December 5, 2003

1:00 p.m.
Rogers State University 

Faculty Senate
Room 203

Baird Hall


The RSU Faculty Senate held a meeting December 5, 2003, at 1:00 p.m. in Room 203, Baird Hall.

  

MEMBERS present were 

Jim Ford (Chair)

Patrick Seward (Vice-Chair)

       Emily Dial-Driver (Secretary)

       
Peter Macpherson (Senator, Applied Technology)

Ken Bugajski (Senator, Communications and Fine Arts)

Beth von Buchwald (Senator, Health Sciences)

David Newcomb (Senator, Social and Behavioral Science)



APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting on October 24, 2003, were approved.



BUSINESS


Distance Education Courses Folding: The Distance Education Committee recommended to the Academic Council that distance education classes populations not be combined with on-ground class populations to count as one class (a process known as “folding”). The recommendation was rejected. No compromise committee was formed. The Senate will monitor further developments. 

Faculty Development and Evaluation System: The faculty evaluation system and the Faculty Development Committee report on that system (see attached) were discussed. (See motion below.) 

Faculty Mentoring System: The faculty mentoring system proposed by the Faculty Development Committee (see attached) was discussed. (See motion below.)

Faculty Development Committee: The Chair will query the committee about status of the awards proposal.

Department Heads: Senators will query their departments about search procedures.

Ratemyprofessor.com: Ratemyprofessor.com website was discussed. Some faculty have objected to the posting of a notice about the site negatively worded about professors. The Chair will query Student Activities as the origin of a posted notice, which seems to be under the aegis of Student Activities, and express the Senate’s concerns.

Meeting with Dr. Wiley: The Senate will meet with Dr. Wiley early in the Spring 2004 semester. 



MOTIONS

Faculty Development and Evaluation System: It was moved, seconded, and passed to ask the Faculty Development Committee to begin the process of review of the faculty evaluation system.

Faculty Mentoring System: It was moved, seconded, and passed that the description and goals of faculty mentoring system proposed by the Faculty Development Committee be endorsed and that the suggested revision of options be proposed (Revised Option: Selections are made from a pool of available mentors (developed on a faculty volunteer basis) by the department chairs. In the candidate’s offer letter, the department chair will assign a temporary mentor to each newcomer. The new faculty member may remain with this original mentor indefinitely or may add another mentor at any time. Mentors may be changed without need to state a reason. Together the mentor and new faculty member will develop a mutual plan for the semester. The mentor and new faculty member may set their own schedules depending on the needs of the new faculty member. This may include an exchange of classroom observations. The mentor/new faculty member relationship is informal and reflects an attitude of colleagues helping each other. It is never a supervisory relationship), and that the Faculty Development Committee be encouraged to develop a manual for new faculty. 



NEXT MEETING


The next meeting of the Faculty Senate will be Friday, January 9, 2004, from at 1:00 p.m. in Meyer Hall.    



SUBMITTED BY  Emily Dial-Driver, Secretary


APPROVED Jan. 9, 2004


ATTACHMENTS TO MINUTES

The following document represents the results of the “Faculty Evaluation System Satisfaction Survey” conducted by Myra Haulmark and the Faculty Development Committee.  As indicated by the results, there are obvious indicators of desire for change.

The Faculty Development Committee submits this information with the intent to determine whether the Faculty Senate would like any further action on this charge (e.g. would you like us to begin the process of review of the Faculty Evaluation System based on the information below, so that we can make recommendations for change).

Faculty Evaluation System Satisfaction Survey

Describe your overall satisfaction with the current Faculty Evaluation System.  

Satisfaction with System

 
 
Frequency
Percent
Valid Percent
Cumulative Percent
 
Valid
1 – very

     dissatisfied
9
28.1
28.1
28.1
 
 
2 - somewhat 

     dissatisfied
9
28.1
28.1
56.3
 
 
3 - satisfied
10
31.3
31.3
87.5
 
 
4 - somewhat

     satisfied
2
6.3
6.3
93.8
 
 
5 - very 

     satisfied
2
6.3
6.3
100.0
 
 
Total
32
100.0
100.0
 
 
Statistics

Satisfaction with System 

N
Valid
32
 



 
Mean
 
2.34
 
Std. Deviation
 
1.15
 
Add any additional comments:

“If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it”



Does not seem to be objective enough.



It is a useless exercise in generating paper.



Evaluate yourself, and then the administration changes the evaluation, or requires ridiculous “support” data.



There is no clear distinction between development and evaluation (two separate (sometimes competing) goals); the system is not consistently followed; and it is often difficult to know how the information is being used.



Feedback does not seem to be there.  More a going through the motions.  Evaluations are a tricky business even in 

academic environments.  Hard to get them “right”.



Too many qualities, such as committee work and dept. contributions, are not rated; the issue of national, regional, 

etc., contributions or recognition is still being used as a discriminator by some evaluators



The system was not well-implemented and not well conceived (borrowed from SEOSU). It proceeded top down, 

should have been developed by faculty for faculty. There was much confusion and misunderstanding of what the 

criteria really means. Not being interpreted uniformly across academic units. Will having a preponderance of 

“Proficients” across the categories allow one to get promoted or tenured? Not clear, ambiguous.



Research is funded on a limited basis by RSU.  Makes research potential limited.



I am considered proficient unless I am willing to gather the evidence to prove otherwise—but I am standing here in 

the light and my department head can see how hard I am working.  Why do I have to prove it?  Let him do his job and 

evaluate me.



It makes no sense at all to have tenure reviewed by faculty and have these evaluations done by administration.



Lack of department follow up.




Rate your understanding of the current Faculty Development and Evaluation categories, criteria, and ratings.  

Understanding of System

 
 
Frequency
Percent
Valid Percent
Cumulative Percent
 
Valid
1 - poor
3
9.4
9.4
9.4
 
 
2 - limited
5
15.6
15.6
25.0
 
 
3 - fair
9
28.1
28.1
53.1
 
 
4 - good
12
37.5
37.5
90.6
 
 
5 - excellent
3
9.4
9.4
100.0
 
 
Total
32
100.0
100.0
 
 
Statistics

Understanding of System 

N
Valid
32
 



 
Mean
 
3.22
 
Std. Deviation
 
1.13
 
Add any additional comments:

I am still a little unclear about what constitutes “outstanding”.



I have worked closely with a number of people on this subject, so I think I understand and know the system; but 

since the rules change from one day to the next, that understanding is not worth much.



It is interesting that I have been through it several times and still don’t know really how the system works.  I also do 

not see any merit based on the evaluation thus defeating the purpose of the evaluation.  If I said to my students, 

here’s your test but no matter what you get a B, how much effort will be put into the test?



It appears that the criteria for the “outstanding” category, which requires the faculty member to be “internationally” 

recognized more closely relates to faculty evaluations of a “research” university. Our mission is teaching, so I don’t 

understand why the criteria for this category is grandiose.



I am not sure there actually are any defined criteria.  



Number of forms (which have a whole plethora of names) are excessive. Would be nice if we could consolidate to 

one form. The names are not intuitively named, thus adding to confusion. Emphasis on quantitative measures is

 narrow minded and ignores current thinking (e.g., scholarship is more then “number of publications”. 



On a vitae, scholarly activities are usually separated.  According to our current system, three different faculty 

members that deliver a paper at a bad national conference, another publishes an article in an international journal, 

and a third publishes a book, all get the same rating: outstanding.  You can’t honestly believe these all deserve the 

same praise.



This is my first year to be evaluated as a teacher.



I have a bit of trouble understanding what qualifies a person for each “level” (e.g. outstanding).


If you could add any additional evaluation criteria, what would it be?

Collegiality (? but I am afraid it would be difficult to quantify)



I am not sure I have enough experience with the process yet to adequately answer this area.



Have someone sit in my class and observe my skills as a teacher.  Last time I checked, we were supposed to 

educate.



More emphasis on scholarly publication.



Plays nice with others (collegiality, being a good citizen of the department and university).



Evaluation of contributions to dept. and to institutions, which would include committee work in the dept and at the 

university level. 



Collegiality & Community involvement.



Can’t think of any.



Advisement of students.



None



Specific contributions to the program/department such as curriculum development, leadership within the 

program/department, etc.



I would not add any criteria, as that would make the form longer and would cause the form to take longer to fill out.



We are often told teaching is our #1 and advising our #2 priority.  Teaching is not on the list, just the “classroom”, 

which is only one dimension of teaching.  Advising is absent, but it is our #2 priority?



Perhaps a category on “collegiality”, although I know it would be difficult to quantify



None



Simplify the process. 


If you could take away any evaluation criteria, what would it be?

n/a



I don’t have enough experience with the process yet to address this area.



Service to the University.  Much of what we, as faculty, deem important is excluded by the administration.



Less emphasis on student evaluations



Publications/Research when no time is grated to do research.  



The criteria for “outstanding.” I like the idea of the category, but the criteria to identify oneself “outstanding” is 

ridiculous.



Research



None



Under teaching, if you fail more than a ¼ of your class, you must address that or you can’t earn higher than 

proficient.  If you require your students to learn something in your class, you will probably have a higher failure rate 

than someone that spoon feeds or gives away grades.



None



The “justification” is redundant. “Needing attention” and “plans for improvement” overlap each other and are also 

redundant.  What is the difference between these sections and the next faculty development PLAN?



n/a



None


What improvements, if any, could be made to the Faculty Evaluation system?

A bit more clarity, but all in all I believe the system works



Clarify objective measurements.



Have the chair or peers visit classes to evaluate effective classroom teaching.  Student surveys are a poor 

mechanism.

Have the process actually mean something such as pay increase/decrease rather than waste everyone’s time.



Remove self-flagellation portion and have us evaluated by Dept heads, and deans.



Use the same system for everybody.



I would prefer two separate systems: one that helps faculty develop (which should kept at the department level 

ONLY- no one else’s business); and one that focuses on the evaluation, which is seen by the dean and the 

higher-ups. Meaningful development is extremely difficult with the current process; why should I point out what 

needs improvement, when it might hurt my chances for tenure, advancement, or even just continued employment? 

Also, anyone rating faculty should be rated by them (i.e., department chairs).
Good luck.

Again, tricky business.



Let’s get clear on what’s needed in teaching and scholarship. 



Change the word “proficient” to something more positive, if we have to continue with FIVE categories, which look to 

academics like A-F, meaning proficient gets to “C,” and no one likes “C”s. OR change it to four categories and then 

there can be no correspondence to grade levels. 



Top to bottom review by a faculty committee.



Allow other areas of evaluation to supplant the research.



There needs to be a more consistent and better defined system of ratings.



Equity.  We have people not assessing classes and not handing out student evaluation forms in class.  They are 

earning proficient  and so am I!!!  Why don’t the department heads speak up?  



None



I would like to see more emphasis placed upon the quality of teaching.  While this can be brought into the evaluation 

by the individual faculty member writing to those components, I would like to see a University wide emphasis on 

teaching being the most important part of our faculty activities.  I would also like to see more emphasis on 

assessment activities including the use of assessment findings in curriculum planning, etc.



The explanation of what counts for “Proficient,” “Outstanding,” and “Commendable” seems to me in need of 

revision.  The instructions say that to be “Outstanding” one must achieve national or international notoriety.  

Then the instructions state that for teaching and service, national or international notoriety is unlikely to occur. 

Except for administrators, however, teaching and service comprise 2 out of 3 categories, so the “standard” definitions 

of outstanding and commendable only apply to research.  I think that either two separate criteria or definitions should 

be created or at least, the definition of outstanding and commendable should be fit to match the majority of the 

categories rather than to fit only research.  This seems especially important since—given faculty teaching

 loads—research is not a primary focus at RSU.



Create one that follows a UNIVERSITY model and not a COMMUNITY COLLEGE model.



Nothing in addition to the above comments.



Ensure department follow up.

Note:  This proposal of a new faculty mentor program has been developed from a variety of university sources.  The below information is a compilation of those sources.

Description 

This is a voluntary program through which experienced faculty at Rogers State University knowledgeable about the campus and academic life are matched with new faculty to orient them to RSU, inform them about campus support services, and assist them in the early stages of their academic careers at RSU.  This program will be supported and coordinated by the Center for Teaching and Learning.

Goals of the Mentoring Program 

Help new faculty members to: 

· Learn about RSU, its facilities, and support resources. 

· Adjust to the new environment and become active members of the university quickly. 

· Address questions, concerns, and special needs in a confidential manner. 

· Gain insight about teaching and career development from a seasoned veteran. 

· Network with other faculty and develop a personal support system within RSU. 

Encourage senior faculty to:
· Share their knowledge and experience with new faculty and gain professional satisfaction. 

· Assist new faculty to quickly adjust to the campus and address their special needs, concerns, or questions, if any. 

· Help shape the careers of new colleagues and enjoy opportunities for self-renewal. 

· Provide a valuable service to the university by promoting collegiality through mentoring. 

· Contribute to the overall improvement in teaching, research, and service at RSU. 

Suggested Mentoring Activities 

Mentors and new faculty members are encouraged to meet face to face at least once a month during the first two semesters and keep in touch frequently through phone or email. Suggested mentoring activities:

· Guide and encourage development of the Teaching Portfolio

· Discuss short term and long-term career goals and professional interests.

· If appropriate, assist in the development of a detailed research and publication plan.  

· Attend the programs offered by the Faculty Development and Instructional Design Center or other campus units. 

· Share information on academic and student support services on campus. 

· Discuss effective instructional techniques, course development and curricular issues. 

· Explore research and sponsored funding opportunities, and writing publications. 

· Discuss academic policies and guidelines, and university governance structure. 

· Attend campus events such as ball games, theater productions, and cultural programs. 

· Share information on instructional resources and Websites useful to new faculty. 

· Discuss student issues such as advising, motivating, and handling academic dishonesty. 

· Share experiences on managing time, handling stress, and balancing workload effectively. 

· Discuss preparing for tenure and promotion and career advancement. 

· Explore professional development opportunities available to new faculty. 

· Address special needs, questions, or questions and help in troubleshooting difficult situations. 

· Be aware of scheduled training events and facilitate attendance of new faculty member. Check with the new faculty member after the training to obtain feedback.
· Invite to and encourage participation in campus and college activities. Be sure to introduce new faculty members to others at these events.

· Invite to and encourage participation in the Faculty Senate and the Center for Teaching and Learning activities.

Mentoring should center on the primary position responsibilities of the faculty member.

Research Mentors share information about professional opportunities internal and external to the university (funding sources, potential collaborators, publication outlets). Several mentoring relationships have provided joint authorship opportunities including writing papers, articles, and grants. Mentors frequently review research and provide advice on placing the results of research.

Teaching Mentors provide advice on preparation of a syllabus and on teaching strategies. They often visit the new faculty member's classrooms and laboratories. Some mentoring pairs have team-taught classes.

Outreach Mentors help establish external contacts and assist new faculty in understanding the external audience - its needs and expectations. They provide advice on preparation of materials and formal presentations.

Professional Achievement Mentors provide guidance for documenting activities and professional achievements. They assist in goal setting and provide advice for the various review processes of the pre-tenure years.

Advising Mentors assist new faculty members in understanding the prevailing departmental and institutional cultures. As advisors and counselors, they can be relied upon to provide information about time management, institutional procedures, computing, budgeting, working with graduate students, testing and grading.

Shared Benefits Mentors benefit from the new insights and expertise of the new faculty. In many cases enduring professional ties develop. Mentors have reported becoming more aware of the pressures that their new colleagues face today at ISU and at other research universities.

Matching Mentors with New faculty members 

Option 1:  Selections are made from a pool of available mentors (developed on a faculty volunteer basis) by the department chairs. The mentor contacts the new faculty member during the first week of the semester to set up a planning meeting. Together a mutual plan is developed for the semester. The mentor and new faculty member may set their own schedules depending on the needs of the new faculty member. This may include an exchange of classroom observations. 
The mentor/new faculty member relationship is informal and reflects an attitude of colleagues helping each other. It is never a supervisory relationship. 

Option 2:The Center for Teaching and Learning will match new faculty at their request with volunteer senior faculty mentors from the same department, college, or outside the college. If a new faculty's department or college has assigned a mentor from within the department or college, the new faculty members can still request mentors from outside the department or college. Mentors are usually identified through personal contacts, recommendations of the deans, chairs, and colleagues.

Option 3: in the candidate’s offer letter, the department chair will assign a temporary mentor to each newcomer. The new faculty member may remain with this original mentor indefinitely or may add another mentor at any time. Mentors may be changed without need to state a reason. 

Other Options:

· New faculty members frequently prefer working with a mentor in the same professional or disciplinary subfield. 

· Mentoring may have a focus on teaching, research, grant writing, or a combination of these areas. 

· A faculty member in another department might be a good match because of common interests and responsibilities. 

[image: image1]
A good mentor is a colleague who is a good listener ---someone who will share information, listen to ideas, and assist with difficulties. 

[image: image2]
· Two mentors may divide the responsibilities. This option is especially useful when the new faculty member is involved in interdisciplinary teaching and research activities or expresses an interest in working with someone with whom he or she shares particular personal characteristics or interests. Involving two mentors requires good communication and additional planning. The professional development support is divided between the two. 

· Newly tenured Associate Professors are valued because they are close to the contemporary realities of the tenure and promotion process. 

As the research on successful mentoring has suggested, mentors assigned will be of the same gender as the new faculty member. However, mentors of particular gender, race, ethnicity, or background can be requested for multicultural development or other professional development reasons. 

Duration of the Mentoring Process 

No set duration is required for the mentoring relationship between a mentor and a new faculty member. It is recommended that mentors and new faculty members interact frequently during the first two semesters. At the end of the second semester they can decide if it is necessary to continue the mentoring relationship at the same pace, or on an as needed basis, or conclude it if individual goals have been met. 

At any point during the mentoring process, if a mentor and/or new faculty member feels that the relationship is not productive, the Center for Teaching and Learning should be informed so that a different mentor or new faculty member can be assigned. Due to the voluntary nature of the program, the Center cannot monitor the mentoring relationship closely or guarantee the outcomes of individual mentor-new faculty member relationships. 

Mentors and new faculty members will be requested to provide feedback on the progress of their relationships at the end of the second semester so that the Center can evaluate the program and use the feedback to improve the program in the future.

Roles and Responsibilities of Mentors 

Mentors can take on various roles, such as coach, friend, champion, advocate, career guide, role model, instructional resource, or confidant depending on the needs of their new faculty members and the nature of their mentoring relationship. 

Mentors are responsible for:
· Taking the initiative for contacting their new faculty members and staying in touch with them. 

· Devoting time to the relationship and be available when requested. 

· Assisting new faculty members with their various questions, needs, or concerns. 

· Sharing their knowledge and experience to benefit their new faculty members' and following up on their progress at RSU. 

· Maintaining confidentiality of the information shared by their new faculty members. 

Roles and Responsibilities of New faculty members 

New faculty members can take on various roles such as friend, protégé, new colleague, or junior faculty depending on their needs, academic experience, and the nature of their mentoring relationship. 

New faculty members are responsible for:
· Devoting the time to the mentoring relationship and interacting with the mentor often. 

· Making use of the opportunities provided by the mentor. 

· Keeping the mentor informed of academic progress, difficulties, and concerns. 

· Exchanging ideas and experiences with the mentor. 

· Seeking help and support when needed. 

Both the mentors and new faculty members have the responsibility for gaining each other's trust and confidence, interacting in a collegial manner so as to value each other's time, and professional and personal commitments, and engaging in activities that support the mission of RSU.

The 10 Commandments of Mentoring1
1. Don't be afraid to be a mentor. Many mentors underestimate the amount of knowledge that they have about the academic system or their organization, the contacts they have, and the avenues they can use to help someone else. A faculty member does not have to be at the absolute top of his or her profession or discipline to be a mentor. Teaching assistants can mentor other graduate students, graduate students can mentor undergraduates, and undergraduate majors can help those beginning the major. 

2. Remember you don't have to demonstrate every possible faculty role to be an effective mentor, but let your new faculty members know where you are willing to help and what kind of information or support you can give that you believe will be particularly helpful. Be clear about whether you are willing to advise on personal issues, such as suggestions about how to balance family and career responsibilities. 

3. Clarify expectations about how much time and guidance you are prepared to offer. 
4. Let new faculty members know if they are asking for too much or too little of your time. 

5. Be sure to give criticism, as well as praise, when warranted, but present it with specific suggestions for improvement. Do it in a private and non-threatening context. Giving criticism in the form of a question can be helpful, as in "What other strategy might you have used to increase student participation?" 

6. Where appropriate, "talk up" your new faculty members accomplishments to others in your department and institution, as well as at conferences and other meetings. 

7. Include new faculty members in informal activities whenever possible – lunch, discussions following meetings or lectures, dinners during academic conferences. 

8. Teach new faculty members how to seek other career help whenever possible, such as funds to attend workshops or release time for special projects. 

9. Work within your institution to develop formal and informal mentoring programs and encourage social networks. 

10. Be willing to provide support for people different from yourself. 

1Taken from: Sandler, B. 1993. Women as Mentors: Myths and Commandments. Chronicle of Higher Education. March 10, 1993. 

Useful Links on Mentoring
Mentoring Experienced Faculty Members (from the Journal of Veterinary Medical Education)
Empowering the Faculty: Mentoring Redirected and Renewed
Empowering the Faculty: Mentoring Redirected and Renewed
Faculty Mentoring Program Guidelines Stanford University
Faculty Mentoring Program for Teaching (Penn State)
Faculty Mentor-New faculty member Program (Portland State University)
Faculty Mentor Program (Arizona Western College)
Faculty Development Partner Program (California State University, LA)
Mentoring Resources (Portland State University)

2

