiveness and lack of honesty. With regard to scholarship 

specifically, Dr. Tudor’s CV submitted to RSU in 2016 showed zero (0) publications since 

2012, a year in which she apparently had a single article accepted for publication that was 

“pending.” Based on a search performed by the undersigned, Tudor’s 2012 article was a six-

page article published in the January 2012 edition of the “ASEBL Journal.” Thus, the 

article necessarily must have been written in 2011 or some time prior to 2011, and 
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according to Dr. Tudor’s application submissions in March 2016, that was the last thing of 

any kind she published.  

 Dr. Tudor’s scholarship, unlike perhaps teaching or even service, does not require 

her to have a full-time position anywhere, at any college, university, or high school. She 

could perform research and then write articles from any place on Earth that has an internet 

connection. And yet, over the past six (6) or so years, Dr. Tudor has published nothing. This 

is telling not only of Dr. Tudor’s current qualifications to be a full-time university professor, 

but also of her promise and potential as a future employee and professor. If she has 

published anything, there can be no good reason for not telling a prospective employer 

about it 2016. This is exactly one of the considerations Dr. Randy Prus mentioned during 

his testimony in open court. In 2009-10, Dr. Tudor simply did not show the promise for 

future success that Dr. Prus wanted to see, and that Southeastern deserved. The years 

since Dr. Tudor’s denial of tenure have only confirmed Dr. Prus’ professional, academic 

evaluation.  

 As to service, Dr. Tudor’s job application submissions demonstrate the same lack of 

service to the community and to her field. Dr. Tudor’s CV submitted in March 2016 shows 

no service with committees, journals, think tanks, scholarly organizations, or even work 

with service-based organizations like community groups, tribal organizations, churches, 

youth groups, or civic entities. In short, Dr. Tudor has continued to demonstrate the lack 

of promise presaged by her poor work performance at Southeastern, and as aptly observed 

by Dr. Prus during the 2009-10 tenure and promotion process. Whether or not Dr. Tudor 

was ready and qualified for tenure in 2009-10 is debatable by the parties. However, not a 
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single witness that reviewed Dr. Tudor’s application at the time it was submitted testified 

she was qualified. Every witness (Dr. Scoufos, Dr. Prus, Dr. McMillan and Dr. Spencer) all 

testified she did not meet the service and publication requirements, or that her portfolio of 

work was weak. While Dr. Cotter-Lynch (who testified that she never actually saw Tudor’s 

tenure portfolio) thinks Tudor was ready, Dr. Prus and others testified Tudor was not. 

However, what is not debatable now is that Tudor is not ready for, or worthy of, either 

reinstatement or tenure today. To turn her loose on a student population, workplace, and 

university already vulnerable to insufficient funding and resources, as well as alignment 

divides within the institution, would only exacerbate the situation for all involved, likely 

set up Dr. Tudor for continued failure, but most certainly set her would-be students up for 

an education that fails to meet their needs. Dr. Tudor should be denied reinstatement and 

tenure.  

PROPOSITION IV: MONEY 

 Dr. Tudor does not specifically ask this Court to award back pay, but does argue for 

“front pay for the period of time between the entry of the verdict and the date Tudor is 

reinstated.” [Doc. 268, p. 9]. This request should be denied. Dr. Tudor found employment 

after leaving Southeastern. She was hired at Collin College, and earned salaries 

comparable to, or higher than, what she was paid at Southeastern. That is undisputed. The 

dispute is whether or not Dr. Tudor properly mitigated her own damages. She did not, and 

that is not the fault of SEOSU or RUSO. Dr. Tudor was not able to demonstrate work 

product sufficient to maintain her employment at Collin College. But for her own failures 

and deficiencies, she would still have that job today.  
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 To begin with, plaintiffs securing equal or greater pay through subsequent 

employment are not entitled to back pay. Blum v. Witco Chem. Corp., 829 F.2d 367 (3d Cir. 

1987). Back pay terminates when the plaintiff begins earning higher wages at his or her 

new job than he or she earned (or would be making) at the old job from which he or she 

separated. Stephens v. C.I.T. Group Equipment Financing, Inc. 955 F.2d 1023, 1029 (5th 

Cir. 1992). Back pay is typically reduced by any interim earnings (such as those earned by 

Tudor at Collin College), regardless of the type of work involved. Merriweather v. Hercules, 

631 F.2d 1161 (5th Cir. 1980). Dr. Tudor’s request for front pay now, after having lost her 

job teaching at a community college, (where she was earning pay comparable to that at 

SEOSU), is yet another attempt by her to have someone else fix deficiencies of her own 

making for her. This Court should not be taken down that path. Dr. Tudor asks for a front 

pay award of pro-rated portion of $57,091, but she was actually earning more than that 

during her 2014-15 year at Collin College. That year, she made $58,022 (2014-2015). (See 

Ex. 6 at CC 25 cited above). Again, Dr. Tudor’s inability to keep a job should not affect 

SEOSU and RUSO’s entitlement to the full mitigation of damages warranted by Tudor’s 

finding other employment in the first place. Any final award bestowed upon Dr. Tudor 

should have deducted from it the salaries she earned at Collin College, and any back pay 

should be limited to the time between her separation from SEOSU in 2011 and when she 

started working at Collin College in 2012. 

 Additionally, regarding the jury verdict, the statutory cap on damages, and related 

cost and fee issues, Defendants anticipate submitting a separate motion for remittitur 

within the appropriate deadlines after this Court imposes the final verdict, based on 
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Tudor’s position. Finally, Defendants strongly disagree that there was any discrimination 

or retaliation. This will be appealed. 

CONCLUSION 

 Dr. Rachel Tudor convinced some people at Southeastern Oklahoma State 

University to hire her in 2004. In the ensuing thirteen years, she’s only been able to 

convince one entity to hire her: Collin College. Legitimate concerns at SEOSU over Dr. 

Tudor’s lack of promise of future success and contributions were drowned out by Dr. Tudor’s 

howls of discrimination, and the accusations she cast about at her colleagues, 

administrators, and students. Dr. Tudor’s most recent work history, job performance, and 

her ability to interact with students and colleagues in a professional way clearly show that 

she should not be teaching in higher education. At this point, reinstatement of Dr. Tudor 

to a classroom of students is both unwarranted and unwise. Sending her back to a 

department divided over her is a recipe for future litigation. Forcing a university and the 

State of Oklahoma into a condition of servitude by giving Dr. Tudor tenure at this point 

would be a waste of taxpayer resources and contrary to common sense. The State of 

Oklahoma asks this Court to deny Dr. Tudor’s requests for reinstatement and tenure. 
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correct?

A. Correct.  I was on the tenure promotion committee in

2009.

Q. And can you help explain for us here today what your role

on that committee in 2009 was?

A. My role was to review the portfolio, attend the meeting,

discuss the merits of the portfolio and her work in the

department.  And a vote was taken, and the results were passed

on to the department chair.

Q. Okay.  And do you recall what that vote was?

A. Yes.

Q. Okay.  And what was that vote?

A. The vote was 4 to 1 in favor of tenure and promotion.

Q. So the committee then at that point recommended tenure

for Dr. Tudor?

A. The committee did, yes.

Q. And who was the one dissenter?

A. Me.

Q. Okay.  And what was your reasoning for voting against

tenure at that time?

A. Well, I -- the cover letter lacked professional

competence.  Dr. Tudor made an argument that three people on

campus who weren't qualified for tenure deserved tenure, and,

therefore, she did.

And as writing instructors, we teach for audience and
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purpose.  And she was addressing this to a group of people

with doctorates and tenure -- and tenure.  It didn't make

sense.

Q. I see.  And so you didn't -- you disagreed with the cover

letter.

Did you know of any publications that Dr. Tudor had at

that time?

A. She had one.

Q. Okay.  And were there other professors who had earned

tenure that had only one publication at that time?

A. I can't speak -- I don't remember.

Q. Okay.  Now, ultimately, though, the committee votes and

takes a position as a committee; is that correct?

A. Correct.

Q. And do you stand behind the committee's decision to --

A. Well, as part of the committee, yes.

Q. Okay.  So you stand behind the committee's decision to

recommend tenure and promotion?

MR. JOSEPH:  Objection, Your Honor.  Leading.

THE COURT:  Sustained.

Q.  (BY MS. NOVOTNY)  Were you familiar with Dr. Tudor's work 

other than publications and the cover letter you spoke of? 

A. In 2009?

Q. Yes.

A. Yes.  I visited her classroom once or twice.  Twice, I

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Exhibit 1

Case 5:15-cv-00324-C   Document 270-1   Filed 12/20/17   Page 3 of 8

177624
Highlight

177624
Highlight



   472

S h e r r i  G r u b b s ,  C S R ,  R P R ,  R M R ,  R D R ,  C R R

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D i s t r i c t  C o u r t ,  W e s t e r n  D i s t r i c t  o f  O k l a h o m a

( 4 0 5 )  6 0 9 - 5 2 0 3  -  s h e r r i _ g r u b b s @ o k w d . u s c o u r t s . g o v

Jury Trial - Volume 3
November 15, 2017

Q. Okay.  And I believe you mentioned an application letter,

and you said it was poor.  Was that your word?

A. It wasn't professionally competent.  I think that's the

term I used.

Q. Okay.  Was -- can you expand briefly on what you mean by

that?

MS. NOVOTNY:  Objection.  He's already testified to

this.

THE COURT:  Sustained.

MR. JOSEPH:  Okay.

Q.  (BY MR. JOSEPH)  In terms of the letter, did it appear to 

you that the letter understood its intended audience? 

MS. NOVOTNY:  Objection.  He's already testified to

that.  Duplicative.

THE COURT:  Sustained.

MR. JOSEPH:  Okay.

Q.  (BY MR. JOSEPH)  In terms of her portfolio, was there a 

collection of poetry included with that document? 

A. It was a collection of poems in a journal with "open mic"

put on top of it.

Q. And by "open mic," do you know what that term means?

A. I know it's in reference to sometimes open poetry

readings where people can just gather to read.

I wasn't sure -- it seemed as if she were passing off

journal -- a personal journal as a form of publication.
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Q. And, in your opinion in 2009-2010, was that an

appropriate publication for a tenure and portfolio

application?

A. No, it wasn't.

Q. Okay.  Is Corey Delashaw a tenured member of the faculty?

A. No, she isn't.

Q. Okay.  Is Kim McGeehee?

A. No, he wasn't -- he's retired since, but he wasn't at the

time.

Q. Okay.  And was Theresa Anderson at that time a tenured

member of the faculty?

A. No.

Q. Okay.  So to the extent that Dr. Tudor's portfolio

referenced them, do you have an opinion about whether or not

that was appropriate?

A. It wasn't appropriate.

Q. What is a chapbook?

A. A chapbook is a small collection of poetry, 20, 30, 40

pages maybe.

Q. And is the chapbook the same thing as the open mic book

that you referenced a moment ago?

A. No.  Chapbooks have their own publishers.

Q. Okay.  Did Dr. Tudor include any chapbooks in her

portfolio?

A. Not that I -- except for the open mic.  That's the only
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one I recall.

Q. Okay.  And was there anything that you found problematic

with Dr. Tudor's actual publication or publications in the

2009-10 application committee meeting?

A. It seemed to be -- there weren't very many recent

references, and the field is somewhat dynamic.  And it didn't

show -- didn't quite show promise; right?

As I think I might have mentioned -- maybe I didn't --

tenure for me is not just a reward but a promise of what

further work one is going to do in a field, and I didn't see

that promise.

Q. And by that you mean a promise from the candidate

demonstrating potential?

A. Yeah.

Q. Okay.  Did you consider Dr. Tudor's work on Southeastern

University's Native American Symposium to be a work of

scholarship or was it a work of service?

A. A work of service, I would categorize it.

Q. Did you consider it to be noteworthy for appropriate

purposes of tenure and promotion?

A. It certainly wasn't outstanding, but it was -- it added

to it.

Q. Okay.  How many -- I believe you may have testified to

this; I just couldn't hear you earlier.

How many total professors were on Dr. Tudor's 2009-10
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MR. JOSEPH:  I'm sorry if I'm blowing anyone's

eardrums out, Your Honor.  I apologize.

Q.  (BY MR. JOSEPH)  Dr. Prus, did anyone in particular take 

over any duties that were slotted for Dr. Tenure [sic] had she 

been given tenure and promotion? 

A. No.

Q. Okay.  As the current chair of the English, Humanities,

and Languages department at Southeastern, do you think it

would be a good thing for that department if Dr. Tudor came

back to work there now?

A. No.

Q. Do you think it would be a good thing for those students

if Dr. Tudor came back to work now?

A. No.

Q. Do you think it would be a good thing for the university

if Dr. Tudor came back to work there now?

A. No.

Q. Okay.

MR. JOSEPH:  Nothing further, Your Honor.

Thank you, Dr. Prus, ladies and gentlemen.

THE COURT:  Ms. Novotny.

MS. NOVOTNY:  Judge, if I may approach briefly just

to confer?

THE COURT:  Yes.

(The following proceedings were had at the bench and out
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Q. Isn't it true that many folks who review tenure

applications will, you know, skim certain parts of it and

focus on the parts that they think are most important?

MR. JOSEPH:  Objection, Your Honor.  Calls for

speculation.

THE COURT:  Overruled.

THE WITNESS:  I would hope not, but I'm sure they

do.

Q.  (BY MS. NOVOTNY)  Now, you indicated before that you were 

not necessarily sure you would welcome Dr. Tudor back. 

Do you think other faculty in the English department

would welcome Dr. Tudor back at Southeastern?

MR. JOSEPH:  Objection, Your Honor.  Calls for

speculation.

THE COURT:  Overruled.

You may answer if you know.

THE WITNESS:  I -- we didn't discuss it formally as

a department, but informally, I spoke with my colleagues, and

it might be split at best, you know.  There are a few -- there

are those who would object to it for a variety of reasons.

Q.  (BY MS. NOVOTNY)  Now, you are currently the chair of a 

department at Southeastern.   

Is your boss at Southeastern in the room right now?

A. Yes.

Q. So many professors move up the ranks and eventually move
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application 2010-2011 would succeed.

Q. Do you trust Randy Prus's judgment?

A. Yes.

Q. Is he a truthful person?

A. Yes.

Q. Dr. Tudor, why don't we move forward in time.

Do you know what happened after you met with Randy Prus?

What was the next step in your 2010-11 application?

A. Randy Prus began assembling the tenure review committee

to look at my portfolio and to make a decision on my tenure

application for that year.

Q. Dr. Tudor, did something significant happen in early

October 2010?

A. Yes.  Randy Prus and myself received -- we received

notice to go to Dean Scoufos's office.

Q. Did Dean Scoufos tell you what that meeting was about

before you arrived?

A. No.  We -- she did not tell me, and she did not tell

Randy Prus either.  When I went to his office, we walked over

to Dean Scoufos's office together.  Her office is in a

different building.  He had no idea what the meeting was

about.

Q. Was that unusual?

A. I believe so, yes.  He's the department chair.  I believe

that he should be kept in the loop about -- and -- about
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Q. Did you follow those guidelines to the best of your

ability?

A. To the best of my ability, yes.

Q. Can professional people in a workplace have legitimate

differences of opinion without it being discriminatory?

A. On some topics, yes.

Q. Do you respect Dr. Randy Prus?

A. I do.

Q. Do you trust him?

A. Yes.

Q. Do you respect Dr. Claire Stubblefield, the former

affirmative action officer at the school?

A. I have concerns about her.

Q. Did you trust Dr. Stubblefield's word?

A. Which word in particular?

Q. In general, did you find Dr. Claire Stubblefield -- you

worked with Dr. Claire Stubblefield -- at least your tenure

there overlapped at the university; correct?

A. Yes.  Yes.

Q. Did you trust Dr. Stubblefield?

A. I was aware that her job was --

Q. Did you trust her?  It may be a yes-or-no question.

A. If it has to be a yes-or-no question, the answer is no.

Q. Okay.  If Dr. Claire Stubblefield testifies that she

conducted, in her opinion, a conscientious and thorough
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MS. GALINDO:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Thank you.

Q.  (BY MS. GALINDO)  Do you think, when Mindy House was 

terminated, that was right? 

A. That went before two committees, six people, I believe,

on each committee.  That's twelve people who recommended her

termination based on the evidence that they gathered.

Q. Did you leave one person off the list of presidents?

A. I might -- that's what I said.  I might have left one

off.

Q. One of those you left off was your husband; isn't that

right?

A. It was -- oh, he was interim president.  I hope nobody

tells him that I left him off.  He was interim president for

one year.  I think it was one year.  It might have been less.

Q. Dr. Prus was the only faculty member that disagreed as to

Dr. Tudor; correct?

A. I don't know that.

Q. Well, you're pretty close to Dr. Prus; correct?

A. Close inasmuch as he's an outstanding department chair

and I was his dean.

Q. And you're saying you don't know that because it's

supposed to be confidential?

A. I don't know that because it's confidential, but I also

know that we were advised from the very first not to discuss

it at all.
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new rules so that they could break the law.

Now, you also heard from John Mischo.  He was the former

chair of the English department.

John Mischo wanted to give Rachel a chance to prove

herself.  He wanted to foster success in his department just

like any administrator should.

But those other Southeastern administrators wouldn't let

Dr. Mischo do that.  They wouldn't let Dr. Mischo treat Rachel

just like everyone else.  They wanted her to be treated

different.  They needed her to be treated differently.

Now, I'll be honest with you again.  It takes a little

bit for you to get used to Dr. Randy Prus.  He is a bit of a

curmudgeon, but he's an honest curmudgeon.  Randy critiqued

Rachel, but he ultimately stood behind the department's vote

in 2009-10.  A true mark of a collegial and respectful

colleague is to respect differences of opinion, which Randy

does.

Now, Dr. Prus also told us a little bit about how he

tried to help Rachel when she tried to reapply in 2010-11.

He told us that he helped edit her cover letter, gave her

specific advice on things that should and shouldn't go in that

portfolio.

He also told us something very important, that in

2010-11, he looked at those materials, and he thought that if

Rachel did what she did, did what he said, that she merited
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From: Rachel Tudor
To: Kristi Mallett
Subject: Asst Prof of Humn
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 4:07:43 PM
Attachments: app letter 2012.docx

26 May 2011vita publication emphasis.docx
philosophy of teaching.rtf
phd trans page.pdf
Mischo rec letter.pdf
allen rec letter 2011.pdf
dr coleman letter of rec 25aug2011.pdf
univ of houston transcript.pdf

Please find my application materials attached.

Thank you,
Dr. Rachel Tudor
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Dr. Rachel Tudor 
 

 

racheltudor3731@gmail.com 
 
24 February 2012 
 
 
Dear Members of the Search Committee, 
 
I was pleased to see your recent advertisement for an Assistant Professor of Humanities in 
HigherEdJobs. My unique qualifications and extensive experience make me a superb choice for Rogers 
State University. My whole-hearted commitment to higher education is demonstrated by my award-
winning dissertation, faculty senate recognition award for excellence in scholarship, years of dedicated 
service on department and university committees, superior student evaluation scores, and practice of 
the arts.   
 
Areas of concentration in my PhD studies were American and Native American literature with an equal 
emphasis on Modernity and Theory. The leading professional society of Native American scholars and 
writers awarded me “Writer of the Year” in academic prose for my dissertation.  As a faculty member, I 
have published articles on a broad range of topics in a number of professional journals. In addition to 
articles focusing on American literature, I have written articles and presented at conferences on such 
varied topics as Greece’s atavistic myths, medieval dream poetry, Latin American magical realism, 
gender studies, memoir, post-colonialism, genre, and philosophy. Thus, my postgraduate scholarship 
demonstrates a diverse and ever-increasing fluency in literature and philosophy across time and culture. 
My peers honored my scholarship by awarding me the Faculty Senate Recognition Award for Excellence 
in Scholarship. 
 
I have eleven years full-time faculty-level experience teaching in the classroom and on the web. As a 
faculty member at a teaching university serving students from diverse ethnic and socioeconomic 
backgrounds, I regularly taught undergraduate courses in philosophy, humanities, literature, and 
composition. In addition, I have taught upper division and graduate courses in American literature as 
well as individual directed readings. I have been repeatedly and consistently nominated by my students 
and colleagues for teaching awards, earned exceptional peer evaluations, and received overwhelmingly 
positive student evaluations. I credit my classroom success to the extensive training I have pursued in 
the use of technology and pedagogy coupled with a passion to see my students succeed. As part of my 
commitment to constantly upgrade my skills, I have developed online and hybrid courses as well as 
completed on-line credited courses in computer science and internet pedagogy. In addition to 
developing new courses within my department, I had the privilege of being the campus coordinator of 
the Oklahoma Scholar-Leadership Enrichment Program and developing an interdisciplinary course with 
the renowned scholar Dr. Rennard Strickland.  
 
In terms of service, I had the privilege of being elected to Southeastern Oklahoma State University’s 
faculty senate. While serving in the senate, I also served on the senate Planning Committee and 
Personnel Policies Committee. In addition to my university-wide service, I chaired my department’s 
most demanding committee, the Assessment, Planning, and Development Committee from 2007-2010. 
As chair, I wrote the department’s annual assessment report. I was also a member of several other vital 
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department committees. However, one of my most rewarding experiences was serving as a core 
member of the Native American Symposium Committee and co-editing the Symposium’s proceedings. I 
particularly appreciate the opportunity the Symposium provided to reach out into the broader 
community and welcome visiting students and scholars to our campus. My commitment to active 
service is longstanding. As an undergraduate and graduate student, I was elected by my peers to serve 
on the student senate and served as an executive officer of the Native American Student Association.  
 
Perhaps what distinguishes me the most from other candidates for the position is my successful practice 
of the arts. As an undergraduate, I wrote and directed a two-hour play that was performed in the 
university’s theater with a cast of students, faculty, staff, and community members. A local theater 
group was so impressed with the play that they commissioned me to write and help direct a version of 
my play for them the following year.  As a graduate student, my poetry was recognized with the award 
of a residential fellowship by the Virginia Center for the Creative Arts. As a faculty member, my art work 
was juried-selected to appear in Southeastern Oklahoma State University’s Centre Art Gallery.  My love 
for the liberal arts is not merely theoretical, but hands-on. I believe that my experience as an artist 
provides depth and perspective on the arts that enriches the classroom experience of my students.  
 
I am confident that I have much to offer your department and students, and I would be honored to visit 
with you to answer any question you may have. Thank you for reviewing my application.  
 
 
Cordially yours, 
 
 
Dr. Rachel Tudor 
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Tudor 1 
 

Rachel Tudor
 

Education

2000 Ph.D. English, University of Oklahoma
Concentration: American and Native American Literature & Modernity and 
Theory

1994 M.A. Humanities, University of Houston-Clear Lake
Concentration: Philosophy

1991 B.A. Multi-Cultural Studies, University of Houston-Clear Lake
Concentration: History

Academic Teaching Experience

2004-2011 Assistant Professor of English and Humanities, Southeastern Oklahoma State 
University

2002-2004 Professor of Humanities, College of the Mainland

2001-2002 Visiting Assistant Professor of English, University of Idaho

2000-2001 Post-Doctoral Lectureship, Meritoriously Awarded Position, University of 
Oklahoma

1997-2000 Teaching Associate, University of Oklahoma

1995-1997 Teaching Assistant, University of Oklahoma

Professional Interests

Philosophy
Modernity and Theory
American and Native American Literature

Publications

Articles:

2012 “The Ethics and Ethos of Eighteenth-Century British Literature.” ASEBL Journal.
(Accepted, publication pending)
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Tudor 2 
 

2011   “Genre and the Native American Novel.” Parnassus: An Innovative Journal of 
Literary Criticism. Issue 2/3, July, 2011.

2011  “Sara Suleri: A Study in the Idioms of Dubiety and Migrancy in Boys Will Be Boys
and Meatless Days.” disClosure: A Journal of Social Theory. Number 20, April, 
2011

2011 “Pearl: A Study in Memoir and First-Person Narrative Poetry.” Diesis: Footnotes 
on Literary Identities. Spring, 2011

2010   “A Reading of Jonathan Swift’s ‘A Modest Proposal’ Using Roman Jakobson’s 
Poetic Function.” The Atrium: A Journal of Academic Voices. Winter, 2010

2010    “Romantic Voyeurism and the Idea of the Savage.” The Texas Review.
Spring/Summer 2010

2010 “Memoir as Quest: Sara Suleri's Meatless Days.” Research and Criticism. Special 
Issue on Contemporary Literature and Theory. Volume 1, 2010

2010   “N. Scott Momaday’s The Ancient Child and the American Dime Novel.” Indian 
Review of World Literature in English, Volume 6, Number II, July 2010

2010   “House Made of Dawn: A New Interpretation.” In Diasporic Consciousness: 
Literature From the Postcolonial World.  Ed. Smirti Singh. Berlin, Germany: 
VDM Verlag, 2010 ISBN: 3639302036

2010     “Latin American Magical Realism and the Native American Novel.” Teaching 
American Literature: A Journal of Theory and Practice. Spring/Summer 2010

2009     “Historical and Experiential Postmodernism: Native American and Euro-
American.” Journal of Contemporary Thought. Winter 2009

Editor:

2008   Co-Editor. Symposium Proceedings. “Sixty-Seven Nations and Counting: 
Proceedings of the Seventh Native American Symposium.” 

2006   Co-Editor. Symposium Proceedings. “Native Women in the Arts, Education, and 
Leadership: Proceedings of the Sixth Native American Symposium.”

Book Review:

1997   Book Review. Outlaws, Renegades, and Saints: Diary of a Mixed-Up Halfbreed.
Tiffany Midge. World Literature Today. Winter, 1997

1996   Book Review. Deadly Medicine. Peter C. Mancall. American Indian Libraries 
Newsletter. Winter 1996

1995   Book Review. Shadow Distance: A Gerald Vizenor Reader. Comp. A. Robert Lee. 
American Indian Libraries Newsletter. Spring, 1995
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Creative:

2007   Open-Mic Chapbook. AlienNations

2005   Open-Mic Chapbook. Diaspora

1992    Play. The Trial of Columbus

Effective Teaching

Internet Courses

Humanities 1213 Ancient to Medieval

Hybrid Courses

English 1113 Intro to Composition
English 1213 Composition
Humanities 1213 Ancient to Medieval
Philosophy 1213 Intro to Philosophy

New Courses

Oklahoma Scholar Leadership Enrichment Program: Native American Life, Law, and 
Literature

This course was created with the assistance of the renowned Native American 
legal scholar Dr. Rennard Strickland and introduces students to current events in 
Native American law, life, and literature through the prism of American 
jurisprudence.

English    4853 Great Books
English     4563/5103 Native American Literature

Other Courses at Southeastern

English 1113 Intro to Composition
English 1213 Composition
English 2313 Intro to Literature
English 4563/5103 Native American Literature
Humanities 1213 Ancient to Medieval
Philosophy 2113 Intro to Philosophy

Courses Taught at College of the Mainland

English 1301 Composition and Rhetoric in Communication
English 1302 Composition and Reading
English 2328 American Literature II
Humanities 1301 Ancient to Medieval
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Tudor 4 
 

Humanities 1302 Renaissance to Modern
Philosophy 2306 Ethics

Courses Taught at the University of Idaho

English 208 Personal and Expository Writing
English 295 American Indian Drama
English 484 American Indian Literature

Courses Taught at the University of Oklahoma

English 1113 College Composition I
English 1213 College Composition II
English 2213 Introduction to Fiction
English 2223 Poetry

Committees and Special Assignments

Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2010-2011 Faculty Senate Personnel Policies Committee

Reviewed and assessed policy and procedure changes in reference to their impact on 
the faculty 
Proposed policy changes  to the Faculty Senate in reference to salary, teaching, and 
tenure

2009- 2011 Faculty Senate

Reviewed, evaluated, and made recommendations for changes in undergraduate and 
graduate academic policies and procedures
Reviewed and made recommendations for changes in the Policy and Procedures 
Manuel

2009-2010 Faculty Senate Planning Committee

Facilitated the development and implementation of long-term goals relating to 
curriculum

2007-2010 Chair, Assessment, Planning, and Development Committee, Department of English, 
Humanities, and Languages

Composed yearly assessment report for the department
Compiled, distributed, and tabulated department assessment of upper-level capstone 
student papers
Compiled, distributed, and tabulated department assessment of junior-level student 
papers
Organized meetings and agendas
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Tudor 5 
 

2004-2010 Native American Symposium Committee

Moderated panels
Recommended themes and speakers
Edited the 6th and 7th Symposium proceedings
Provided transportation for speakers and guests to and from hotels and Dallas Airport

2007 Oklahoma Scholar Leadership Enrichment Program

Recommended Dr. Rennard Strickland as guest scholar
Assisted Dr. Strickland prepare a course curriculum and syllabus for program
Served as local director and supervising professor of Dr. Strickland’s course
Graded student presentations and papers

2004-2011 Hiring Committee

Reviewed applications of prospective faculty members
Interviewed prospective faculty
Participated in deliberations and evaluations of applicants

2004-2011 Five-Year Program Review Committee

Compiled pertinent paperwork
Contributed to review of curriculum
Assisted outside reviewer with assessment report 

2004-2006 Assessment, Planning, and Development Committee, Department of English, 
Humanities, and Languages

Evaluated upper-level capstone student papers
Evaluated junior-level student papers
Participated in regular meetings and deliberations of committee

College of the Mainland

2002-2004 Curriculum Committee

Recommended  revisions of curriculum to align with Texas’ Academic Course Manual
Reviewed new course proposals

2002-2004 Multi-Cultural Team

Organized multicultural activities on campus
Promoted and publicized events
Invited speakers to campus
Hosted guest speakers on campus
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Tudor 6 
 

2002-2004 Estrella Award Committee

Reviewed nominees and applications for award to honor outstanding Hispanic student 
leaders in the community

University of Idaho

2001-2002 Native American Advisory Board

Advised on issues important to the Native American community
Liaison between the university and local Native American tribes

Professional Activities

2011   Presentation. “Modern Media’s Translation of Greece’s Atavistic Myths.” 13th

Annual McCleary Interdisciplinary Symposium. Texas Southern University 

2009    Presentation. “Native American Protest Fiction.” 11th Annual McCleary 
Interdisciplinary Symposium. Texas Southern University 

2007 Art Exhibit. “Kachinas and Gourds.”  Centre Art Gallery, Southeastern Oklahoma 
State University, Juried Art Show 

2005    Presentation. “The Lynching of Ward Churchill.” Sixth Annual Native American 
Symposium. Southeastern Oklahoma State University

1998 Presentation. “Charlotte Bronte’s Indians” SAGES Conference, University of 
Oklahoma, Norman, Oklahoma

1996    Presentation. “Self-Selected and Other-Attributed Gender Performance: A 
Theoretical and Experiential Investigation.” Culture Studies/Cultural 
Intervention, University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado.

1995 Presentation. “What is Native American Literature?” Southwest/Texas Popular 
Culture Association, Regional Meeting, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, 
Oklahoma

1994    Presentation. “Suicide or Genocide? Self-Inflicted Death in Native American 
Novels.” English Graduates for Academic Development. East Texas State 
University, Annual Conference

1992    Director. The Trial of Columbus. Performed at the Mecotha Theater, Houston, 
Texas

Professional Training and Continuing Education

2011 Faculty Grant Writing Workshop, Dr. Kathryn Plunkett, Digital Information 
Literacy Librarian, Southeastern Oklahoma State University
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2009 PowerPoint to Windows Media Player, Center for Instructional Development and 
Training, Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2009 SMARTBoard Basics, Center for Instructional Development and Training, 
Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2009 Getting Started: Toward Online Teaching, The Sloan Consortium

2009 Blackboard Assessments, Center for Instructional Development and Training, 
Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2009 PowerPoint to Windows Media Video, Center for Instructional Development and 
Training, Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2009 Respectful Workplace, Southeastern Organizational Leadership Development, 
Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2009 Legal Aspects of the Faculty, Southeastern Organizational Leadership 
Development, Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2008 On Media, Culture, Violence, and the College Student, Southeastern Office of 
Violence Prevention, Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2008 Teacher Tube, Center for Instructional Development and Training, Southeastern 
Oklahoma State University

2008 BlackBoard Discussion Forums, Center for Instructional Development and 
Training, Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2008 Using Microsoft Office Powerpoint, Center for Instructional Development and 
Training, Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2007 New Technologies for Enhancing Instruction, Center for Instructional Development 
and Training, Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2007 Customizing Your Blackboard Course, Center for Instructional Development and 
Training, Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2007 Grading Documents Electronically, Center for Instructional Development and 
Training, Southeastern Oklahoma State University

2003 Introduction to Microsoft Powerpoint, Department of Continuing Education, 
College of the Mainland, Texas City, Texas

2003 Interactive Instruction Training, Department of Continuing Education, College of 
the Mainland, Texas City, Texas

Awards and Honors

Faculty Senate Recognition Award for Excellence in Scholarship, Southeastern 
Oklahoma State University, 2011
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Nominee, Faculty Senate Recognition Award for Excellence in Scholarship, Service, and 
Teaching, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 2010
Nominee, Faculty Senate Recognition Award for Excellence in Teaching, Southeastern 
Oklahoma State University, 2008
Nominee, Teacher of the Year, College of the Mainland, 2003
Writer of the Year, Wordcraft Circle of Native Writers and Storytellers, 2000
Post-Doctoral Lectureship, University of Oklahoma, 2000
Residential Writing Fellowship, Virginia Center for the Creative Arts, 2000
Merit Tuition Scholarship, University of Oklahoma, 1996-1999
Roy and Florena Hadsell Award for Research, University of Oklahoma, 1995
Sigma Tau Delta, Rho Omega Chapter of the National English Honor Society, 1993
Omicron Delta Kappa, Atrium Circle Chapter of the National Leadership Honor Society,
1992

Professional Memberships

Modern Language Association
Wordcraft Circle of Native Writers and Storytellers

References

Dr. Margaret Cotter-Lynch. (Associate Professor) Department of English, Humanities, 
and Languages, School of Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 
1405 North 4th Avenue, Durant, Oklahoma, 74701. mcotter@se.edu (580) 745-2986

Dr. Daniel Althoff.  (Professor) Department of English, Humanities, and Languages, 
School of Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 1405 North 4th

Avenue, Durant, Oklahoma, 74701. dalthoff@se.edu (580) 745-2584

Dr. Lisa Coleman. (Professor) Department of English, Humanities, and Languages, 
School of Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 1405 North 4th

Avenue, Durant, Oklahoma, 74701. lcoleman@se.edu (580) 745-2770

Dr. Virginia Parrish. (Associate Professor) Department of English, Humanities, and 
Languages, School of Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 1405 
North 4th Avenue, Durant, Oklahoma, 74701.vparrish@se.edu (580) 745-2594

Dr. Mark Spencer. (Associate Professor) Department of English, Humanities, and 
Languages, School of Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 1405 
North 4th Avenue, Durant, Oklahoma, 74701. mspencer@se.edu (580) 745-2921

Dr. Paula Allen. (Professor) Department of English, Humanities, and Languages, School 
of Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 1405 North 4th Avenue, 
Durant, Oklahoma, 74701. psmithallen@se.edu (580) 745-2592
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Philosophy of Teaching
Dr. Rachel Tudor

I love teaching because I find my life is enriched by helping students improve their lives. The 

reason students enroll in college is to improve the quality of their lives, and it is our responsibility as 

educators to help them achieve their goal. Although students generally expect us to help them increase 

their skills and abilities, it is my goal to help them gain wisdom as well. In other words, I consider 

students’ apprehension of material as important as their comprehension of it. For instance, while there 

is value in knowing the names of the main actors in Homer’s Iliad and being able to knowledgeably 

outline the plot of the story, it is life-changing to apprehend the significance of a father (Priam) loving 

his son (Hector) more than he hates the man (Achilles) who killed him. 

Teaching is as much an art as it is a science. I have spent more nights than I can count laying 

awake asking myself why a seemingly pedagogically sound lesson failed to meet its goal. As an 

inexperienced teacher, I was often puzzled why the very same lesson plan that succeeded in one class

was a failure in another--sometimes in a class held immediately after the successful class. As an 

experienced teacher, I know that each class has its own personality. Each class has its own needs and 

abilities. I cannot expect a class to adapt to my lesson plan; I must adapt my lesson plan to fit the 

personality, needs, and gifts of each class.

I have yet to discover a magic formula for success (if you have one, please share), but I do 

know that students need to feel a sense of connection (to the material, to one another, and to the 

teacher), recognition for their effort, and power (also known as “agency”).  

In classrooms with movable desks, I build a sense of connection by having the students move 

their desks in a circle so we are all facing one another. It is important for students to see one another’s

faces when talking to build interpersonal classroom relationships. No one is talking to the back of 

someone else’s head, and no one is trying to listen to an unfamiliar disembodied voice behind them. In 
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order for the students to feel a connection with me, I think it is important to sit with the students. To 

facilitate connection with the material, I might ask a student what difference it would make in his or her 

life to share Priam’s values. What difference does it make in the quality of one's life to value love more 

than vengeance?

Students feel a sense of recognition when a teacher practices active listening. Active listening 

requires taking student contributions and questions seriously. It requires the flexibility and 

improvisation that is only acquired through experience and frequent critical reflection on what happens 

in the classroom. Students are intelligent enough to know when a teacher is fishing for the right answer. 

Fishing for “right” answers humiliates students who stray from the lesson plan script and intimidates 

other students from contributing. When students do not voice anticipated responses, I am curious why. 

Discovering why is an opportunity for students and teachers to recognize one another. Of course, 

written assignments are another opportunity for students to feel recognized if evaluations are 

inquisitive instead of punitive. For instance, asking a student why they repeatedly commit an error is 

more helpful than simply penalizing a student for an error. 

Students feel power when they are given responsibilities and choices. Small group assignments 

and peer revisions are excellent opportunities for students to take leadership roles and make decisions 

in reference to the material we are covering. I explain the purpose and goals of our activities. I invite 

students to comment on and offer suggestions in reference to our activities. In addition, after we finish 

reading a text or complete an assignment, I ask them if they would recommend the text or assignment 

for the next class. This is not an empty exercise; I have gained valuable insight into making 

connections with students simply by listening to their lived classroom experience. Facilitating 

connection, recognition, and power are mutually reinforcing strategies for successful teaching and 

learning.

Student response to my philosophy of teaching has been positive. For example, student demand 

for my Introduction to Philosophy class necessitated opening additional sections as well as adding 
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another philosophy class, Ethics, to the course schedule. Also, I have been informed by a number of 

colleagues that students cited their experience in my class as their reason for selecting a major in our 

department. We all need to feel connection to one another, recognition for our contributions, and some 

sense of agency over our lives to be happy. My philosophy of teaching is simply my philosophy of life 

brought into the classroom.
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