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ON TRACK II:

Toward Better Mentoring and Personnel Review Practices in CLA

2006 

Prepared by the Tenure Track Faculty Task Force of CLA 

The following suggestions have been developed by the 2005-2006 Tenure-Track Faculty Task Force:  Jean Humez (chair); Larry Blum, Tiffany Donaldson, Joan Liem, Tim Sieber, and Nancy Stieber. Our work responds to a charge by Dean Donna Kuizenga last year to explore and disseminate ideas for “best practices” in mentoring.  Because we see mentoring as integrally connected with demystifying the personnel review process, we consider these topics together in this document.  In addition to the information generated in our formal survey of tenure-track faculty last year (soon to be available on the college’s new web site), we have drawn upon some reading about mentoring as well as a variety of informal conversations with tenure-track and senior faculty. We also had the benefit of ideas articulated by Lois Rudnick, who led the C.I.T. seminar for tenure-track faculty last spring, and of several department chairs and senior faculty who previewed the document in an earlier draft.

We very much hope that this document will be seen as a constructive way of beginning ongoing conversations across and within departments in the college, among and between senior and tenure-track faculty.  We look forward to participating in some of these conversations as part of our committee’s ongoing commitment to improving CLA’s institutional success with faculty recruitment, career development and retention.

We have divided the discussion into three parts:  (a) suggestions for what departments can do right now to contribute to the well-being and success of their tenure-track faculty; (b) ideas for the future development of mentoring in the college and in departments; and (c) a suggested method for departments wishing to clarify personnel review criteria and process for their new hires and tenure-track faculty.  

A.  How Departments Can Contribute to the Successful Career Development of CLA Faculty on the Tenure Track.

UMB strives for excellence as a teaching-oriented institution serving an unusually diverse student body and as a university in which faculty are highly productive in research; in addition, we expect the faculty to be involved in service activity, which can consist of university-based or community-based service.  

Since its founding in 1964, UMB has taken pride in being one of the nation’s relatively small number of public urban universities, and has repeatedly committed itself to an urban mission that involves strong engagement with urban issues and questions, on the local, national and global levels.  The College of Liberal Arts encourages its faculty to engage with the urban mission whenever feasible, and to articulate the contributions their work may make to it, whether in research, creative and professional activity, teaching and/or service.

 Though working in such a setting with wonderful colleagues and students is undoubtedly inspiring to many, tenure-track faculty in CLA nevertheless express a great deal of anxiety about the overall workload and what seem to be exceptionally high expectations of them as caring and skilled teachers during the years in which they are also diligently compiling a tenurable dossier of research, creative or professional activity and service.  We all know of talented and dedicated tenure-track faculty who have left the college prior to the tenure review to take positions at institutions where the teaching load is not as demanding. This kind of voluntary attrition prior to the tenure decision year has actually been higher in recent years than attrition as a result of negative tenure decisions, and such voluntary attrition, at least in recent years, has disproportionately affected faculty of color. 

At the college and university level, we hope ultimately to see workload policy changes, such as a reduction in the standard 3-3 teaching load of most tenure-track faculty, or the institution of a pre-tenure paid “sabbatical” semester similar to that recently adopted at UMass Lowell.  Such changes would make it possible to do a better job in diversifying the faculty than we currently do, as well as in supporting tenure-track faculty who also wish to become parents during their tenure-track years.  In the meantime, we do have some suggestions for departments as they seek to support their own tenure-track faculty in balancing the multiple demands of teaching, scholarly, creative and professional work, and service.  

Scheduling of Courses

1.  Wherever possible, departments should try to provide pre-tenure faculty with teaching schedules that allow for the possibility of doing research and writing throughout the year.  For example, consider a policy of assigning new hires and junior faculty to two day a week teaching schedules, with meetings restricted to one other day per week. 

2.   While it is important for tenure-track faculty to have the opportunity to teach at different levels (upper and lower division, graduate courses where applicable) and in General Education or other pedagogically challenging courses, it is also important not to ask junior faculty to prepare new courses every year or to spend so much time on curriculum development that they are at a disadvantage in developing their research agenda.  

3.  Wherever possible, departments should try to give junior faculty no more than two preparations per semester.  (We realize that this will not be possible in all cases; where it is not, departments should point out the extra work a three-preparation load involves when writing up personnel reviews.)

4.  We strongly urge departments to discuss with new hires the option of “banking” the two course releases they are given by the college when hired, to save for a time when research, creative or professional activities are more pressing – optimally, in the second or third year. In the case of new hires who must get a lab or studio set up quickly, it may make the best sense to consider taking the course releases in the first year, of course.

5.  New faculty should also be advised about opportunities in the department and college to get support for working on pedagogical skills, including applying for the C.I.T. seminar during the second or third year at UMB; developing or teaching one or more General Education courses; finding a good teaching mentor among experienced faculty; serving on the personnel committee during its annual review of faculty course materials and student course evaluations. 

Advising (and Protecting) Tenure-Track Faculty on Service Commitments

1.  Departments can provide invaluable guidance to tenure-track faculty in choosing how to fulfill their service obligations strategically, especially during the first two years.  Chairs might suggest service opportunities and ask tenure-track faculty to check in with them on a regular basis to discuss service work and possibly make changes in service assignments as a result. 

2.  We urge chairs to communicate to new hires that it is not the number of committees on which they serve or the number of activities in the larger community in which they are engaged, but the significance of the work and the quality of the faculty member’s contributions that matter most.

3.  Chairs can and probably should play a vital role in helping tenure-track faculty determine how to balance their service work with their teaching and research.  While service work is important and expected of all faculty, the demands of internal service and the attractiveness of external service require that junior faculty sometimes say “no” to invitations for service work beyond a desirable level, in order to protect their time.

4.  We suggest that departments consider including tenure-track faculty in the important policy-making departmental committees, as well as in a (non-voting) role in personnel review committees, in order to help junior faculty learn experientially how the department functions and to feel included and respected as a colleague right from the outset. Such participation will also usefully demystify the department’s procedures and culture as related to personnel reviews. 

Supporting Tenure-Track Faculty in Career Development and Personnel Reviews

1.  We suggest that departments use the “On Track” document produced in May 2005 by this committee as a way of initiating a career development and personnel review discussion with newly hired tenure-track faculty.  (If you do not already have copies for your faculty, please check the CLA web page or contact jean.humez@umb.edu.)  The department might consider setting up a mentoring committee of its own, which would be charged with overseeing whatever mentoring system the department decides to design.  It could make sure that periodic discussions of issues related to career development and mentoring are scheduled.  In addition, departments might consult the list of resources at the end of this document for readings related to junior faculty career development and mentoring.

2.  Departments can be proactive in helping tenure-track faculty get support for seeking internal and external funding for conference attendance, research grants, and venues for publication and dissemination of research.  We suggest that chairs set up at least an annual, and possibly a once-a-semester meeting with tenure-track faculty to discuss the kind of support the faculty member may need in advancing the research agenda.  This can also be a role of formal or informal mentors (see section B. below).

3.  Departments can explain to junior faculty early in their careers the advantages of creating teaching portfolios as a way of presenting their on-going development as teachers.  (See below for more suggestions on this.)

4.  Department chairs or personnel committee chairs can be very helpful in explaining the categories of the Annual Faculty Report, and in helping ensure that new tenure-track faculty understand how to fill out this document accurately and completely.  It is important that the role of the AFR as a permanent part of the personnel file through all levels of review is appreciated on both sides. 

5.  Department personnel committees need to give fair and honest feedback to tenure-track faculty on Annual Faculty reports each year, so that the junior faculty can understand clearly how well they are currently meeting expectations and, where there is a problem, what they might need to do in one or more of the areas under review to correct that problem.  At the same time, Departmental personnel committees should contextualize student course evaluation ratings in personnel reviews, including the AFR.  (For example, faculty who teach large sections, controversial subject matter, or GenEd First Year Seminars sometimes receive lower overall scores in these courses than in others.  They should certainly not be penalized in personnel reviews for the challenging kinds of courses they have been asked to teach.)

6.  During the spring prior the fourth-year review or tenure review, the department chair or chair of the personnel committee has an important role in meeting with the tenure-track faculty member to demystify the process and discuss the timeline of work necessary for the files and personal statements to be completed by the early fall.  Some departments provide junior faculty with models of the Table of Contents and personal statements of others who have recently gone through the review process.  (Chairs need to obtain permission in writing in order to share these materials.)  If there has not been a major personnel review recently in the department, other models might be obtained through the dean’s office (again, with permission in writing from the candidate).  

B.   Some Principles For Developing College-wide or Departmental Mentoring Programs.

1.  Any formal or informal mentoring programs should be developed in the context of our other institutional efforts to communicate to TT faculty that they are valued members of the community and colleagues right from the beginning.  Our primary goal should be retention of these talented and dedicated new faculty we have spent such care recruiting!  

2.  We should avoid creating an inflexible, one-size-fits all system.  The needs and concerns of TT faculty inevitably vary considerably, by size of department, type of department, field, and a host of other variables.  

3.  Departments should be alert to the special pressures and demands TT faculty of color often face, and seek ways to educate themselves about best mentoring practices from the perspectives of TT faculty of color. See for example Boice (2000), Blackwell (1989), Aguirre (2000), Moody (2004), Turner and Myers (2000), Vargas (2002), Bonilla in Wunsch (1994).

4.  TT faculty should be urged to seek out more than one source of mentoring.  There are advantages and disadvantages to an assigned mentor system, a senior faculty mentor system, an intra-departmental mentor system, etc, but each TT faculty member should have a clear mentoring structure to use as they wish to.  It may be wise to try to create a variety of choices on both department and college levels, along with a way of coordinating and publicizing these.  For example, we could identify distinctive mentoring roles such as “research field mentor,” “service mentor,” “teaching mentor,” “peer departmental mentor,” “senior departmental mentor,” and “extra-departmental institutional mentor.” The college and departments could then create lists of people who might volunteer for one or more of these roles in a given semester or year.  These lists could be made available to new and continuing TT faculty.  

5.  Mentors need to be people who are highly motivated to mentor, well informed about departmental, field and institutional practices, able to listen well and communicate well, and experienced or trained or both in good mentoring practices.  They also need sufficient time to devote to this work, and a sense that the work is really valued by their own departments and by the dean and provost.  (Formal mentoring assignments could be listed on the AFR; in some cases they might be recognized and rewarded with release from other committee work.)  

6.  Recently tenured and even advanced TT faculty may in many cases be at least as effective mentors as senior faculty in leadership positions--both because they are closer to the TT faculty in age and experience, and because they do not represent such an evaluative role.  (Again, this is an argument for allowing for TT faculty control over the choice of mentor.)

7.  Departments should be proactive in making sure that TT faculty are socially integrated and involved in departmental decision-making. As suggested above, it might be important to involve TT faculty on personnel committees early in their careers, to help demystify the personal review process.  TT faculty should also be encouraged to connect with other UMB faculty, especially other TT faculty, through interest networks, and other programs outside their own departments (and this networking and community building should be clearly valued by their departments in personnel reviews). Some TT faculty have found it very useful to participate in research/writing support groups of peers, both inside and outside the university, to help them move along with their work in a supportive setting where they can also get frequent critical feedback.

8.  Departments, the college, and the provost should make sure that the personnel review bodies keep up to date with newer types of scholarship/creative activity, such as technologically sophisticated publication.  Senior mentors in particular need to be sure to inform themselves about such trends and avoid giving inappropriate advice. (Our successor committee could help with this, by providing examples of various professional associations’ guidelines on evaluating digital media activities in personnel reviews, for example.)

C.  Developing a More “Transparent” Personnel Review Process in the Departments

Many tenure-track faculty members have expressed the desire for more “transparency” about the expectations they will need to meet to succeed at fourth year and tenure reviews.  (Indeed, this was such a clear need expressed last year that our committee postponed work on mentoring to created the “On Track” document.)  Particularly at the departmental level, there is still a very great need for demystification.

We would like to encourage departments to take steps to alleviate some of the anxieties of junior faculty by providing opportunities for discussing departmental expectations, the process of evaluation followed by the department, and the standards of judgment that have recently been applied during reviews by the CPC and Provost.  If such discussions took a central place in the mentoring of junior faculty, we believe their increased understanding would make the shoals of fourth-year and tenure review easier to navigate.  Since there is no single path toward success, these suggestions are premised on the notion that tenure track faculty need an introduction to the departmental culture that determines the multiple criteria and processes of review by which they will be judged.   We believe that both junior and senior faculty will benefit from active participation in discussion about the setting of those standards and procedures.

One step toward achieving the goal of open and frank discussion of departmental criteria and processes would be to ask the department personnel committee or a special committee to create a written statement of expectations that is specific to the department.   Discussion within the department to generate such a statement and discussion about the content of the document once it has been written should be very useful, leading to greater clarification of both the criteria and processes applied during personnel reviews.  As well as helping the tenure track faculty understand the expectations of the department, such a statement could be very helpful for the departmental personnel committee in its work.  It could also serve the purpose of clarifying to the dean and higher administration the specific, field-based values and standards relevant for judging a faculty member in the department’s field.  Periodic revision of the statement would foster continued consideration and discussion among the faculty of departmental standards as these develop and change.  

As of June 2006, discussions are underway between the dean and provost about the possibility of using departmentally-generated statements of expectations as guidelines for administrative judgments during future personnel reviews.  At this time it is expected that one CLA department may volunteer to draw up such a document in the fall as a prototype, so that an administrative process can be more concretely designed.  (Clearly, departmental documents that are not approved by dean and provost would be problematic, and might actually mislead tenure-track faculty about upper levels of review, and so we do not recommend that individual departments create their own documents until the prototype has been produced and approved.)  In the meantime, however, we do strongly encourage CLA departments in general to begin a process of open and comprehensive discussion of departmental expectations of tenure-track faculty.  Our successor committee will be happy to come to departmental meetings to answer questions related to the suggestions in this section of our report. 

We realize that drafting a department statement about expectations for faculty performance poses a number of challenges.  In particular, some personnel committees may feel that putting criteria in writing carries a contractual implication.  We believe, however, that the departmental statement can be couched in language that makes it clear that the statement merely indicates a range of criteria and not absolute requirements or guarantees.  In our view, the advantages to junior faculty of receiving written guidelines outweigh any risk that these will be considered as contractual obligations.

Obviously, such a statement would be used as an aid to mentoring tenure track faculty, and certainly not as a substitute for it.  We would hope that discussion of the department’s statement between and among junior and senior faculty would both strengthen the mentoring process and alleviate much of the unnecessary confusion and concern that tenure track faculty complain of now.  To that end, in addition to indicating their criteria for judgment, we suggest that departments provide in their statement an explanation of the departmental procedures used in the annual, fourth year and tenure reviews. 

In this section we offer some thoughts about the content of departmentally-generated statements of expectations, in discussion or in documentary form.  For a written document, each department would probably need to create a comprehensive list of the kinds of evidence of accomplishment that tenure-track faculty are expected to include in fourth-year and tenure-review dossiers.  The lists would reflect the values widely acknowledged in that department’s own disciplinary or interdisciplinary area.  Any departmental statement would of course clearly include a caveat that no one is expected to achieve all of the kinds of accomplishment listed.  For those departments that might like to see a hypothetical model of a departmental statement, a sample from another university is available upon request.  Please contact jean.humez@umb.edu.  

1.  Explaining what is expected in Research, Creative or Professional Activity
We assume that productive research, creative or professional activity in the college will take many forms, depending on the discipline or combination of disciplines involved.   It would be useful for each department to state the general criteria it applies for judging research/creative work.  In the following paragraphs, we provide an overview of what we believe is applicable to most departments.  


“Research, creative or professional activity” (as the category is described in the university’s governing personnel document, the Red Book) is broadly construed to include all original inquiry (theoretical, empirical, and applied); systematic analysis and synthesis of problems (both practical and theoretical) that results in original publications; creative activities (such as artistic production); and other professional activity calling upon and demonstrating scholarly or creative expertise.  In most cases, departments judge research, creative or professional activity by asking through what scholarly and creative efforts the faculty member is adding to knowledge in the field in which she or he works. 


Since fields differ markedly in the forms in which research, creative or professional activity is produced, each specialized field requires somewhat different criteria for judging the significance of a faculty member’s work.  However, a very important means of measuring quality in research, creative or professional activity is scrutiny by professional peers who draw conclusions about its creativity, rigor, and value (peer review).  Evidence of research, creative or professional activity in almost every field will include written documentation (such as articles, chapters, books, conference papers, reviews and reports) or other products (works of art, computer software, websites).  In general, the evidence put forward, should demonstrate:

· theoretical underpinnings relevant to the current state of the discipline

· evidence of an understanding of the relevant literature/creative work

· rich conceptualization of some aspect of the field’s problems/issues/questions 

· an approach to scholarly inquiry or applied scholarly activity that is well justified, coherent, and appropriate to its goals

· a coherent sense of where the work fits within its field and its potential contributions to the field’s future development.

Taking the above into consideration, we suggest that the department articulate for its field(s) a comparable but specific statement about its criteria for judgment (such as general quantity of accomplishments and quality of venues expected), followed by a listing of the kinds of evidence that would demonstrate fulfillment of those criteria.  Some departments may wish to indicate what evidence has proved successful in the past and may make a selection of successful dossiers available to serve as models (with the written permission of the candidate).  Since certain types of research, creative or professional activity require more work and some are subject to higher standards of public and peer evaluation than others, the departmental statement might try to indicate the relative value of the various accomplishments.  This might be done by listing them in order of relative importance or by establishing categories that identify, for instance, those that require more stringent public scrutiny and therefore are most likely to receive more weight in personnel reviews. 

Most departments do not apply rigid standards for the number and type of evidence expected at personnel reviews.  While tenure track faculty often ask such questions as “how many articles/compositions/works of art do I need for fourth year review?” departments usually apply a more complex set of criteria.  However, unwritten or assumed criteria need to be articulated whenever possible—otherwise, these are often the most opaque to junior faculty.  

To assess the work, a close review of the candidate’s personal statement often considers how the candidate describes the threads of meaning and impact of his or her research, creative or professional activity and how she or he reflects on the contribution of that work to the current state of knowledge in the field.  Furthermore, the candidate’s personal statement, curriculum vitae, and portfolio of works (selected by the candidate) may be reviewed by acknowledged external experts in the field in addition to the committee members themselves (external letters are optional and not often used for fourth-year review, though they are required for tenure review).  To justify a finding of excellence in research, creative or professional activity, it is generally expected that most if not all of the external reviewers and committee members find the work to represent a significant contribution to the field, with the likelihood of continuing contributions indicated.  Some departments regularly make it a practice to consult with faculty in comparable departments to ascertain the standards they apply in the field.  Clear articulation of these assessment practices may help tenure track faculty to understand the ways in which the department will judge their accomplishments in research, creative or professional activity.  


(For further information on current understandings between the dean’s office and department chairs/program directors on procedures related to major personnel review, see the Appendix )

2.  Explaining what is expected in Teaching and Advising.

We recommend that the departmental statement outline the expectations of the department, the college and the university for teaching, indicate the criteria for excellence, and explain the methods used to gather information about achievement in teaching. 

Although departments may not vary so much in their values in the teaching arena as in professional/scholarly activity, they should still attempt to be candid about the particular importance attached in this department to different levels or types of teaching (e.g., graduate courses vs. introductory undergraduate courses; discussion-oriented pedagogy vs. lecture; General Education vs. courses required of majors, etc.).  The document should explain whether offering Independent Studies, doing Honors, Master’s and Doctoral Thesis advising, developing and offering new courses, and other teaching and advising above and beyond the three-course load and regular pre-registration advising are advisable activities that are highly valued in personnel reviews.  

Some departments encourage tenure-track faculty to keep not only all course materials developed for teaching but also reflections about pedagogical challenges and strategies in a teaching portfolio.  This is a way of presenting the teacher’s ongoing development in a much more substantive and self-reflective way than is typical for most reviews of teaching effectiveness, which are dependent mostly on personnel committee readings of student course evaluations and faculty teaching materials.  

The department may wish to use this opportunity to develop other methods of supporting the pedagogical skill development of tenure-track (and tenured) faculty, for example by encouraging visits to the classroom by senior colleagues acting in a mentoring rather than evaluative role; by suggesting the use of mid-term course evaluations; or by holding departmental discussions of challenging teaching issues. 

3.  Explaining what is expected in Service.

A clear and detailed statement about the level, kinds and trajectory of service expected as the faculty member proceeds through fourth-year and tenure review is very important.  The importance of being able to document not just the fact of service but the quality of the service should be stressed (e.g., detailed testimony from referees as to the particular contribution made; copies of documents drafted; specific letters of thanks from organizations or agencies). (See “On Track” for record-keeping strategy suggestions for junior faculty.)

In some ways clarifying expectations in service in CLA is more challenging than in the other two arenas.  For one thing, the AFR categories of service comprise a very broad range of possible activities, some more important in the eyes of particular departments and colleges than others.  The TT faculty member in CLA should therefore be given a candid assessment by the department of which departmental, college and university service activities are most highly valued and most useful as opportunities to make significant contributions.

 In “OnTrack,” the tenure track faculty are given the following advice: “Although the Red Book gives all three categories equal weight, in practice it is easier to make a compelling case for tenure when both scholarship and teaching are judged excellent.” It would be important for the department to be very clear with the tenure track faculty member about the kinds and quality of service, and the trajectory of a service profile that would be truly outstanding.  

It is also essential to attempt to clarify for the tenure-track faculty as much as possible the distinctions between the AFR categories of “professional activity” (a form of scholarship, broadly defined) and “service to the profession or discipline” and “professionally related outreach service to the public beyond the university” (forms of service).  And of course it is also important to distinguish clearly between professionally-related service to the community and individual community service that does not draw upon one’s professional expertise.

Some departments and interdisciplinary fields place a very high value on kinds of research that involve collaborations between academics and non-academics within public groups outside the university; indeed, some faculty members’ positions are defined as encouraging and promoting this kind of collaborative research.  (Examples might include applied research in social sciences, ethnic studies, or teacher-preparation activities.)  If this is the case in your department (or a sub-specialty within your department), it is particularly important to clarify how this work is to be categorized for the purposes of personnel review, both for your TT faculty and for the dean and provost.  
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Appendix 

May 2005 Memo from Dean Donna Kuizenga, Summarizing Current Practices Agreement with Chairs/Department Heads on Personnel Review Procedures

· Outside referee letters

· Letters of invitation should indicate the teaching load, the type of university [research intensive] and ask for an assessment of the quality of the scholarship and the venues in which published and the standing of the candidate in the relevant scholarly community.  Referees should be asked to send a current curriculum vitae and to explain their relationship to the candidate.

· The average number of letters in CLA tenure cases over the last ten years has been between 5 and 8.  Thus I expect that you will obtain between 5 and 8 letters.  In the past ten years, the outside letters have come approximately half from lists submitted by the candidates and half from lists composed by the department and its personnel committee.  I would expect this 50/50 split to continue.  In the case of an uneven number of letters, I would expect the additional letter to come from the department’s list.

· The choice of outside reviewers should be such that the resulting case is as unambiguous as possible and not dependant on letters from individuals with close personal or professional relationships to the candidate. 

· Promotion to professor.  All evaluators should be sent a full set of materials and should be asked to comment on the whole dossier.  In those cases where a faculty member’s work crosses fields, you may indicate to the evaluator that s/he may want to devote much more detail to that area of expertise, but evaluators should be given the full picture.

· With rare exceptions, outside reviewers for cases of tenure and promotion to associate professor should be tenured and hold at least the rank of associate professor.  Likewise referees for promotion to professor should, with rare exceptions, hold the rank of professor.

· Dossiers:  The research section of the case should have clear separate categories for 

· Published works

· Works accepted or in press

· Works in progress

· Lists of talks and/or conference papers should be separated from written publications

· Indicate whether each item is refereed or not.

· Student evaluations of teaching

· Dossiers for personnel actions should contain a complete set of student evaluations for all courses taught by the candidate for the period under evaluation.  While for PMYR full sets of evaluations are not normally sent to the dean’s office, the department should keep full sets for its own deliberations.  Departments should keep evaluations as follows:

· For assistant professors—all evaluations for all semesters

· For associate professors—all evaluations for all semesters following tenure and promotion.

· For full professors—all evaluations for all semesters for 7 years [because of PMYR]

· Dossiers should contain a clear explanation of the procedures by which student evaluations were solicited, and for each course the number of registered students and the number of evaluations completed.

· After grades have been turned in, faculty should have the opportunity to review their evaluations. HOWEVER, all evaluations should be returned to the department and kept in the department as per the time frames above.

· Institutional need must be addressed at all levels in tenure cases.  This statement should include information about how the candidate’s research, teaching and service fit into the University’s mission.  The statement should also detail the affirmative action implications of the candidate’s presence in the department.

( We gratefully acknowledge the “Guidelines for College Faculty Personnel Reviews” put out by the Graduate College of Education as a source for some of the language in this document.





