
Task Force on Faculty Evaluation for Promotion, Tenure, Post-Tenure Review, and Hiring 
Summary of Faculty Forums 

December 12, 2008  
 
Executive Summary: 
One of the key tasks in the charge to the Task Force on the Evaluation of Faculty Work for Promotion, Tenure, 
Post-Tenure Review, and Hiring is the development of a ‘gap analysis’ describing what the system currently 
delivers and what we want to achieve as a university of distinction through our mission and strategic plan. We 
recognized that the examination of the written policies and procedures is necessary but not sufficient for fully 
understanding the issues related to faculty evaluation. Faculty voices, insights, and experiences were also 
critical data sources. Therefore, the Task Force hosted 17 Faculty Forums during the fall semester. To 
encourage participation and ensure cross-disciplinary, cross-college, and cross-campus dialogue, forums were 
held on each campus.  
 
A total of 100 tenured and tenure-track faculty members participated in the forums. This is approximately 23% 
of the total 433 tenured and tenure-track faculty. Women faculty comprised 69% of the participants. The 
overall faculty proportion is approximately 50% women and 50% men. Of the 100 participants, 37% were 
faculty from community campuses and 63% were from the Anchorage campus. Approximately 85% of the total 
faculty members are located on the Anchorage campus. Sixty-six percent of the 100 forum participants have 
bipartite appointments, and 34 percent had tripartite appointments. In the general faculty population the 
percent is 51 tripartite and 49 bipartite. Participants represented all levels of faculty rank: 1% instructors; 34% 
assistants; 39% associates; and 26 % full. The respective percent in the overall faculty population is: >1% 
instructors, 33% assistants, 35% associates, and 29% full. 
 
Based on our review and analysis of the data, the Task Force identified the following key findings:  

• Participants showed consensus on a set of common characteristics of quality work and values that cut 
across the three dimensions of teaching, research/creative activity, and service.  

• The characteristics and values are clearly reflective of UAA’s mission and strategic plan, as well as 
those of the individual community campuses.  

• Faculty identified extant institutional structures and cultural/climate characteristics that support this 
type of quality work. 

• Emphasis was placed on the integrative nature of faculty work across the dimensions of teaching, 
service, and research/creative activity.  

• Collaboration, teamwork, and interdisciplinary work were consistently identified as necessary for 
scholarly engagement with 21st century issues and challenges, and for effectively supporting student 
learning and academic success. 

• Faculty noted a direct link between professional development and the growth and enhancement of 
their work across the domains. They demonstrated implementation of new strategies, methods, and 
activities gleaned from a variety of professional development opportunities.  

 
The general conclusion we have drawn from these data is that among the participants there exists a 
consensus regarding the values and characteristics of quality faculty work.  These values and characteristics 
are consistent with the overarching mission and strategic vision of UAA, as well as those of the individual 
community campuses. Therefore, a faculty evaluation system aligned with and supported by these values and 
characteristics of quality would likely result in achieving the goal of becoming a distinguished university of first 
choice widely recognized for the quality of our contributions to Alaska’s culture, society, and economy. 
 

 
Description of the Forum Structure 
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The Faculty Forums were conducted as the first phase in an Appreciative Inquiry (AI), which is designed to 
focus the people in an institution on historical and existing excellence in order to identify existing policies, 
actions, behaviors, and systems that promote and support attainment of the institution’s desired outcomes. In 
these phases the focus is on identifying the “Best” of what is. Therefore, we asked faculty participants to share 
their individual stories of excellence in order to develop a collective understanding of the diverse ways that 
faculty engage in their work and contribute to the success of the community campuses and UAA. The goals of 
the forums were to: 
 
1) Build greater understanding of the mosaic of faculty talent—in terms of scope, variety, and positive impact—
of faculty work and roles across disciplines, colleges, and campuses. 
 
2) Identify and enumerate the shared values within this mosaic of faculty work and roles. 
 
3) Generate definitions and measures of quality that cut across all dimensions of faculty work (e.g. teaching, 
creative expression, craft practice, research, engagement, service) 
 
Participants shared individual stories of their work in small groups. The stories were descriptions of a period of 
time or a particular project/activity about which they felt most fulfilled, successful, or inspired by their work as a 
faculty member, and which they thought had made a significant contribution to the institution. The small groups 
discussed the stories to identify common values and characteristics of quality reflected in their work. Each 
group provided a written record of their findings. At the end of each Forum, the facilitator asked participants to 
consider what a faculty evaluation system would need in order to support these values and characteristics of 
quality work. This allowed us to gather faculty insights, concerns, and issues related to faculty evaluation.  
 
Common Characteristics of ‘Successful’ Faculty Work 
The characteristics listed by participants were collected from each individual group and transcribed into a 
database. The dataset was then coded and sorted into broad themes. The themes were then clustered into 
three categories, context/focus, process, and impact. 
 
Context/Focus  

• Identified a need or gap and took the initiative to resolve it. 
• Connected to local, Alaska context; engaged with the community; focused on specific local need, 

applied learning/research. 
• Grounded in current, national literature and knowledge-base in the disciplines or field. 
• Connected personal expertise and interests to department, college, campus, or institutional mission or 

strategic plan. 
Process 

• Engaged in a systematic approach; clear goals; and careful selection of actions/activities. 
• Timeframe was extended, long-term; required persistence and commitment.  
• Involved collaboration with others, internally and externally to UAA, including colleagues in the 

community. 
• Took an interdisciplinary approach; expertise of others was necessary for attaining goal; tapped into 

and incorporated local resources and expertise in integrated and thoughtful way. 
• Integrated the dimensions of faculty work—teaching, research/creative activity, service/engagement. 

Impact 
• Personally meaningful; drew on passion, interests, allowed for autonomy. 
• Had specific, identifiable positive impact or outcome. 
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• Activity “stretched” faculty member’s knowledge, skills, understandings; required flexibility, willingness 
to take a risk, move into unknown or unfamiliar ground, or take up a challenge. 

• Had cascading effects; led to new initiatives, understandings, activities, or policies. 
• Led to personal learning and growth; reflected on and learned from “failures” or missteps, and 

successes to apply to next activity or project.  
• Contributed to prestige of institution. 

 
Existing Supportive Structures for Quality Faculty Work 
Faculty members were asked to identify existing university supports that enabled them to engage in the 
successful work described in their stories. Faculty identified both specific institutional entities or programs and 
cultural/climate factors.  
 
Specific Institutional Entities or Programs  

• CAFÉ provides important supports and opportunities for faculty development. 
• Center for Community Engagement provides valuable links to community partners, and expertise with 

engaged scholarship and service learning. 
• ISER is well organized to support their faculty’s work; provides a faculty culture and climate conducive 

for research.  
• Library peer review process provides feedback focused on continuous, positive development toward 

promotion and tenure criteria. 
• Faculty development grants, Chancellors Fund, and other internal funding provide support. 
• Office of Undergraduate Research provides expertise and financial support. 

 
Cultural/Climate Factors 

• Autonomy to seek out new opportunities and use expertise. 
• Director/Dean protected faculty time to write grants and/or establish research structure. 
• Existing partnerships and relationships of UAA, community campus, departments or college to 

community organizations, businesses, or other entities helped facilitate collaborative projects, 
research opportunities, or engaged service opportunities. 

• Collegial support and willingness to be flexible around a policy, process, or workload distribution in 
department. 

• Internal department or college structures that supported collegial dialogue, collaboration, or support for 
innovation.  

• Trusted to get the work done, and do it well. Not micromanaged by administration/supervisor. 
 
Suggestions or Possibilities for Future Faculty Evaluation Process 
Faculty were asked to consider what conditions or elements would need to be present in a new process that 
supported this type of ‘quality’ faculty work. Suggestions included:  
 
Focus/Purpose of Review  

• Focus would be on accomplishments and outcomes from work efforts, not time spent on activities. 
• Encourage interconnection across the dimensions of faculty work—the sum would be greater than 

individual parts. 
• Collaboration and positive contributions to team efforts would be clearly expected, valued, and 

rewarded. 
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• Faculty would demonstrate in the connection of professional development experiences to practice by 
showing the application of a new idea or knowledge gained. Would recognize and value the learning 
curve required for faculty when branching out, creating new programs, or implementing new 
pedagogies.  

• Purpose of evaluation would to provide formative feedback to help individual grow as faculty member 
toward enhanced quality and performance, as well as serve as a basis for making personnel 
decisions. 

 
Structure of File 

• File would include a self-review narrative that contextualizes the work for reviewers, guides them to 
specific evidence of quality work, and explains the alignment of accomplishments to department, 
college, and university mission/strategic vision/goals. 

• Documentation/evidence would focus on small number of rigorously selected materials that reflect 
accomplishments/outcomes. 

• Process would provide a specific architecture to guide organization and development, but allow varied 
media presentations of evidence.  

• Web-based or electronic files would be allowed and encouraged. 
 
Review Process 

• Annual reviews would be conducted as formative assessment to benchmark progress toward 
promotion criteria; file at P and/or T would then be summative examination of accomplishments 
benchmarked against the criteria. 

• Self-review format would be guided by a set of questions or categories, with an expectation of 
connecting annual reviews across the years to show a pattern of growth, development and 
success/excellence over time.  

• Training would be provided for faculty in how to present case through evidence, and for reviewers 
(chairs, peer committee members, deans, and directors) about how to appropriately analyze and 
evaluated the varied forms of evidence. 

• Process would include rubrics for the three dimensions of faculty work, including integration of work, 
that reflect the shared values and characteristics of quality. These would be then be contextualized to 
campuses, colleges, or departments.  

 
Policies 

• Each dimension of the workload would be clearly defined and account for the various aspects of work 
encompassed within each dimension.  

• Would honor and motivate faculty after the attainment of full professor by having a category of 
‘distinguished’ for specific areas of work, such as teaching, research, creative activity, engagement, or 
service.1 

• University-wide committee would review college or departmental evaluation frameworks to ensure 
alignment with the ‘new’ process’s criteria/characteristics and alignment with UAA mission and 
strategic vision.  

• There would be one document related to all aspects of faculty evaluation that was comprehensive, 
detailed, and provided transparency about process and expectations. 

• Whole process would carefully articulate from initial hiring through to promotion to full professor. 
• Evaluation process would be reviewed and updated at regular, scheduled intervals.  

                                                 
1 Article 9.1.6 of the UNAC Contract for 2008-2010 defines “Appointments of Distinction.”   
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Culture/Climate 

• Professional development would be seen within as an expected and regular commitment of faculty 
time, and not indicative of a ‘problem’ or an admission of being ‘unsuccessful.’ 

• Collaboration and interdisciplinary work would be encouraged and supported by colleagues and 
administration, and through structural systems and processes.  

• Formal and informal mentoring and induction processes would be available to guide and support 
faculty.  

 
Participant Statistics:  
Faculty 
Characteristic 

Number of 
Participants 

Forum Participation % Overall Faculty % 
        (n=433) 

Forum Total           100               n/a             23% 
    
Gender    
Women 69 69% 50% 
Men 31 31% 50% 
    
Appointment    
Bipartite 66 66% 49% 
Tripartite 37 37% 51% 
    
Rank    
Instructor   1 1% >1% 
Assistant 34 34% 33% 
Associate 39 39% 35% 
Full 26 26% 29% 
    
Campus    
Anchorage 63 63% 85% 
Community 37 37% 15% 
 
Forum Participation by School/College 

College/School Number of Participants 
CAS 43 
CBPP 9 
CHSW 10 
COE 7 
CTC 21 
LIB 4 
ENGR 2 
SA (Counseling) 4 
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