TO:
Committee on Faculty Affairs

FROM:
Steering  Committee

RE:
Guidelines for Disciplinary Standards

DATE:
January 28, 2009
Background :

The Steering Committee received the attached email from the Faculty Senate Executive Board (SEB)  asking that principles be developed concerning disciplinary standards for scholarship, which are used in the reappointment and promotion processes. The Reappointment and Promotion Document mandates that scholarship be judged in accordance with discipline-specific standards (or interdisciplinary-specific where applicable) that are developed within each Department. However, the SEB points out that it is unclear what principles were to be used in the development of these standards, nor whether equity across Departments and Schools was intended.     

There was, in fact, previous consideration of this issue within the governance process in 2004-2005, which was included in the cover letter to CFA’s original Final Recommendation on the revision of the Reappointment and Promotion Document. That letter is attached; disciplinary standards are addressed in item #2. Specifically, the CFA at that time called for the creation of disciplinary standards and described general principles to guide their development. The CFA  also described a method for approval and a method to ensure reasonable equity across disciplines. For various reasons not related to the disciplinary standards, this 2005 Final Recommendation was not accepted fully by the Provost, so CFA continued work on it over the next two years. Unfortunately, during that time the cover letter did not follow the actual document through the governance process and this piece of the original work was lost.

 
Charge :

The Steering Committee charges the Committee on Faculty Affairs to review the request from the SEB and the May 2005 cover letter from CFA, and then 
· Develop general principles that will guide the development of future disciplinary or interdisciplinary standards for scholarly work. 

· Determine whether reasonable equity across Departments and Schools should be a goal, and if so, develop a process to ensure equity.

· Decide how all previously developed Disciplinary Standards should be reviewed and if necessary, revised, in order to conform to the principles and equitability.  
Timeline:  

The Steering Committee requests that CFA complete this charge by March 31, 2010.  

TCNJ Governance Processes

Step #1 -- Identifying and reporting the problem:  When a Standing Committee receives an issue from the Steering Committee, the first responsibility is to clearly articulate and report the problem to the campus community through regular updates to the campus community and the Governance Web Page (www.tcnj.edu/~steering ).  The problem may have been set out clearly in the charge received from the Steering Committee, or it may be necessary for the Standing Committee to frame a problem statement.  The problem statement should indicate the difficulties or uncertainties that need to be addressed through new or revised policy, procedure, or program.  The problem statement should be broadly stated and should include a context such as existing policy or practice.  Problem statements may include solution parameters but should not suggest any actual solutions.  Clearly stated problems will lead to better recommendations. 

Step #2 -- Preparing a preliminary recommendation:  Once the campus community has received the problem statement, committees can begin to collect data needed to make a recommendation.  Committees typically receive input through committee membership, formal testimony, and open comment from affected individuals and all stakeholder groups.  Committees must be proactive in inviting stakeholder groups (including Student Government Association, Staff Senate and Faculty Senate) to provide formal testimony prior to developing a preliminary recommendation.  When, in the best judgment of the committee, adequate clarity of the principles contributing to the problem are known, a preliminary recommendation should be drafted and disseminated to the campus community through regular updates and the Governance Web Page. 

Step #3 -- Making a Final Recommendation:  Committees must use sound judgment to give the campus adequate time to review the preliminary recommendation before making their final recommendation.  Again, committees are expected to be proactive in receiving feedback on the preliminary recommendation.  If a full calendar year has passed since the formal announcement of the preliminary recommendation, the committee must resubmit a preliminary recommendation to the campus community.  When, in the best judgment of the committee, the campus community has responded to the proposed resolution of the issue, the committee shall send their final recommendation (complete documentation) to the Steering Committee.

Testimony

The presenting of testimony is central to the concept of shared governance.  All stakeholder groups will have an opportunity to provide input into governance issues through direct membership as well as invited testimony.  Individuals appointed or elected to the governance system are expected to take a broad institutional perspective relative to issues being considered.  In contrast, invited testimony will reflect the stakeholder perspective on the issue being considered.  Committees are expected to be proactive in inviting stakeholder groups to provide testimony at both step # 2 and #3 of the process.  Committees need to identify stakeholder groups that are interested in each particular issue and invite their testimony at scheduled Committee meetings or hearings.  Committees should report in their minutes which groups were targeted as stakeholders, how testimony was invited, the form of the testimony (written, oral, etc.), and the substantive content of the testimony.  

Email : Tues. Nov. 17, 2009

To: Steering Committee
From: Faculty Senate Executive Board

Several faculty members have approached the Faculty Senate this fall to ask about the disciplinary standards being used in the promotion process. Two clear issues have arisen: first, while discussions occurred and draft ideas were floated regarding the possible need for equity in disciplinary standards  across departments and schools, there is no evidence that any decision was reached through the governance process as to whether equity was to be a goal.  More generally, it is unclear what process and principles eventually dictated the creation and approval of the standards.

Accordingly we ask Steering to ask CFA to establish principles which should govern the creation of future disciplinary standards, including but not limited to the issue of equitability of expectations across departments and schools. We would then ask the Provost to initiate a review by the faculty of the existing standards to ensure that they comply with these principles.

Committee on Faculty Affairs
Final Recommendation
on Re-Examination of the Promotions Document
May  5, 2005
Dear Colleagues,


The Committee on Faculty Affairs acknowledges the many colleagues who provided thoughtful commentary to us during our work on the Promotions Document. We received 29 email responses to our preliminary questionnaire, the Preliminary Recommendation, and the Intermediate Recommendation. In addition, we held three public forums and consulted with the Provost twice. We considered all testimony carefully and in the great majority of cases we modified the document to reflect the commentary. 


Many changes have been made to the Promotions document to bring it into alignment with the Reappointment document that went through Governance in 2001, which was our main charge from the Steering Committee. Some changes were made to the Reappointment document as well to facilitate the realignment, and we devised a common application form for reappointment and promotion. We use this cover letter to amplify our recommendations on several particularly important points.

1. Evaluation of teaching   

Evaluation of teaching relies on both peer evaluation and student evaluation. The new documents continue this practice, but the CFA recommends needed improvements in both forms of evaluation. First, peer evaluation could be much more informative than it usually is. Thus, the document points out that 

Peer evaluations minimally should be based on observation of teaching in two class periods (although this may be reduced to one if two is not feasible in very small departments), in which the teaching activities are described and evaluated for quality. Evaluations should also inspect and comment upon the clarity, rigor, and currency of syllabi, assignments, and other course materials. 

Second, the CFA recommends that a new official College student feedback form be developed to assess how well a course met stated course and Program learning goals in addition to student satisfaction with course experiences. These new forms should replace those currently in use.

2. Standards for disciplinary scholarly/creative/professional activity

One of the major changes is the inclusion of the following language in both documents: 

The time and effort required to complete scholarly or artistic projects may differ markedly among disciplines and even sub-disciplines.  It is not possible to define in this document what these standards are in every discipline. It is the responsibility of the Departmental Promotion and Tenure Committee (or its equivalent) to consult with the candidate, Dean, and Provost about reasonable expectations based on the accepted Disciplinary Standards developed in each Department or Program. It is the responsibility of the candidate to make clear in the application that these expectations were met and that they were appropriate for his/her discipline and sub-discipline.

With this language the CFA recommends that a new system be developed at TCNJ  to more clearly define disciplinary standards within the Departments and Programs. Currently these are poorly defined, if at all, and this has led to confusion for candidates and evaluators alike. We recommend that each Department and Program be directed by Academic Affairs to develop a written document called “Disciplinary Standards”, in consultation with its Dean and the Provost, that clearly lays out reasonable expectations for scholarly/creative/professional activity within its disciplines at each level of evaluation: pre-tenure reappointments, tenure, promotion to Associate Professor, and promotion to Professor. These standards should act to maintain the high level of accomplishment that we have come to expect from TCNJ faculty, be reasonable given the TCNJ teaching load, and be very flexible in order to provide  maximum opportunity for faculty member’s accomplishments to be evidence for normal movement through the academic ranks. The Disciplinary Standards should be approved by vote within the Departments or Programs, and signed by the Department Chair, Dean, and Provost, thus acknowledging agreement and acceptance. The Dean and Provost should sign the Disciplinary Standards only after they have been presented to the Council of Deans, in order to ensure reasonable equitability among Departments and Programs across The College. Further, CFA recommends that a copy of the signed Disciplinary Standards document be attached as part of every application for reappointment, tenure, and promotion. The candidates should refer to the Disciplinary Standards when explaining how their scholarly/creative/professional activities meet the standards, and all evaluators should use the document when judging whether the standards have been met. The Disciplinary Standards should be finalized by the end of the 2005-2006 academic year (in the meantime, evaluations of scholarly/creative/professional activity should proceed as they have in the past, with attention to the standards set forth in the revised documents). We expect that development of the Disciplinary Standards will proceed in concert with upcoming  Department and Program efforts to better define the teacher-scholar model generally, as has been recommended by the Committee on Planning and Priorities.  

3. External review

The current policy on external review for promotion states that it is optional at both the Associate Professor and Professor level. The CFA considered whether to recommend a change in this policy after reviewing information on external review from other colleges and testimony from TCNJ faculty. We conclude that it is a policy worthy of reconsideration, but it would be premature to recommend a change at this time because the campus community needs more time to fully consider the policy. Therefore CFA recommends that a separate charge be given to CFA in the Fall 2005 semester to fully consider the external review policy, and in the meantime external review should remain optional. 


We have identified three main problems with the current policy that should be considered during the review. First, there are mixed opinions about its utility. Some people see external review as a useful additional tool for explaining the case for promotion, especially when the scholarship is not familiar to the College Promotions Committee. Others think that since the reviewers are chosen by the candidate they will be uniformly good and so do not add anything to the application. Second, although external review is optional, some faculty members feel that it is a de facto requirement in some schools, leading to an inequity in expectations across campus. This is a serious problem since the standards and expectations for promotion must be applied equally to all faculty members. Third, many faculty members think that reviewers need clearer instruction to evaluate TCNJ faculty scholarship in the context of a primarily undergraduate institution with our teaching load. 


In Appendix I of our revision of the Promotion Document we have changed some of the procedures for choosing reviewers to address some of the problems listed above. We recommend that these new procedures go into effect for the next eligible round of promotions (candidates applying in 2006-07). 
4. Grade distributions

It came to our attention during our work on the promotions process that grade distribution information is being used during review of promotion applications, even though this information is not mentioned in the Promotion document. In some cases grading histories were provided to the College Promotions Committee without the knowledge of the candidate, and therefore the candidate did not have any opportunity to explain the grading practices. It is not clear to the CFA how grade distribution information has been used to help evaluate the case for promotion since there are no agreed upon standards nor methods of interpreting grading as an indicator of teaching effectiveness. Additionally, assessment of student learning is an area of current discussion, planning, and change throughout the campus. 


For all of the above reasons, CFA recommends that a separate charge be given to CFA to develop clear, appropriate evaluation standards for grade distributions in the context of new approaches to student assessment being developed at TCNJ. Until this is done, grade distributions should be considered conservatively and with caution during the evaluation of teaching effectiveness. Grade distributions are official and public information and are readily available. In order for candidates to have the fullest opportunity to explain their teaching practices, they should include their grade distributions and comment upon them in the applications for reappointment and promotion.  

-- The Committee on Faculty Affairs, 2004-2005
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