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Final Recommendation of the Committee on Faculty Affairs:

A Review of SOSA’s Policies and Procedures

20 April 2004

I.   Introduction

In 2000, The College of New Jersey adopted a new model for supporting scholarly activity called SOSA (Committee on the Support of Scholarly Activity).  This new model was meant to correct some of the narrowness and inflexibility of FIRSL (Faculty Institutional Research and Sabbatical Leave Committee), the previous mechanism for dispersing faculty research funds.  Among the many instituted changes, perhaps the most important was that SOSA was allowed to give some applicants sustained 3-year awards, in addition to the traditional annual awards of 3 and 6 hours of reassigned time.  Another important addition was that the committee was charged with supporting the work of three different categories of faculty members: 1) those with established records of recognition and scholarly achievement; 2) those who are building records of accomplishment and recognition; and 3) those who have not had a sustained record of scholarship in recent years but who want to reactivate their scholarly activity. 

The Charge and CFA’s Response:

In 2003, CFA was charged with the task of reviewing SOSA’s policies and procedures in regard to three specific issues: 

1) whether SOSA has equitably served its three groups of applicants;

2) whether SOSA should continue to be governed by a campus-wide committee; and

3) whether SOSA should be providing written feedback to applicants.  

In addition, the Steering committee asked CFA to examine any other issues regarding SOSA that it deemed appropriate, particularly those that reflect on the transformation of student and faculty work.  

In order to address these issues, CFA has used a multimethod approach:

· it has reviewed the records of previous SOSA competitions to compare the relative treatment of the three groups of applicants;  

· it has received written and oral testimony from previous chairs and members of SOSA committees; and

· it has received written and oral testimony from faculty across campus.   

Throughout the various testimony CFA has received, a recurrent theme has been the vital importance of SOSA to the college community.  Despite budgetary shortfalls and transformed workloads, faculty scholarship is one of the most important things the College can do to continue its remarkable trajectory.  From documents released by the Provost’s office to the President’s recent remarks to the Faculty Senate, the administration has given every indication that building a higher research profile is one of the college’s primary goals.  A fully funded SOSA program is essential to the College’s achieving its aspirations. 

II.  Review and Findings
A thorough review of SOSA’s records has revealed the following:


1) For the last three academic years (2001-2004), the administration has made 21 FTEs (or 504 FWHs) available for SOSA competition and distribution.
  By design, the SOSA committee distributed less than 504 FWHs per year for new awards because prior commitments to sustained awards had limited the pool of annual resources.

2) In the three years under review, SOSA received a total of 290 applications, an average of 97 per year.  78% of these applications received some form of support, meaning that 225 applications were awarded 3 or 6 hours of alternate assignment in either annual or sustained awards. 


3) Since 2001, a total of 135 individual faculty members have received a SOSA award, roughly 42% of the college’s faculty.  The average success rate for applicants at the professor rank was 88%.  The average rate for associate professor applicants was 74%; for assistant professors, the average was 76%.  The breakdown of the awards, by rank, is presented in Table 1.  

Table 1 SOSA Awards 2001-2004 by rank

	RANK
	2001-2002
	2002-2003
	2003- 2004

	Professor
	
	
	

	Total Applicants (#)
	26
	15
	13

	Awarded (#)
	24
	14
	10

	    % annual
	42
	64
	70

	    % sustained
	58
	36
	30

	Associate
	 
	 
	 

	Total Applicants (#)
	43
	41
	38

	Awarded (#)
	34
	31
	27

	    % annual
	68
	87
	77

	    % sustained
	32
	13
	23

	Assistant
	 
	 
	 

	Total Applicants (#)
	50
	37
	27

	Awarded (#)
	42
	25
	20

	    % annual
	86
	72
	100

	    % sustained
	14
	28
	0

	Available FWHs for new awards
	462
	321
	255


CFA notes that the number of applications from all professorial ranks declined during the period under review.  The drop is particularly apparent in the applications from full and assistant professors.  One reason for this decline is that faculty members who received sustained awards were not part of the applicant pool for the following two years.  From 2001-2004, professors and associate professors accounted for an average of 79 percent of the total available sustained awards.  As is demonstrated in Table 2, 100 percent of the new sustained awards went to associate and full professors in the 2003-2004 academic year. 

Table 2 SOSA Awards 2001-2004 by rank and by level of award.  (Percentages have been rounded.)

	RANK
	2001-2002
	2002 - 2003
	2003 - 2004

	Professor
	
	
	

	# of Total Annual Awards
	10
	9
	7

	% of Total Annual Awards
	15
	17
	14

	# of Total Sustained Awards
	14
	5
	3

	% of Total Sustained Awards
	45
	31
	33

	Associate
	 
	 
	 

	# of Total Annual Awards
	23
	27
	21

	% of Total Annual Awards
	33
	50
	44

	# of Total Sustained Awards
	11
	4
	6

	% of Total Sustained Awards
	36
	25
	67

	Assistant
	 
	 
	 

	# of Total Annual Awards
	36
	18
	20

	% of Total Annual Awards
	52
	33
	42

	# of Total Sustained Awards
	6
	7
	0

	% of Total Sustained Awards
	19
	44
	0

	# of Available 

Annual Awards
	69
	54
	48

	# of Available New 

Sustained Awards
	31
	16
	9

	Total # of Sustained Awards (including carryovers from previous years)
	31 plus FIRSL
	47
	56

	Total # of Faculty 

with Awards
	100+
	101
	104


It should be noted that each year the SOSA committee determines the percentage of awards it will give at the sustained and annual level.  By 2003-2004, more individuals were receiving sustained than annual awards.  The decision to give more sustained awards reduces the total number of awards that future committees will be able to give, but it also reduces the applicant pool for the following two years.  


4) In coming years, the transformation of faculty work at TCNJ may intensify the competition for SOSA; at the same time, it may partially alleviate the problems associated with not receiving an award.  The competition may become more intense for a variety of reasons: 1) funding for SOSA has been reduced from its previous levels; 2) the number of active researchers at the College will most likely increase in the future; and 3) departments which have traditionally not entered into the competition may now choose to do so, thus enlarging the applicant pool.  However, the transformation will also change the stakes of the competition.  Beginning in the Fall 2004, each faculty member will have a course load equivalent to that of faculty members who received 6 hours of alternate assignment in 2001-2004.  With SOSA offering only 3 hours of alternate assignment for each award, the difference between funded faculty and non-funded faculty will amount to a single course per year. 


III.   Expectations and Principles


CFA’s recommendations have been guided by the following core expectations and principles:
1) In its Final Recommendation on Implementing the 3-3 Workload for Faculty (May 6, 2003), CFA stated that “All full-time faculty must teach a minimum of one course per year” (pg. 6).  As long as they can meet that requirement, all faculty members should be permitted to apply for and receive an annual or sustained SOSA award.  


2) The Provost pledged that there would be 12 FTEs available for SOSA in the transformed system.  Assuming that each course counts for 3 credits, there will be 96 units of SOSA available to the faculty.  The SOSA committee can give qualified applicants annual or sustained awards.  All annual awards in the transformed system will be for 3 hours of alternate assignment time/ year.  In addition, applicants can apply for sustained awards which would reduce their teaching load for 3 consecutive years.


3) After the implementation of a new system of faculty work, the purpose of SOSA should be to help the college achieve a higher research profile.  The SOSA committee should make its awards with the objective of supporting faculty research that has either exceptional merit or promise.  To that end, the committee should reward outstanding proposals submitted by senior scholars with proven reliability and merit.  At the same time, it should also cultivate the scholarship of junior faculty and those who are reviving their research after a period of dormancy.  How the committee achieves this result in any given year should depend upon its collective judgment in relation to the quality of submissions.

4) SOSA is a competitive system and should rely on the judgments of the faculty appointed to the awards committee.  Testimony suggests that the creation of sustained awards has been particularly welcome and effective.  The SOSA committee should strive to increase the number of these awards in the future.
IV.   Recommendations

1) CFA strongly recommends that SOSA continue to be a single, campus-wide committee.  The committee has received significant and contradictory testimony about this issue.  Some faculty believe that their applications will be treated more fairly by a committee constituted by colleagues in their schools.  However, a great majority think that the campus-wide committee is both appropriate and fair, citing a variety of compelling reasons: larger committees are more impartial and objective than school wide committees can be; research proposals should be evaluated and rewarded regardless of the faculty member’s department or school; in a competitive system, the committee should make awards to those projects it finds to be the most promising and innovative; and finally, the reflected prestige that comes from outstanding faculty research falls primarily on the College, not the schools.

2) The current practice of offering workshops and allowing rejected applicants to meet with the SOSA chair is both collegial and effective.  CFA recommends that this practice should continue and encourages more faculty to make use of this long-standing SOSA policy.  CFA is of the opinion that requiring the SOSA committee to give written feedback to rejected candidates would put an undue burden on its volunteer members.  The committee recommends, however, that the Office of the Vice Provost for Research and Faculty Development provide unsuccessful applicants a summary of their average numerical scores on the evaluation rubric.  Testimony from previous SOSA chairs suggests that the primary reason why people do not get SOSA is that there were simply not enough awards to go around.  

3) CFA recommends that the campus give much more attention to educating faculty about how to write successful proposals.  The responsibility for improving the quality and ambition of SOSA proposals rests on the community at large.  While SOSA must continue as a committee that evaluates faculty proposals, it should be one part of a general cultural shift at TCNJ in which the community itself comes to regard research as something worth nurturing.  

At the center of these efforts should be The Office of the Vice Provost for Research and Faculty Development.  This office should sponsor workshops aimed towards improving proposals for both SOSA and other grants competitions.  It should sponsor workshops for faculty from each segment of the research population: new faculty, established scholars, and faculty who seek to return to research after a period of dormancy.

In addition, the individual schools need to take a more proactive stance in helping their faculty prepare for the SOSA competition.  CFA recommends that deans work to improve the number of funded faculty in their schools.  In conjunction with the Office of the Vice Provost for Research and Faculty Development, schools should sponsor grants workshops by successful researchers across a variety of general disciplines (Humanities, Social Sciences, etc).

4) CFA recommends that the SOSA committee more fully educate faculty on the proposal process.  It should develop an easily accessible website that features tips on writing proposals, samples of successful proposals, and a clear and prominently displayed rubric that the committee agrees to follow year after year.  These materials would help create better access to SOSA while preserving its purpose of being a faculty-wide competition for research support.  CFA is mindful of how much work SOSA members do.  It therefore believes that after SOSA has developed the necessary materials and content, the Office of the Vice Provost for Research and Faculty Development should construct and maintain the website.  

5) CFA recommends a small change in how the applications of SOSA committee members are assessed.  In the past, an ad hoc committee has reviewed these applications, but these volunteers had little experience with the range and quality of all applications.  The ratings were consequently skewed.  CFA recommends that in the future, the ad hoc committee should be comprised of 5-7 members and each of these members should have served on the SOSA committee in the past.  The ad-hoc committee should reflect a diversity in disciplines similar to that of the larger SOSA committee.


6) In the 2007-2008 AY, CFA committee should revisit the system of annual and sustained 3-year awards to determine their effectiveness after transformation.  At that time, the committee may consider other award structures (eg, offering only sustained awards, offering 2 and 5-year awards, etc) 


7) In the Request for Application, SOSA says that it supports three kinds of scholarly activity:  Research, Creative Endeavors, and other kinds of Professional Activity.  In the past, the committee has recognized research that has been distributed to the scholarly community in the form of “articles in professional journals; published books, editions, textbooks, chapters; original papers for conferences or professional societies; lecture recitals; service as editor or reviewer of scholarly works or proposals; proceedings of conferences, panels, or meetings; published manuals or handbooks to accompany texts, instruments, or equipment; software; electronic media.”  CFA recommends that SOSA also consider funding scholars who seek re-assigned time in their efforts to attract large, external grants.  

V.   The Composition of the SOSA Committee


The division of the School of Arts and Sciences in 2000 created the need for a new formula for composing the SOSA committee.  Over the past four academic years, the Faculty Senate has selected the committee using the following formula.  

2 faculty from Mathematics/ Computer Science and Natural Science (one faculty
member from each)

2 faculty from Arts and Humanities (one faculty member from each)

2 faculty from Social Science (defined to include Communications and History)

2 faculty from the School of Education

1 faculty member from Business

1 faculty member from Engineering, Nursing, or the Library

The Vice Provost for Research and Faculty Development convenes and serves on this committee ex officio without a vote
When the Faculty Senate could not find an appointment from any of the other segments, the Humanities were awarded an additional seat.

CFA recommends that this formula become the permanent policy for composing the SOSA committee.  The system has the following benefits:

· The SOSA committee is selected in a way that reflects the actual distribution of the faculty.

· There is a closer proportionality between the membership of the committee and the actual distribution of SOSA applications.

· Faculty from Natural Sciences and Mathematics/ Computer Science will be represented.


Appendix

In the course of its review, CFA received a number of useful ideas about improving SOSA.  Without necessarily endorsing these views, the committee encourages the campus community to reflect on these issues and address them through the appropriate governance structures:

1) Like the College Promotions committee, SOSA makes decisions about individual faculty members that have a direct and immediate impact on their professional lives.  SOSA might follow the Promotions model in becoming an elected committee.


2) Each year, the announcement of SOSA awards creates havoc in departmental schedules.  The timeline for SOSA applications could be altered so that the committee could reach its decisions more quickly.  Returning faculty might be required to turn in their proposals in May, so that the committee could begin deliberations in September.  New faculty would be allowed to submit their proposals in October.


3)  SOSA members should be considered for alternate assignment within load (AAWL) for college-wide service. Committee members might also be asked to remove themselves from the SOSA competition. The result would be recognition of the significant workload of the committee and elimination of any appearance of conflict of interest.  
4/14/04 approved CFA
Charge to Committee on Faculty Affairs

On Reviewing SOSA Policies and Procedures

In 2000, a new model was adopted for supporting scholarly activity at The College of New Jersey.  In recognizing that new model, a change was made from FIRSL (Faculty Institutional Research and Sabbatical Leave Committee) to SOSA (Committee on the Support of Scholarly Activity).  Through SOSA, support is recommended to three categories of teacher-scholars:  1) those with established records of recognition and scholarly achievement (this can include sustained support for three years); 2) those who still are building records of accomplishment and recognition; and 3) those who have not had a sustained record of scholarship in recent years but who want to reactivate their scholarly activity. 

There has not yet been a review of SOSA policies and procedures.  It is timely to do so now, all the more so in light of two concerns that have been raised by faculty members who have sought support through SOSA.  The first is whether recommendations for support are being made equitably for all three categories of teacher-scholars.  The second is whether SOSA should be providing feedback to applicants in order to help them better understand the SOSA process and to strengthen their applications for the future. 

The Committee on Faculty Affairs should issue a report with its recommendations concerning both SOSA policies and procedures in general and the two specific

issues that have been noted by May 1, 2003. 
� FTE stands for Full-Time Equivalencies; FWH stands for Faculty Weighted Hours.





