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Committee on Faculty Affairs
Final Recommendation on Guidelines for Disciplinary Standards 

June 4, 2010
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.  

Development of the Preliminary Recommendation
CFA reviewed the Disciplinary Standards for all the departments in the College as well as several other documents:

1. Message from Faculty Senate Executive Board to Steering Committee dated November 17, 2009

2. Steering Committee Charge to CFA dated January 28, 2010

3. Memo from Candice Feiring and Deb Knox to Interim Provost Beth Paul dated March 12, 2007 on the review of the Disciplinary Standards documents

4. CFA Final Recommendation on Re-Examination of the Promotions Document dated May 5, 2005

5. “Issues and Principles for School of Science Disciplinary Standards” dated February 2007

We found great disparity across the Disciplinary Standards of the College. Some Disciplinary Standards are comprehensive and clear, thus providing a useful guide for applicants for reappointment and promotion. These Disciplinary Standards serve as models of best practices that can be shared across departments and programs. Other Disciplinary Standards are vague and incomplete, potentially disadvantaging applicants for personnel decisions and generating unnecessary uncertainty about the evaluation process. From our review, we concluded that equity in the quality of the Disciplinary Standards documents is a worthwhile goal, in that such equity provides all faculty with clear guidelines by which they and their colleagues may evaluate their performance in terms of scholarship, creative activity, and/or professional activity. To establish equity in the quality of the Disciplinary Standards documents across the departments and programs of the College, we developed a set of principles that each Disciplinary Standards must address and a procedure to review the success with which the Disciplinary Standards address those principles.
Regarding equity in terms of the expectations expressed in the Disciplinary Standards, it is unclear whether this type of equity is desirable overall; there are clearly advantages and disadvantages. Moreover, we believe it is premature to attempt such equity, given the tremendous variability in the quality of the current Disciplinary Standards documents. Therefore, we do not recommend procedures to establish equity in the expectations expressed in the Disciplinary Standards. Once the Disciplinary Standards have achieved similar quality, the question of equity in expectations could be revisited.
In sum, CFA defines “reasonable equity” in this document as equity in the quality of the Disciplinary Standards documents across departments and programs, not in terms of the specific expectations set forth in those documents. Here we identify the required content of a high quality Disciplinary Standards document, and set forth procedures to assure that all Disciplinary Standards documents of the College address the required content and, in this way, establish equity in the quality of the Disciplinary Standards.
Testimony
The preliminary recommendation was posted to the Governance website. CFA gathered testimony on the preliminary recommendation through an open forum held in conjunction with the Faculty Senate meeting on 4/21/10. Feedback was also received via email from individual faculty members and from the Faculty Senate Executive Board. Feedback revealed that:  1) flexibility in the guidelines is important; faculty expressed the need to develop Disciplinary Standards that are appropriate for their own disciplines and departments and concern that this flexibility might be limited; 2) clear and comprehensive Disciplinary Standards are viewed as a benefit to faculty; and 3) there are conflicting opinions regarding whether expectations for reappointment and promotion should be similar across departments and programs. It was also clear that our preliminary recommendation was not well understood, particularly our intention to promote flexibility and clarity of Disciplinary Standards. In developing the final recommendation, then, we elaborated and clarified the rationale for our procedures for establishing equity in the quality of the Disciplinary Standards, rather than in the specific expectations set forth in the Disciplinary Standards. We also addressed some procedural and semantic suggestions; for instance, we aligned the language of this recommendation more closely with the language of the Promotion and Reappointment Document.
Final Recommendation

General Principles for Disciplinary Standards
Disciplinary Standards across the College should serve to maintain the high level of accomplishment and engagement that we expect from our faculty members and librarians as teacher-scholars and librarian-scholars, should be reasonable given TCNJ’s workload and profile as a primarily undergraduate institution, and be flexible to provide maximum opportunity for faculty members’ accomplishments to be evidence for normal progression through the academic ranks.

Moreover, Disciplinary Standards must address a common set of principles so that faculty from diverse departments and programs may receive similar guidance regarding the evaluation of their scholarly, professional, and creative activities. To that end, the lettered principles and numbered criteria listed below are required in all Disciplinary Standards; that is, each principle and criterion must be addressed in the Disciplinary Standards in some way. However, the expectations developed in response to each criterion will vary across departments/programs, and it is possible that some criteria will be deemed inapplicable by a given department or program. For example, each Disciplinary Standards document will outline expectations regarding involvement of students in faculty/librarian scholarship; however, the expectations outlined by individual departments/programs are likely to differ. Moreover, each criterion may be addressed in multiple ways. For example, regarding the evaluation of the quality of scholarly or creative products, one department may define appropriate outlets in terms of objective criteria such as impact factors, whereas another department may provide lists of preferred and acceptable outlets. This flexibility allows departments and programs to develop unique and appropriate Disciplinary Standards. 

In addition to addressing each of the criteria listed below, each Disciplinary Standards must identify distinctive criteria for reappointment, tenure, and promotion to Associate Professor and Professor or promotion to Librarian II and Librarian I, thus clearly recognizing the major stages of an academic career.

A.  Alignment with Key Institutional Documents and Values
All Disciplinary Standards must be consistent with:
1. The Mission of the College, School, and Department/Program

2. The identity of TCNJ as a primarily undergraduate institution with a select number of targeted masters programs,

3. The expectation that faculty members are to be accomplished and engaged teacher-scholars and/or librarian-scholars and students are to be accomplished and engaged learners, 

4. The Promotion and Reappointment Document

5. A relatively “short tenure clock.”

B. Categories of Acceptable Scholarly/Professional/Creative Work 
All Disciplinary Standards must include:
1. Clear articulation of the range of tangible scholarly outcomes recognized in the discipline (e.g., journal papers, books, conference proceedings, exhibits, performances, grants and grant proposals, conference presentations, invited lectures)

2. Clear articulation of the range of modes of scholarship (e.g., Boyer; scholarship of discovery, scholarship of application, scholarship of pedagogy)

3. Flexibility in support of diverse paths in scholarship/professional/ creative activity

4. Recognition of discipline-specific challenges for scholarship in the given field (e.g., international travel for some fields)

5. Clarity and flexibility of criteria to evaluate the quality of the venue in which scholarship is disseminated; flexibility to allow for the establishment of new venues and genres (e.g., emerging online venues)

6. Recognition of interdisciplinary work, when it is offered as part of a promotion or reappointment application, and indication of how to evaluate it
C. Criteria to Evaluate Different Types of Scholarly/Professional/ Creative Work
All Disciplinary Standards must include:

1. Clarity and flexibility of criteria to evaluate the quality of different scholarly/professional/creative products

2. Criteria to evaluate scholarship in the context of our College’s value of teaching/librarianship

3. Clear articulation of criteria for assessing the contribution of service and teaching/librarianship integrated with a scholar’s research agenda  (e.g., a faculty member from the School of Education serving on a local school board, a faculty member from the School of Engineering providing written testimony to a legislative body).

4. Distinctive criteria for reappointment, tenure, promotion to Associate Professor and Professor or promotion to Librarian II and Librarian I, with expectations for productivity reflective of the major stages of an academic career

D. Scope, Quality, Importance, and Coherence of Scholarly/Professional/Creative Program 
All Disciplinary Standards must include:
1. Clear articulation of how the department/program evaluates the scope (regional, national, international), quality, and importance of a scholarly/professional/creative project (e.g., not all disciplines have quantitative impact factors, but all disciplines can evaluate importance qualitatively)

2. Indication of the value of student involvement in, or the contribution to, scholarly/professional/ creative work

3. Clear articulation of productivity expected (i.e., provide guidepost numbers, not hard and fast numbers)

4. Clarity for evaluating the quality and coherence of a sustained and ongoing program of scholarly/professional/creative work that matures over time

E. Authorship:  

All Disciplinary Standards must include:
1. Clear articulation of the ways in which the department/program evaluates different authorship patterns (e.g., single author vs. multiple author) in scholarly/professional/creative projects

2. Clear articulation of how the department/program evaluates scholarly/professional/creative work that results from smaller vs. larger scale projects

3. Clear identification of the role played by and value of student engagement in the scholarly/professional/creative work
Establishing Consistent Quality of Disciplinary Standards Documents
We suggest the following process to ensure that all Disciplinary Standards documents address the principles and criteria outlined above:
1) During the Spring 2011 semester, all departments and programs will review and revise their previously developed Disciplinary Standards in accordance with the principles outlined in this document (see above). This process will be initiated by the Dean and will involve consultative conversation among all faculty members in the department or program. The revised Disciplinary Standards will be approved by vote by departmental/program faculty members in accordance with departmental/program policy.  The Department Chair will sign the approved document.

2) The revised Disciplinary Standards will be submitted to the Dean of each School by the end of the Spring 2011 semester.  The Deans will review the Disciplinary Standards submitted from the Departments of their own Schools, returning to Departments any Disciplinary Standards that need to be revised for resubmission because they do not meet the criteria set forth in this document. For instance, revision will be needed if the Disciplinary Standards fail to address each required criterion described above.
3) The Council of Deans and the Provost will review the Disciplinary Standards to assure that they meet the criteria set forth in this document. This review will be completed by the end of the Fall 2011 semester.
4) Concurrently, the Committee on Faculty Affairs (CFA) will review the Disciplinary Standards by the end of the Fall 2011 semester.
5) The Council of Deans, the Provost, and/or CFA may indicate the need for further conversation and revision of Disciplinary Standards by departmental/program faculty. In such cases, the Disciplinary Standards will again go through steps 1-4 above.  

6) The relevant Dean and the Provost will sign the final version of the Disciplinary Standards, confirming with their signatures that the Disciplinary Standards meet the criteria set forth in this document and therefore will be used in reviewing promotion and reappointment applications. Once signed, Academic Affairs will post the Disciplinary Standards online, including the date of the revision. 

7) If, following this review, substantive changes are made to a Department’s/Program’s Disciplinary Standards, the revised Disciplinary Standards must undergo the process of review described here.  
Review and Revision of Existing Disciplinary Standards 
All departments and programs will review and revise the existing Disciplinary Standards according to the general principles and process outlined above. Disciplinary Standards will then be reviewed and revised, if necessary, in a staggered multi-year pattern. 

To avoid creating a moving target for candidates for reappointment, the Disciplinary Standards in effect during a faculty member’s first year of employment will be used for reappointment and tenure applications in Years 1-4. Candidates for Promotion will use the Disciplinary Standards in effect in the year in which they apply for promotion.

