HEEr NGE

LiF: :

LU

v
10N

ENV IS N G

I
tHe FACULTY

FFFFFF

MISSION-ORIENTED
LEARNER-CENTERED

MODEL




[ This publication was supported in part by the Eleanor J. and Jason F. Dreibelbis Fund.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Names: Kezar, Adrianna J., editor. | Maxey, Daniel, 1980— editor.

Title: Envisioning the faculty for the twen

ty-first century : moving to a mission-
oriented and learner-

centered model / edited by Adrianna Kezar and Daniel Maxey.

Description: New Brunswick, New Jersey : Rutgers University Press, 2016. | Series:
The American campus | Includes bibliographical references and index.

Identifiers: LCCN 2015047304 | ISBN 9780813581002 (hardcover : alk. paper) |
ISBN 9780813581019 (e-book (epub)) | ISBN 9780813581026 (e-book (web pdf))

Subjects: LCSH: College teachers—Tenure—United States. | Universities and colleges—
United States—Faculty. | Education, Higher—United States—Administration.

Classification: LCC LB2335.7 -E68 2016 | DDC 378.1/22—dc23
LC record available at http://lcen.loc.gov/2015047304

A British Cataloging-in-Publication record for this book is available
from the British Library.

This collection copyright © 2016 by Rutgers, The State University
Individual chapters copyright © 2016 in the names of their authors
All rights reserved

No part of this book may be reproduced or utilized in any form or by any means,
electronic or mechanical, or by any information storage and retrieval system, without
written permission from the publisher. Please contact Rutgers University Press,
106 Somerset Street, New Brunswick, NJ o8go0r1. The only exception to this prohibition
is “fair use” as defined by U.S. copyright law.

Visit our website: http://rutgerspress.rutgers.edu

Manufactured in the United States of America

Preface
Acknowledgments

The Conte

The Current Contz
Understanding the
the Changing Facu
DANIEL MAXE

Recognizing the N
ADRIANNA KE

ldeas 1
An Emerging Cons
Results of a Natiol
Stakeholders

ADRIANNA KE
AND DANIEL |

Core Principles foi
Importance of Cor
ANN E. AUSTI

The Anatomy and
Career Models
WILLIAM T. N

Students Speak ak
What They Want,
ARLEEN ARNS




134!

"uoljeneAs 01 yoroidde
OTIST[OY PUE S[qQIXS[} 2I0W ® 91BIISS3IU 201A1as pue ‘dIysIe[oyds ‘Suryoes]
jo suontuysp Bulpuedxe 2yl 1BY] SZIUBODAI ISNU UOHEBN[EAS A[NOBI '€
“Iom L1[noeg Jo s1oadse [[e apnioul 03 ‘1YBne] SINOY $ITPAIo
JO ISquINU 3y} PUOA3q SABM UI PIUYSp 9q O] SPIdU PBODIOM A1[Nde) oyl 7
"s1oquaul SI1
Aq Y1om [enusIayp 11oddns o1 AIIqIxay 9yl pesu sjuauwiiedap JIwOpedY T

'SUOISTI[OUOD 9917 O] SN Paj Sey| JIOM INO
"UOTIEN[BA? PUB PBODIOM L1[NOE] Ul sagueyd asay) 1roddus
0] papasu st Awouoine [eluswlredep arowr sapiaoid jeyl stuswiiedsp 10]
yoeordde juswWaFeUB MaU V “JuruIesy juspnis 1oddns A[2A1109]J0 210U [[IM
Tey} peopiiom A[noes oyl 3urgeurur 0} yoroidde Ue pUE d10m A1[NOE] Jo A1{e10]
9Y3 s3z1uB00a1 1BY] WAISAS pIemaI AJ[noe; oy o] yoeoxdde ue asodoxd am
"9D1AI9S A1IUNWIWIOD
Ul JUSWIAIOAUT A}[NdeJ 10] suorjejoadxe paseaioul pue ‘satdofepad paisjusd
-JUSpN]S MU ‘SAIWE] I192IBD-[BND ‘AO[OUYII] JO 1[NS3I B SB SIom A[N0e] Ul
sodueyd Apnis 01 (NYOVN) SSIIISISAIUN PUE S889[[0) UBRDULSWIY MAN aY) JO
sioquaw 10y fiunitoddo ue peplaoid  ‘uolienieag A1noeg 10] SUOISIA MaN
y3noiy) stuspn)s A1mua) 151z Junedsid, ‘UONEpPUNO] 9[9eoL, oY1 woIij 1uerd
V 19]U9d 9y1 e Buiuies] Juspnis saoeld 1By} SUO—pPIPaaU S| UOIIEN[BAS DUE
IOM AJ[NOBY 10] [9POW MAU B I0M AI[NOBY 01 Yyoroidde paseq-ATunuiwion e 0}
yoeoxdde ousienprarpur Afureuirid € WOIf YIYs oY) 1BI{IOR] O, ‘se1enpelid 10y
santunitoddo juswidojdura porwl] pue $1500 SUISEAIOUT JO JUSWUOIIAUS UB UT
Uonednpa I8YSIY JO 9N[eA SY] INOQE SUIIIUOD A1BI0dWSIUO0D SSAIPPE 0 Aem
2An0npoId Jsowr 9y} ST FUTUIBS] JUSPNIS O] JUSWIWWOD SPIMAIISISATUN <

NOWO1VS 'V diAvd
TISNIH ADNVN
NYWTTID NVIV QUVHDNY

uornen[eAy pue 3}I0AA
Aynoeq 10} wiSipele] maN v

/sapouire/oud/a08't
JUU3PYIY | OTOT ¢
JTWSPEIY JO 2INij

oun‘puuostadotu:
Paseyd eulfoIe) 1
T

P9SSa00Y "BIUIOJI[E
Apuatig Ajrurey ays
‘jpd-ozz-uide/
19qUI903(] PASSaI0Y

‘uo1onfs1ps qof A

Japuad//idny "S10:
SIOM-IOM B WY

-SALIBNIUL-2UIDIPat
PIssanoVy ‘Iz Arent
« DOUBRY PASYOY

-20B[dI0M-UT-310
‘910T ‘€I Arenigaj
Amqixerd a0eid

mmm//sdy S1oz ¢
a(eUIS] QIO 108BI
‘Arenue( ‘uoifu
UO[IBIO0SSY UBDLIAL
'SDI0A MAN Buipa
'unguad HIOK M

/21911 IB/UI0D 3[0TUC
Jo aproayy anss]

10} I2]U3D 9DINOS:
SA1I1]1QISSOJ PUD SUO

To[qIxay/fpd/o1gn:
‘21ninsuy JIY0-vV

s.uoneonpd I1aysir

/npaAa1axiaq adp
resodoid 28p7 A[pt

ssndwv) fppualig-f

-sInoy-Aessa/ze/vo
Passaddy ‘gz udy



144 GILLMAN, HENSEL, AND SALOMON

Many authors have called for changes in the way faculty work is perceived
and how departments are organized. Ernest Boyer (1996) called for a broader
understanding of faculty scholarship, and Debra Humphreys wrote that “just
as in the business community, today’s challenging environment in and for
the higher education sector demands more collaborative leadership” (2013, 4).
Jon Wergin (2002) and John Saltmarsh, Kevin Kecskes, and Steven Jones (2005)
anticipated Humphrey’s work, calling for a new way of thinking about the basic
academic work unit by shifting the perspective from my work to our work and
calling this new model an engaged or collaborative department. Consistent
with this, Mark Hower (2012) has found that faculty members themselves are
not firmly wedded to autonomous models for their work but rather appreci-
ate and desire a blend between autonomy and community. Judith Shapiro
describes this desire for a blended approach to the academic community in
detail in an essay on shared education. Among other things, she wrote that
building this community “requires that faculty members see their individual
courses not as private property but as part of a common project that engages
them with their colleagues” (2014, 23). '

NAC&U has a history of anticipatory responses to change in higher educa-
tion to fully meet the diverse needs of students. Founded to promote the inte-
gration of the liberal arts, professional studies, and civic engagement, NAC&U
has studied the relationship between faculty members and their institutions to
support and improve student learning. Linda McMillin and William Berberet
(2002) suggest that NAC&U campuses subscribe to Alexander Astin’s (1993)
proposal of measuring institutional excellence by student-learning outcomes
rather than institutional resources. In addition, NAC&U campuses have long
embraced Boyer’s (1990) ideas about defining the work of faculty in ways that
realistically reflect the full range of academic and civic social mandates. To
fully implement differentiated faculty workload and evaluation, one must begin
at the departmental level. We suggest an approach that we call the holistic
department.

The Holistic Department

A holistic department is an organic whole rather than a collection of talented
specialists. It is committed to shared governance and transparency of faculty
work and evaluation, while maintaining the flexibility to support differential
work by its members. Its focus is on the work of the department rather than on
the work of individual faculty members. It is committed to a culture that sup-
ports faculty members’ mentoring each other as well as its students, and it has
a deep sense of shared obligations to students, its members, and the institu-
tion. The institution can rely on a holistic department to advance the goals and
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objectives of the institution rather than prioritizing the objectives of individual
faculty members.

To illustrate these ideas, one can imagine a department in which the
faculty members have collectively agreed that, in a given year, one member’s
service requirement is somewhat less than that of everyone else so that he or
she can complete a major research project, while a second faculty member, who
has just completed a project, may take on extra service activities. In the same
year, a particular faculty member may be responsible for completing critical
assessment work, another for implementing significant pedagogical change,
and a senior member for teaching an extra course. All faculty members are
assured that their contributions to the work of the department will be equally
valued in the annual evaluation system.

In the traditional model of a department, if faculty members are encour-
aged to pursue their individual objectives and rewarded for doing so, ensuring
that student-learning objectives are appropriate to the mission of the institu-
tion and the department and that the curriculum is designed to help students
meet these objectives can easily receive a lower priority. In contrast, in a holistic
department, student learning receives increased visibility as an institutional,
and hence departmental, priority. Alignment of the curriculum is more likely to
occur as members of the department discuss student-learning goals. Assessment
of student learning becomes a natural task for the faculty as the department is
rewarded for its achievements in this core function. Assessment of student learn-
ing, along with most activities involving program development and substantial
pedagogical change, cannot be conducted as the work of individual faculty mem-
bers; rather, it must be seen as the work of the entire unit. The holistic depart-
ment attends to this work while also recognizing and rewarding the individual
faculty members who make significant contributions to it in any given year.

As in a traditional department, the holistic department is committed to a
culture that supports critical inquiry by the faculty. However, the scholarly work
of individual faculty members, while still valued, is subordinate to the collec-
tive scholarly production of the department. James Fairweather suggests that
“viewing faculty productivity as an aggregate across faculty members permits
department chairs and department committees to combine the efforts of their
individual members to achieve acceptable levels of productivity” (1997, 23). A
holistic department’s scholarly productivity is measured as a whole rather than
on an individual basis. Thus, a holistic department is able to establish schol-
arly goals for the department that are reasonably balanced against its other
responsibilities. It can then distribute the work required to reach these goals
among its faculty members. This permits greater variation among the work of
the faculty in terms both of scholarly productivity and of teaching activities and
service to the department in a given academic year.
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The holistic department supports and rewards faculty members for doing
differentiated work to meet institutional and departmental goals, including
those expectations that extend well beyond the traditional definitions of teach-
ing and scholarship or even of service. Faculty work plans are negotiated and
then made public to all members of the department to build the sense of com-
munity, trust, and transparency that are essential to a high-functioning collec-
tive of scholars and teachers. The department makes an effort to respond to
changes in stages of the life cycle and career paths of faculty members, as well
as their special needs. The department recruits new faculty members to sup-
port the curriculum and help meet goals such as service learning, undergradu-
ate research, expert use of technology, assessment, and other related tasks
critical to a department that puts student learning first. Thus, a mathematics
department recruits not just an algebraic topologist, but rather one that might
also be able to teach effective online courses and has experience in developing
curricula via current best practices.

Creating a Holistic Department

The move to a holistic department requires several fundamental paradigm
shifts that affect the institution, the department, and individual faculty mem-
bers. At the macro level, colleges and universities need to develop new ways
to interact with departmental-level units to become less centralized and allow
more departmental autonomy. Institutions need to develop policies and pro-
cedures that enable these units to function with increased independence and
flexibility. New measures of accountability need to extend beyond the balance
sheet and recognize the diverse ways that a particular unit is able to contribute
to the institutional whole. Institutional policies need to reward departments as
collectives, as well as the individuals within the unit, as a way of recognizing
the collective work of the unit.

For example, the timetables for faculty evaluation and compensation and
the development of annual work plans need to be aligned with each other
and the academic calendar. In one model, work plans for the following aca-
demic year are developed in the spring semester, in tandem with the schedule
of course offerings for the year. Thus, by May, each faculty member has an
approved work plan for the following year, and the department also has an
agenda of items that it would like to accomplish. It follows that the evaluation
of work from the previous year would occur in June, and adjustments in com-
pensation would follow in August.

Institutions need to find ways to reward departments that achieve their
goals, as well as continuing to reward individual faculty members. Depart-
mental rewards may range from simple public recognition of work well
done to bonuses added to the departmental budget. Institutions also need
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to develop the infrastructure required to identify and correct problems
within departments that consistently fail to meet their stated objectives for
scholarship, course offerings, supporting institutional initiatives, and com-
munity service. .

Among other changes, program and departmental review procedures need
to be developed to reflect the new model. Program review criteria need to put
increased emphasis on the contribution that the unit makes to the institutional
mission and strategic goals beyond, perhaps, the support of its majors. These
criteria also need to place greater attention on the professional development
activities of the faculty members—what are they doing to adapt to a changing
workplace and profession? These changes may cause a corresponding shift in
attention to the scholarly production of individual faculty members, because
there needs to be continued attention to the primary work of an academic unit,
which is the learning and teaching process.

As a department works through this process of identifying its essential
and elective work assignments and distributing these among its faculty mem-
bers, an immediate consequence is that this work becomes transparent. Gone
is an environment in which much of the faculty work is invisible and hence
both underappreciated and unlimited in scope. This transparency enables the
department to provide a richer context to any request for additional resources.
It also provides institutions with more robust opportunities to determine the
contribution of the department to the larger mission of the institution. For
example, a larger department may choose to have more faculty members serve
on university committees, intentionally relieving small departments of this
task. Transparency of the dep'artment work will make this contribution visible
to other departments, while possibly justifying why a given department is not
engaged in some other activity.

Leadership in a Holistic Department

Critically, department chairpersons must shift from a managerial perspective to
a leadership perspective. Often the work of a chairperson is perceived as unre-
warding, largely because of the routine, often clerical, work that he or she must
accomplish. This work includes activities such as course scheduling, addressing
student complaints, managing the departmental budget, updating its website,
and meeting with prospective students. In the worst case, a chairperson has no
particular skill or interest in accomplishing these tasks. However, in a holistic
department, this type of work might be delegated to members of the depart-
ment who have more appropriate skills and interest in completing the work.
The significant difference is that the efforts of the faculty member doing this
essential work would be recognized, both by colleagues in the department and
by the institution, and he or she would be rewarded for high-quality work.
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In a holistic department, the chairperson needs to have and use a wide
range of leadership skills, not just administrative ones (or the ability to delegate
administrative tasks). First and foremost, a holistic department chairperson
needs to be able to facilitate discussions among faculty members about how
to prioritize and accomplish tasks and about the equity of differentiated work-
loads. Needless to say, these discussions might be quite contentious.

A holistic department chair needs to demonstrate strong leadership skills as
he or she helps the department implement its strategic priorities. The chairper-
son will need to guide the faculty away from activities that detract from depart-
mental priorities while still allowing for individual growth and for new ideas to
develop. As a leader, the chairperson needs to be articulate in describing the
work of the department to the administration and demonstrating how it adds
value to the institutional mission; this will be an ongoing, rather than a periodic,
activity. Chairpersons need to work closely with deans to ensure that the depart-
ment’s strategic goals and work are aligned with the goals of the institution.

Changes at the institutional and chairperson levels mean that the depart-
ment, not the individual faculty member, has primary responsibly for the work
to be completed. As a unit, the department establishes what its work priorities
are, both those that it is required to complete (for example, teach courses) and
those that it has the flexibility to make high priorities and/or distribute among
the faculty in nonuniform ways (such as commitments to scholarship and ser-
vice). For example, a department may identify which of AAC&U’s high-impact
learning practices its members have the skill and capacity to implement. It may
decide that it is essential in a given year that a faculty member be assigned
the task of retooling to implement pedagogy new to the department (such as
flipped classrooms).

Departmental Accountability

With transparency comes accountability. When a faculty member is intentionally
given time by his or her colleagues to produce a creative or scholarly piece of work,
there is a clear expectation that the work will be produced and that he or she will
be rewarded—or not, if the work is not produced. The same principle applies to
other work: if a faculty member agrees to redesign the department’s website,
he or she will or will not be rewarded, according to the quality of that product.
In the same way, a department can be held accountable for its collective work. By
sharing with the administration and department members its intended work for
the year—assessment‘efforts, pedagogical or scholarly retooling, and myriad other
tasks—the department enables the institution to accurately assess its contribu-
tion to institutional goals and objectives and provide appropriate rewards.

Work models in which faculty members are treated as interchangeable
game pieces must be replaced with a system that maximizes the flexibility
given to the departmental unit to distribute both teaching and nonteaching
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responsibilities. In particular, policies mandating that each faculty member
must carry a standard teaching load (for example, eighteen, twenty-one, or
twenty-four credits) per year (with the exception of release time given by a
dean) must be replaced by policies that set departmental teaching expecta-
tions and leave the distribution of teaching loadé up to the department. The
department will also have the responsibility for assigning nonteaching activi-
ties, within broad university guidelines and resources. Nonteaching activities
such as scholarly leaves and service for national organizations can be assigned
credits. This approach also provides additional flexibility for accommodating
personal leaves, such as parental ones. (The sidebar “An Ideal Holistic Depart-
ment” illustrates how this might work in practice.)

Annual faculty activity reports, with their retrospective perspective, need
to give way to forward-looking annual work plans. As mentioned above in
regard to their timing in the academic year, these work plans need to be created
transparently within the department, which requires both greater trust among
faculty members and a deeper understanding of their collective work. Evalua-
tion and reward structures need to be expanded in response to the work plan
model to include departmental as well as individual perspectives. Fundamental
to the ability of departments to manage work flexibility within the department
is the holistic evaluation of faculty work.

Learning-Centered Faculty Evaluation

Previous chapters in this book have outlined the ways in which faculty work
has expanded in recent years because of an increased emphasis on experiential
learning and the use of technology. As a result of these changes, we recognized
that faculty evaluation must change to adequately reflect the expanded param-
eters of faculty work. The traditional faculty workload is most often based on
the number of credit hours taught, but faculty evaluation includes scholarship
and service as well as teaching. Each of these areas has evolved and is no longer
clearly distinguishable as a separate category. The expanding faculty workload
has affected the role of academic departments, as faculty members try to juggle
multiple responsibilities. With support and encouragement from the NAC&U, we
are developing the concept of a holistic department, an approach to departmen-
tal management that provides flexibility in determining workload. We are also
developing a new approach to faculty evaluation to address the convergence of
teaching, scholarship, and service that we call the learning-centered paradigm.
Faculty members in a university community have a diverse range of indi-
vidual and collective responsibilities that have broadened and deepened in
recent years. In addition to these increased responsibilities, the traditional
categories for faculty work no longer apply as clearly as they did in the past.
Given changes in the faculty workload, a radical revision of faculty evaluation is
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An Ideal Holistic Department

As Dr. Green drove to her office, she thought about the previous week's
department meeting on departmental goals and the upcoming discus-
sion about the coming year’s workload that would be the topic for this
morning’s meeting. Still in her first year at the university, she was a
little nervous about presenting her work plan. She liked her col leagues
in the department and the way in which the department managed its
work. When she arrived at the university, she and the chairperson had
discussed her goals for the coming year and then shared them with the
department. Her colleagues had been supportive and encouraging. They
offered to review the syllabus she would be using in her courses and
to help her design an appropriate assessment of student-learning out-
comes. This morning she was going to present her plan for the following
year to use her faculty workload credits toward completing a book based
on her dissertation; a publisher was interested in the project, so she was
hopeful that it would be published. As the meeting began, each mem-
ber shared his or her work plan. Dr. Smith’s wife was expecting a baby
in December. He hoped that he would be able to arrange for parental
leave toward the end of the semester. Dr. Bennett had recently attended
a workshop on undergraduate research, and she was anxious to put her
plan into action. She wanted to use her faculty workload credits to sup-
port extra time working with students at the local historical society.
Dr. Jones was finishing up a major project and looking forward to spend-
ing more time teaching, Dr. Brown, a senior member of the department,
had been asked by the university president to head up the self-study
process for the regional accreditation in two years. The self study was
an unexpected activity, but after some discussion department members
felt that they would be able to include it in the departmental work plan.
The university was interested in engaging more faculty members and
students in undergraduate research, so department members approved
Dr. Bennett’s plan and asked her to do a workshop for the department
at the end of the semester. Dr. Jones offered to take over Dr. Smith's
classes during his parental leave. The department also suggested that
Dr. Smith might work from home updating the department's guide for
internships while Dr. Jones taught his spring course. The department
reviewed Dr. Green’s book proposal and timeline. While approving her
plan, they asked her to revise what they thought was an overly ambi-
tious timeline. She appreciated their advice and was pleased with the
outcome of the meeting. She knew that in the following year she would
need to report on her progress and that her evaluation would be based
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in part on whether or not she had met her goals. The following week the
department chairperson circulated the department’s work plan.

That evening Dr. Green had dinner with a colleague who taught at a
university across town. She shared the results of the department meet-
ing, and her colleague was amazed. “You mean,” the colleague asked,
“that your department could adjust how many courses each professor
teaches and that you will be evaluated on your progress on your book?”

“Yes,” Dr. Green replied. “Several years ago the university adopted
the concept of the holistic department to provide flexibility to support
differential faculty work. We are evaluated on all of our work. Some years
we may do more teaching than someone else in the department, and
other years we may have a special project that the department wants to
support. They see my book, for example, as possibly leading to the devel-
opment of a new course that they would like to offer. What I really like
about this approach is that the focus is on student learning, but they
see that faculty learning, such as the undergraduate research project
1 told you about or my book, as increasing opportunities for students.
I haven’t been here long enough to know everything about how this
approach works, but Ilike the way the campus has a mission and yearly
goals and how we can all contribute to those goals. It makes our work
more rewarding when we can work collaboratively in our department,
with other departments, and with the institution as a whole. I'm pre-
paring my evaluation of my work for this year. My workload consisted
of eighteen hours of teaching, but it also included work credit hours.
These are work activities other than teaching. This year, because I am
new, my work credit hours were used to develop my courses and identify
specific pedagogical activities for each course. The department will look
for those pedagogical activities in my syllabus. When students evaluate
my teaching, they also evaluate their own learning. I've found their com-
ments about what and how they learned in my classes very helpful, and
I may revise some of my approaches next year.”

needed. If the traditional criteria and methods for evaluation no longer capture
the complexity of faculty work, how should the evaluation process change? Our

thinking is rooted in the following important principles:

Faculty work is too complex to be neatly categorized into the three broad

categories of teaching, scholarship, and service.

All faculty work should be recognized and valued in the evaluation process.
The evaluation process should encourage faculty work that is supportive

of student learning and faculty professional development.

BTk ) ol
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= Faculty members alone cannot be held responsible for student learning;
students who benefit the most from their education are those who actively
engage in the learning process and assume responsibility for their own
learning.

Evaluation in Support of Student and Faculty Learning

A new integrated approach to faculty evaluation is needed that looks at faculty
work holistically, allows flexibility among areas of faculty work, and recognizes
the diversity of faculty work by valuing it in the evaluation process. Such an
approach would no longer look at the percentage of time spent on scholarship,
teaching, and service but instead would look at a faculty member’s accomplish-
ments and productivity as a whole. This is a fundamental change in faculty
evaluation, one that puts the emphasis on learning—student learning and
faculty learning. It allows faculty members to be productive and contribute to
the mission of the institution in ways that are most compatible with their skills
and knowledge. In this approach, faculty members are encouraged to continue
their own learning and research, be innovative in their work and take risks as
they expand its boundaries, and engage in professional community service. The
approach recognizes that faculty learning should be a model for student learn-
ing. Adopting this approach to faculty work and evaluation necessitates other
changes in the operation of the university.

The new model embraces difference and aims to be inclusive. Faculty
evaluation of teaching must progress beyond classroom observation and simple
evaluation of syllabi and assignments; it must look at the use of evidence-
based practices that support student learning. Carl Wieman (2015) suggests
that an evaluation system for science, technology, engineering, and math
courses might be based on the high-impact learning strategies identified by
George Kuh (2008). Such evaluation should consider important areas such as
undergraduate research, digital scholarship, experiential learning, inter- and
crossdisciplinary teaching and research, cooperative learning, field labs, and
service learning. In many ways, teaching, scholarship, and service converge
in experiential learning that encourages student and faculty collaboration.
Whether such learning takes place in the biology laboratory or at the local
historical society, it is rooted in hands-on interaction with tangible materials,
which produces a type of functional knowledge so often lacking from current
and more traditional classroom learning.

A learning-centered apprdach to faculty evaluation should be less about
the sum of the parts and more of an assessment of the whole based on the
interaction and quality of the parts. It should embrace collaborative student
and faculty work, a type of social learning that has developed through centu-
ries of pedagogical innovation and exploration. Very, very few faculty members

e e e e e e = =0 ==~
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currently have the interest, talent, or time to excel in all areas of faculty work.
Fairweather (1997) found that only 10-13 percent of faculty members are highly
productive in research and teaching. He also feund that only about 7 percent
of faculty members in four-year institutions who are highly productive in
research use collaborative teaching practices. The holistic department provides
opportunities for faculty members to engage in the activities for which they do
have interest and talent. More generally, the intent of a holistic department is
not to pigeonhole faculty members for life, but rather to enable them to bring
their desires for personal growth to the community for support and thoughtful
opportunities to pursue them.

Student Self-Evaluation of Learning

The increased availability of student-learning experiences through technology,
internships, competency-based education and project-based learning suggests
that expectations for students have changed as well. As students participate in
a variety of learning opportunities, they need to assume more responsibility for
their own learning and see the professor as a facilitator of learning rather than
as a transmitter or dispenser of knowledge.

Thus, faculty evaluation should embrace diversity in the classroom,
accounting for the myriad approaches to student learning. This new evaluation
embraces the theory that everyone involved in the educational enterprise is
responsible, albeit in different ways, for learning. The notion that responsibility
for learning is shared among the agents involved—especially between the pro-
fessoriate and the student body—increases the likelihood that student learning
will flourish. Students can be asked to evaluate their contribution to their own
learning, what strategies were most effective for them as they tried to meet estab-
lished student-learning outcomes, and how actively they engaged in the learn-
ing process. They might also be asked what they learned about their personal
learning process and how they might apply this knowledge in future classes.

This new approach to faculty evaluation allows flexibility in the work that
faculty members do each year. It also suggests a longitudinal approach to evalu-
ation in recognition that faculty work will change each year. Fundamental to
a holistic evaluation of faculty is the ability of departments to manage work
flexibility within the department and reflect that flexibility in evaluation.

Implementation of the Holistic Department

and Learning-Centered Evaluation

To implement the holistic department and the corresponding revision of fac-
ulty evaluation, it is vital that the institution ready itself in several ways. One
prerequisite for this change is a common belief among the faculty and adminis-
tration that faculty work conditions need to be reexamined. Beginning with this
assumption, faculty and staff members and administrators should reexamine
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the institutional mission in light of current trends in and the changing land-
scape of higher education and should use that mission to describe the breadth
and depth of faculty work. In addition the faculty must be open to innovation
and invention at the level of faculty evaluation so that the full breadth and
depth of faculty work is included.

We suggest the following actions for implementing holistic faculty

evaluation and departments (for more details, see Hensel, Hunnicutt, and
Salomon 2015):

1. Administrators consider the impact of developing holistic departments on

current policies and procedures and determine how they can be changed.
A holistic department is an integral part of a holistic approach to faculty
evaluation. For a holistic department to function effectively, administrators
must adapt campus policies to allow for the necessary flexibility and trans-
parency of a holistic department. Institutions begin to revise policies, prac-
tices, and norms to encourage the development of holistic departments.
This includes leadership training opportunifies for department chairs. It
also includes developing mechanisms for reporting departmental goals—
which both aggregate and contribute to individual work plans—and accom-
plishments to the administration beyond program reviews.

. Institutions engage in discussions about the ways in which teaching,
scholarship, and service have been transformed on their campuses. Each
institution has its own culture and mission, and the approach to faculty
evaluation must be compatible with that culture and mission.

. Departments, led by their chairpersons, modify their decision-making pro-
cesses to be more transparent and collaborative, particularly in the develop-
ment of faculty work plans. Departments also need to develop collaborative
processes for departmental agenda setting and assessing departmental
effectiveness. Departments will approach a holistic management style in dif-
ferent ways depending on the discipline, numbers of faculty members and
students, and other institutional factors. Smaller departments have to be more
selective than larger departments and programs about how they respond to
some campuswide initiatives and how they participate in the community
beyond the campus. Some departments, such as those of education, social
work, and criminal justice, may be more active in civic engagement than
English or philosophy departments. Departments in the sciences are likely
to put more emphasis on proposal writing and collaborative research than
humanities departments are. Departments need the flexibility to develop an
approach that works for them. Administrators need to know that departments
are meeting their goals and responding to the institutional mission.

. Faculty members and administrators need to discuss the expanded
definition of faculty workload and come to an agreement on how much
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flexibility individual departments should have in creating work assign-

ments, and which of those assignments will be included in the direct evalu-

ation of faculty productivity. For example, an institution may decide that

all faculty members must serve as academic advisors rather than allow

department-level decisions about which faculty members do this work or
whether nonfaculty academic advisors should be used. At the same time,
the institution may or may not decide to have an annual evaluation of the
quality of individual faculty members’ work as academic advisors.

5. Faculty members discuss how teaching or learning, scholarship, and service
can be merged for evaluation purposes into a holistic process. Compared
to current approaches in the academy, a holistic approach to evaluation is
a more effective way of recognizing the totality of faculty work. However, it
is also a more complex approach to evaluation, and it is critical for faculty
members and administrators to understand and agree on new approaches
for evaluating faculty work.

6. Faculty members revise student evaluations of faculty and courses to
include students’ self-assessment of their contributions to the learning pro-
cess. Experiential learning suggests that students need to be more engaged
in their own learning process, and they should be held accountable for their
own learning. In addition, when students comment on their contributions
to the learning process, faculty members can increase their understanding
of what pedagogical strategies are most effective for student learning.

Summary

The work of the faculty has become more integrated and holistic as the lines
between teaching, research, and service have blurred. We believe that profes-
sors need to be evaluated in a holistic manner that recognizes the significant
overlap and integration of the traditional evaluation categories. A holistic
approach values nontraditional approaches to teaching, scholarship, and ser-
vice. We also believe that the shift in emphasis from teaching to learning and
the new experiential approach to student learning requires students to assume
more responsibility for their own learning. Students’ evaluation of faculty
members should include a component of student self-assessment.

A holistic approach to evaluation recognizes that work areas differ from
semester to semester. If professors are evaluated on the whole of their work,
departments need to operate in a holistic manner as well. Holistic departments
support the expanded definitions of faculty work in all areas and use faculty
work plans to provide balance to faculty as well as ensuring that departmental
and institutional goals are met. Holistic faculty evaluation and holistic depart-
ments can support student learning by encouraging pedagogical innovation;
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providing faculty professional development; and expanding the definitions of
teaching, scholarship, and service to include student-faculty collaborative work.

These paradigm shifts in faculty work and how universities evaluate that
work have the potential to have a significant positive impact on student learn-
ing. The increased transparency of faculty work will enable departments to
focus attention on student learning by increasing awareness of, and appropri-
ately shifting priorities away from, the faculty work that is often distracting and
invisible to both the faculty and the administration.

By rewarding professional development activities and a wider range of
activities on the boundaries between teaching, scholarship, and service, faculty
members will be encouraged to learn and implement new sets of pedagogical
practices. In particular, not only will departments be more likely to implement
some of the high-impact practices identified by Kuh (2008), but they will be
able to do so effectively and with confidence, effective assessment and revision,
and the support of the institution. The trust, autonomy, and flexibility that are
part of the holistic department and learner-centered faculty evaluation devel-
oped through a collaborative process will strengtl{en the campus mission and
its ability to meet its goals.
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