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 Executive Summary 
 Provost Stacey Robertson appointed the Think Tank on Faculty Evaluation (TTFE) for the 
 Academic Year 2021–22. The TTFE is a collaborative team of faculty and staff who represent a 
 variety of disciplines and years of service at Geneseo (See “  Think Tank Members  ” on 
 Appendices). The broad goal was to improve our faculty evaluation, especially that for 
 continuing appointment and promotion to associate level for underrepresented faculty members. 

 The TTFE spent the Fall ‘21 semester reviewing the literature regarding best practices for the 
 evaluation of renewal, continuing appointment (CA), and promotion. More importantly, we 
 investigated how thoughtful, intentional, and long overdue changes to renewal, CA, and 
 promotion practices could help better support and nurture a diverse faculty and reflect the 
 modern values and mission of Geneseo. The Task Force approached this research from a 
 diversity, equity, and inclusion mindset, and the literature suggests inequities for women and 
 faculty of color in terms of workload, renewal, CA, and promotion. 

 In summary, the TTFE asserts that the modern (and future) Geneseo professor is actively 
 involved in teaching, scholarship, and service. This may not seem like a change to the “old” 
 view, but the TTFE encourages the Geneseo community to revisit what role these three pillars 
 play in the career of a modern professor. The TTFE strongly advocates for a vision that sees 
 faculty as well-rounded individuals with unique skills and strengths, essential to the college 
 mission, vision, and values and that a “1 size fits all” percentage for the three categories 
 undervalues or outright ignores the work done by the professoriate. Many women and faculty of 
 color are carrying heavier burdens in terms of advising and service, and we need to make this 
 unseen work seen and give it value. SUNY Geneseo’s current preset percentages for teaching, 
 scholarship, and service are outdated compared to the work of today’s faculty member, and 
 there is a disconnect between the College’s stated values and current evaluation criteria. 

 Recommended Policy Changes and Recommendations 
 Recommendation 1  : Step away from the fixed percentages suggested for the workload 

 balance of Geneseo professors. 
 ●  The work of the modern professor doesn’t fit into nice separate bins. It is important 

 that Geneseo faculty are strong teachers and at least 50% of our time is still correct 
 for teaching. In the modern age, teaching is bigger than just effectiveness in the 
 classroom since it includes activities such as advising, student mentorship, research 
 mentorship, etc. 

 Recommendation 2  : Make department and campus guidelines for  renewal, CA, and 
 promotion  easy to find. Revisit them regularly and revise when necessary. 

 ●  These documents should be easy to find. 
 ●  They also should be viewable to all regardless of “home department”. 
 ●  Because the documents are public, departments are encouraged to revisit and 

 review their documents regularly. This is particularly important when things like the 
 College’s Mission have been redefined. Some departments with outdated guidelines 
 might also benefit from external facilitation to improve and update their guidelines. 
 Please support this with micro-grants. 

 Recommendation 3  : Revise the PER form so that alignment to departmental guidelines is 
 emphasized from the outset. 

 Recommendation 4  : Combine continuing appointment (CA) and promotion to associate rank 
 ●  The TTFE saw little difference in the hallmarks of a tenurable professor and one that 

 would be promoted to the associate level. Because of this, Geneseo’s practice must 
 be updated so that the two are earned together. 
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 Recommendation 5  : Require regular anti-bias and equity training for all Chairs & Deans and 
 those who serve on the FPC and Departmental PC’s. 

 Recommendation 6  : Establish strong mentoring at the department level, the campus level, and 
 also take advantage of mentorship opportunities from beyond the campus. 

 The rationale for the above six recommendations is found in the body of this report. Also 
 included in the report are some suggestions for models that could inspire and be used as 
 models for change. 

 Introduction 
 Provost Stacey Robertson appointed the Think Tank on Faculty Evaluation (TTFE) for the 
 Academic Year 2021–22. The TTFE is a collaborative team of faculty and staff who represent a 
 variety of disciplines and years of service at Geneseo (see page 26.). As part of Provost 
 Robertson’s commission to the TTFE, she shared the following: 

 As Geneseo broadens and deepens our commitment to diversity, equity, inclusion, and 
 justice, Academic Affairs is seeking to better understand how bias and racism impact our 
 faculty evaluation process. Research on higher education indicates that many institutional 
 structures, policies, and processes exacerbate inequity. Research also indicates that 
 systems of oppression/privilege create a reward system that preferences faculty from 
 dominant groups over faculty from minoritized groups. 

 With this in mind, Provost Robertson asked the TTFE to 
 1.  Research best practices in equity-minded faculty evaluation processes and faculty 

 workload. 
 2.  Review appropriate data to make visible any potential gaps based on social identity as 

 related to faculty evaluation. 
 3.  Using this research, review our faculty evaluation guidelines with an equity lens and 

 make recommendations for changes. 
 4.  Using this research, review our workload expectations and make recommendations for 

 increased transparency and other changes. (i.e., how should Geneseo redefine 
 scholarship?) 

 Provost Robertson also asked the TTFE to consider: 
 1.  Do Geneseo’s criteria for  renewal, CA, and promotion  reflect: 

 a.  the qualifications of candidates? 
 b.  our Geneseo values? 

 2.  Do Geneseo’s criteria for  renewal, CA, and promotion  : 
 a.  reward actual accomplishments and potential? 
 b.  allow us to assess someone’s contributions to the academic community? 

 3.  Are Geneseo’s criteria and processes we have regarding  renewal, CA, and promotion 
 flexible, equitable, and transparent? 

 4.  What does the data reveal about equity as related to social identities? 
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 a.  What has COVID taught us about inequity and workload that can inform our 
 processes? 

 Findings of the TTFE–Reasons for Reform 

 1. Existing Evaluation Criteria Disfavors Underrepresented Faculty Members and Do Not 
 Reflect the Work of the Modern Professor 

 Research has observed across the nation’s institutions of higher learning that old parameters 
 that have long been used to determine who should be awarded contract renewal, continuing 
 appointment (CA), and promotion  and that these  decisions  disfavor and do not support 
 underrepresented faculty (e.g., Boyd et al., 2017; Schimanski & Alperin, 2018). 

 Outdated or vague guidelines for renewal, CA, and promotion  do a disservice to faculty going 
 through the review process as well as ill-equip those who are carrying out the evaluations.This 
 is particularly problematic when we look at the workload carried by the modern professor. 
 O’Meara et al.’s (n.d.) work regarding an “Equity-minded faculty workload” used dashboards to 
 tabulate the work of faculty at a variety of institutions to better understand the variety of work 
 that is done so that it can be weighted and given value. O’Meara et al., proposed multiple 
 workload matrices that identify and bring to light the work that could be overlooked in the “old” 
 style of faculty evaluation. Worksheet #3 of their ACE Report is a particularly good example of 
 how thinking about an equitable approach to faculty workloads might improve the clarity of 
 expectations for all faculty regardless of where they are in the renewal, CA, or promotion 
 process. 

 Acknowledging that the work associated with the modern professor has changed and giving 
 honor to the work professors do through clear criteria is invaluable for avoiding biases caused 
 by what Bisson et al. (2021) call “cloning.” Cloning occurs when an evaluator gives weight or 
 preference to activities that they themselves did. The modern professor may not look like or do 
 the same work others did to receive renewal, CA, or promotion, and that diversity needs to be 
 celebrated and clearly parameterized. Bisson et al. (2021) also use “pathway bias” to highlight 
 situations where evaluators devalue candidates who might be pursuing and advancing their 
 teaching, scholarship, and service in a path that is different. 

 The conventional faculty evaluation criteria have become unsuitable to capture what faculty 
 members are expected to perform, or what our faculty members can meaningfully 
 contribute—often through unrecognized work—to our students and institution. A number of 
 shortcomings exist in the conventional, often narrowly defined, criteria, especially for faculty 
 members of underrepresented groups. 

 In this document the TTFE refers to the work of a modern professor/librarian that is tenurable 
 and promotable. This faculty member or librarian might be heavily involved in service that is 
 behind the scenes, but invaluable to Geneseo. Another faculty member might be carrying out 
 scholarly work that heavily entails mentoring of undergraduate research projects and 
 presentations at conferences. Another faculty member/librarian might be involved in changing 
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 the culture of the campus through DEI work while also creating new courses that are 
 collaborative, adventurous, and meeting the learning outcomes of Geneseo’s new general 
 education curriculum. Yet another professor/librarian might be teaching, mentoring student 
 research projects, and serving as a valued academic advisor in a department. All of these 
 scenarios describe tenurable and promotable members of the Geneseo community, but they 
 certainly are not a duplicate of a manuscript-writing educator, who serves on a senate 
 committee for 7 years. A diversity of faculty/librarian skills is important to our campus and 
 should be valued. Geneseo’s guidelines must adjust to reflect and embrace flexibility and give 
 value to the diverse skills that its faculty and librarians bring to their positions that support the 
 mission of the college. 

 2. Existing Criteria For Renewal, CA, and Promotion  Decisions  Rarely Have a Stated 
 Value for DEI Work 

 Geneseo’s mission states a clear value for diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI), yet it is not 
 “required” and is rarely given specific weight in departmental guidelines for renewal, CA, and 
 promotion. Nationwide, many institutions of higher learning have revisited and/or restructured 
 how they assess DEI work. For example, Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis 
 (IUPUI) and Oregon State University have considered the impact and role of DEI on the tenure 
 and promotion process (Stewart, 2021). More specifically, IUPUI has created a pathway to 
 promotion in 2022 where candidates can present a “balanced-integrative case” of excellence in 
 DEI. Through this pathway, candidates must demonstrate how their scholarly activities in the 
 area of teaching, scholarship, and service align and promote diversity, equity, and inclusion 
 (Flaherty, 2021). These adjustments to guidelines are essential because it gives weight to 
 mission-oriented work. F  aculty of color tend to take  on significant DEI work in disproportionate 
 amounts. When this work is not valued by our  renewal,  CA, and promotion  criteria, it generates 
 a mismatch between the college’s mission and the work of a Geneseo professor/librarian. 

 DEI work also includes supporting Black, Indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC) students on 
 campuses - some of whom are also experiencing racism and discrimination. This necessary yet 
 often taxing work may pull faculty in many directions that may at times conflict with the 
 “traditional” method of assessing teaching, research, and service. The hidden labor of being 
 attentive to the social and emotional needs of BIPOC students must be acknowledged, 
 respected, and embraced as a form of service in our  renewal, CA, and promotion  criteria  (e.g., 
 Flaherty, 2019; Garcia, 2019; Truong, 2021). 

 3. Student Evaluations Are Likely to Be Biased against Underrepresented Faculty 
 Teaching is an important part of the work of all Geneseo professors and librarians. One aspect 
 of how teaching is evaluated at Geneseo is through student evaluations of teaching (SET). 
 Professional literature is rich with examples which suggest caution against overly relying on 
 SET when assessing faculty teaching, especially for underrepresented groups (e.g., Bavishi et 
 al., 2010; Chávez & Mitchell, 2020; Hornstein, 2017). Biases influence SET and are further 
 evident when an instructor with an underrepresented identity is teaching a subject that has 
 traditionally been considered (white) male-oriented (e.g., Esarey & Valdes, 2020; Mengel et al., 
 2019). Generally, students rate instructors with different identities less favorably; for example, 
 white students rate minority instructors lower than white instructors (e.g., Jackson & Crawley, 
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 2003; Parks, 2017). Geneseo has a significantly smaller presence of minority students than the 
 national average; for example, black student enrollment nationally is 14%, while that of 
 Geneseo is only 3%. Geneseo’s racially underrepresented instructors are more likely to receive 
 smaller “evaluation support” by racial minority students while they also receive “harsher 
 evaluations” by the majority students than other institutions. 

 Thus, instructors who are likely to suffer a higher degree of bias (e.g., young female BIPOC 
 faculty members in math and science) may end up easing their grading and rigor by fearing 
 harsher SET from majority students. This may undermine their teaching quality which may 
 create a vicious cycle based on bias at a fundamental level. If those instructors are consistently 
 unable to perform at their full teaching ability and quality, this may further label them as “not 
 good instructors.” Or if faculty members of underrepresented groups have to undertake extra 
 work to compensate for overcoming teaching bias, this undermines other areas such as 
 research productivity. 

 4. Underrepresented Identities’ Scholarship are Undervalued 
 Assessment bias is not just about research productivity. Underrepresented instructors are often 
 taking, or expected to take, research agendas that are related to their identities—but not 
 considered “mainstream,” hence are “less important and less valued”—than research agendas 
 that are considered for majority and male faculty members (e.g., Sander & Hall, 1986; Stanley, 
 2006). Female faculty members are more likely to conduct “women-related issue” research 
 agendas, while racial minority faculty members often conduct research related to race. If those 
 are “expected”—though implicitly—topics, this structure in and of itself may be considered a 
 “hidden work/expectation,” which then is not valued. At a more broad level, the Think Tank 
 argues that our College should change the perception of those topics being less important. 
 Those faculty members undertaking such topics are pioneers who “prepared to study what 
 others considered to be unworthy of academic investigation” (Stokes, 2003, p. 8) to make topics 
 and social phenomena visible to our perception. Those areas are increasingly becoming 
 important for our more diverse student body and society as well as how we present our College 
 and its liberal arts mission for years to come. Those research areas also induce faculty-student 
 collaboration (e.g., Sagaria & Dickens, 1997). 

 5. Gender Imbalance and other Barriers Exist in Promotion Process 
 Data from Geneseo’s Office of Institutional Research presents arresting data that suggests the 
 presence of a systematic bias that favors one demographic group over another in our faculty 
 community (See  Table 2  in Appendices.). As of academic year 2021–2022, six faculty members 
 are tenured but remain at the assistant professor level (tenured but not promoted). All six of 
 these faculty are female-identifying. 

 Attention to transparency and equity are essential to ensure success of candidates throughout 
 the  renewal, CA, and promotion  process. Mason and  Goulden (2002) found that there are 
 consistent and large gaps between women and men who started a family pre-tenure. These 
 gaps are both financial and advancement related. Like other institutions, Geneseo has provided 
 breathing space for faculty members starting families  –  namely the gender-neutral 
 “clock-stopping” policy. However, this policy may reduce the likelihood of women receiving CA 
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 relative to their male counterparts as women “stop the clock” more often (Antecol et al., 2018). 
 The time female assistant professors spend caring for children during pre-tenure years may 
 leave them with “seemingly” less competitive portfolios. Similarly, if women have caretaking 
 responsibilities for older children or aging family members, it may impact their perception of 
 when they should apply for promotion to full professor. Stopping the clock and delaying CA and 
 promotion has persistent effects on wages women earn over their academic careers. Chen and 
 Crown (2019) noted a clear and persistent salary gap in academic settings due to the higher 
 rate of promotion for male professors relative to their female counterparts. 

 Non-US citizen faculty of any gender face similar challenges to those impacted by the 
 “Motherhood Penalty”. Such faculty might not have the ability to travel to conferences as freely 
 as other peers or to carry out the same service work as peers, thus impacting their professional 
 portfolios. Work-life balance policies that allow for flexibility and that embrace and value a 
 variety of work-related activities are essential for equity. 

 The promotion from associate to full professor/librarian may be a bottleneck for women. 
 Nationally, data often show that women spend much longer time at the associate rank. An 
 additional hurdle that women (and faculty of color) face is the extra service roles that may not be 
 valued in promotion decisions (  Guarino  & Borden, 2017;  Misra et al. 2001). Women are also 
 engaged in research that may be applied, interdisciplinary, or community based, which may not 
 be valued as much (Duch et al., 2012). The lack of clarity about the timeline and expectations of 
 promotion are also cited as one of the major reasons for the disparities (Gardner & Blackstone, 
 2013). All of these factors may affect the quantity and nature of scholarly publications that 
 faculty produce. Outdated CA and promotion decisions give over-weighted value to publications, 
 which is “. . . at the expense of teaching and service, which often results in an incongruity 
 between how faculty actually spend their time vs. what is considered in their evaluation” 
 (  Schimanski & Alperin, 2018, Abstract). 

 In addition, the Covid-19 pandemic amplified this problem, especially in balancing service and 
 research (e.g., Malisch et al, 2020). While women and faculty of color were already undertaking 
 more service prior to the pandemic, given that the pandemic has increased service needs, the 
 already-existing gap is simply amplified. For example, support for students—especially mental 
 support—has traditionally been undertaken more by women (Sprague & Massoni, 2005). This 
 need has unprecedentedly increased during the pandemic. A similar change occurs for racial 
 minority faculty, such as increasing need for caring underrepresented population. Minority 
 faculty are less likely to serve leadership positions, so they need to cover more clinical 
 obligations, an area experiencing a significant workload increase and other challenges during 
 the pandemic (Arora et al., 2021). “Motherhood penalty” also increases its impact during the 
 pandemic. Women undertake additional caregiving needs disproportionately than men (e.g., 
 Cardel et al, 2020). Needless to say, all of these changes further hinder underrepresented 
 faculty’s research productivity (e.g., Oleschuk, 2020). While empirically studying faculty in STEM 
 and medicine,  Krukowski  et al (2021) conclude “  overall, significant disparities were observed in 
 academic productivity by gender and child age during the pandemic . . .” This disparity and obstacle 
 should be considered for CA and promotion (Conclusions section). The inequity between majority 
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 versus underrepresented faculty members is nothing new; however, the pandemic simply and 
 significantly exacerbated it. The pandemic makes it much more visible, and it ironically makes us 
 realize again how this inequity is systemic. The pandemic reaffirms the urgent need for us to create 
 more equitable work environments. 

 6. The Unseen Work of Faculty Is Essential to Geneseo and its Student-Centered Mission 
 (Workload Equity) 

 As SUNY Geneseo continues to advance its commitment to equity-minded student-centered 
 learning, our professional standards for faculty evaluation and promotion must evolve to 
 acknowledge faculty members’ significant contributions to that goal. The task of defining 
 workload priorities in such a way that rewards time and effort devoted to student-centered 
 learning will necessitate a rethinking of the traditional pie graph representing 1) teaching, 2) 
 research, and 3) service. Of course, these three elements continue to be important, but 
 creativity in delivering on a student-centered model will impact how we define all three. 

 The new general education curriculum and particularly its emphasis on Applied Learning will 
 result in more teaching outside the classroom, more research outside the library, and more 
 service off campus. These activities will need to be acknowledged, evaluated, and rewarded in 
 the career path of innovative faculty members. A commitment to DEI in recruiting students 
 places a specific, vital, and often unnoticed burden on faculty members representing diverse 
 backgrounds who will be called upon by those students for the support of a more diverse 
 student cohort and promote their retention and success at Geneseo. 

 Recommendations for Change/Improvement 

 As was stated in the executive summary, the following are the 6 specific recommendations from 
 the TTFE: 

 1.  Step away from the fixed percentages suggested for the workload balance of Geneseo 
 professors. 

 2.  Make department and campus guidelines for  renewal, CA, and promotion  easy to find. 
 Revisit them regularly and revise when necessary. 

 3.  Revise the PER form so that alignment to departmental guidelines is emphasized from 
 the outset. 

 4.  Combine continuing appointment  with promotion to associate rank  . 
 5.  Require regular anti bias and equity training for all Chairs & Deans and those who serve 

 on the FPC and Departmental PC’s. 
 6.  Establish strong mentoring at the department level, the campus level, and also take 

 advantage of mentorship opportunities from beyond the campus. 

 RECOMMENDATION 1: Step away from the fixed percentages suggested for Geneseo 
 professors’ workload balance 

 Value unseen labor to increase equity in the evaluation process. 
 There is a higher burden of service for faculty of color with regard to diversity work as well as 
 the mental and emotional labor of coping with constant discrimination, microaggressions, and 
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 isolation (e.g., Rodríguez et al. 2015; Stanley, 2006). Explicitly crediting faculty contributions to 
 diversity, equity, inclusion, and social justice begins to address this inequity in labor. Evaluating 
 these faculty contributions means defining guidelines and specific expectations. These 
 guidelines need to be meaningful as well as measurable and documentable responsibilities and 
 accomplishments. Defining DEI work broadly would be important. While there would be 
 transdisciplinary DEI work, departments would need to have discussions on what 
 discipline-specific DEI work could look like, such as Promotion of Disciplinary Belonging. 

 A growing number of institutions of higher education from liberal arts colleges such as Pomona 
 College to R1 institutions such as Oregon State University are crediting DEI work  renewal, 
 continuing appointment (CA), and promotion decisions  (Gasman, 2021; Flaherty, 2021). These 
 institutions reward contributions to DEI as part of teaching, service, and/or scholarly and 
 creative work. Inclusion of DEI work in portfolios could fit directly into our existing model of 
 evaluation categories (teaching, research, service). University of Oregon requires faculty to 
 incorporate how they contribute to institutional equity and inclusion in personal statements (see 
 their guidance document  for examples of activities).  In addition, University of Oregon’s  rubric for 
 evaluation  could be a model to follow. This rubric  categorizes impacts of DEI work into 
 individual, programmatic, and institutional impacts, and separates these impacts into the 
 traditional research, teaching, and service components. In contrast, Indiana University-Purdue 
 University Indianapolis (IUPUI) has created a promotion pathway in which faculty demonstrate 
 how integration of scholarly activities align to DEI outcomes and values (Balanced-Integrative 
 DEI case,  see IFC Circular 2021-01 for examples of  activities  ). 

 We recommend crediting faculty contributions to diversity, equity, inclusion, and social justice at 
 Geneseo. Several models for evaluating these faculty contributions with respect to guidelines 
 and specific expectations exist. Doing so begins to address the inequities in invisible labor, and 
 align our evaluation standards more closely to our institutional DEI values. If Geneseo starts to 
 credit DEI work toward our renewal, CA, and promotion decisions, it will help to promote and 
 feed a culture that nurtures and supports belongingness beyond the faculty. 

 Any evaluation of higher education’s renewal, CA, and promotion processes, policies, and 
 practices must include an understanding of the historical relationship to the ways in which the 
 unearned privilege of whiteness functions in higher education. Making unearned privilege 
 explicit names a dynamic at work in college and university settings that usually allows issues of 
 whiteness to go uninterrogated and unnoticed. Furthermore, to make the renewal, CA, and 
 promotion processes equitable requires naming how unearned privilege advantages white 
 faculty. It is a necessary step at bringing visibility to how unearned privilege functions. Rather 
 than focus on DEI as a space for marginalized identities within the academy, unearned privilege 
 redirects attention to whiteness, and offers ways to strategically address inequality and inequity 
 in higher education from that location. 

 When we focus on issues of DEI and turn our attention to issues of unearned privilege, we no 
 longer primarily focus on faculty of color, for example. But instead, focus on areas in which 
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 whiteness alone confers unearned privileges without the need for merit or accomplishment that 
 the academy uses as metrics for promotion. 

 RECOMMENDATION 2: Make department and campus guidelines for renewal, CA, and 
 promotion easy to find. Revisit them regularly and revise when necessary. 

 Geneseo faculty approaching or applying for renewal, CA, or promotion should know exactly 
 what they must do to achieve success. Geneseo faculty should also be confident that the 
 renewal, CA, and promotion criteria will be applied to them in a way consistent with how they 
 had been applied to others as well as to any past reviews a candidate might have had while at 
 Geneseo. The guidelines for renewal, CA, and promotion should be easily findable. The TTFE 
 also suggests that the guidelines be provided to faculty/librarians during their interview process 
 even before joining the Geneseo community. 

 At a macro level, Geneseo appears to do well on this standard: departments publish guidelines 
 for renewal, CA, and promotion; those guidelines are in general agreement on how a person’s 
 teaching, scholarly record, and service should evolve as they move through the process; the 
 college has a mechanism for giving faculty feedback via PER forms (or the equivalent for 
 librarians) at each review. These practices are in line with external recommendations for clarity 
 and consistency (e.g., AAUP guidelines in American Council of Education, American 
 Association of University Professors, & United Educators, 2000). 

 The most recent HERI faculty survey for which we have results (2019–20) suggests that these 
 practices work. The survey asked how strongly people agreed with the statement “the criteria for 
 advancement and promotion decisions are clear,” and three quarters of Geneseo’s full-time 
 faculty respondents strongly or somewhat agreed, with essentially no difference between men 
 and women. 

 The pathways a Geneseo faculty/librarian might follow to achieve renewal, CA, or promotion are 
 very individual. HERI’s aggregate data do not robustly capture how much our current practices 
 or guidelines contribute to difficulties individuals have negotiating our process. More importantly 
 for Geneseo, aggregated perceptions don’t show if some groups have more difficulty than 
 others—HERI results are broken down by gender, but not race or other categories. Indeed, 
 another question on the HERI survey asked about the CA and promotion process as a source of 
 stress, and half of Geneseo’s full-time faculty identified it as such, with a strong difference 
 between men and women (43% of men felt it to be a source of stress, 70% of women did). 
 While this question doesn’t directly address clarity and consistency or our guidelines and 
 procedures, the difference between men and women is worrisome. It suggests that, more 
 broadly, groups outside academe’s traditional norm (i.e., all groups except for white middle- to 
 upper-class men) may experience Geneseo’s renewal, CA, and promotion as much more hostile 
 processes than does the privileged group. Clarity and consistency certainly contribute to those 
 experiences. 
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 Rigid consistency between individuals, in the sense of everyone being evaluated against exactly 
 the same criteria, is neither achievable nor desirable. Every faculty member has their own 
 scholarly interests, which are reflected in their own unique publication record, patterns and 
 styles of teaching, and forms of service. Becoming more equitable across ethnic, gender, 
 socioeconomic, and similar categories will require even more adaptability to individuals’ 
 “invisible labor” burdens, ways of expressing and pursuing academic interests, and personal 
 circumstances. So it is in the interests of both individual faculty and of the institution to ensure 
 that while contributions are judged for their value to programs, disciplines, the college, and 
 SUNY, those judgments are made in a way that adapts to how each particular individual 
 advances goals relevant to those bodies. Department (and college and SUNY) guidelines are 
 valuable definitions of what is “relevant,” but must be interpreted in the context of each 
 candidate’s own work agenda. All current department guidelines for renewal, CA, and promotion 
 acknowledge this need for flexibility, some more explicitly than others. Their wording generally 
 permits considerable interpretation (e.g., referring to “significant” publications without defining 
 what “significant” is). 

 So transparency and consistency in decisions regarding renewal, CA, and promotion must, as a 
 realistic matter, be about each candidate understanding clearly what standards they will be held 
 to, and seeing that those standards are applied consistently to them across time. Unfortunately, 
 the fact that the wording of standards is widely, and probably necessarily, open to considerable 
 interpretation works against transparency here. Because each renewal, CA, and promotion case 
 is unique, candidates may reasonably fear that standards will be interpreted in ways 
 unfavorable to their specific case, even if the candidate has a different interpretation, and even 
 in the absence of evidence that this has happened in other cases. 

 The danger that guidelines will be interpreted in unexpected ways is particularly acute when the 
 interpretations happen outside the department that developed the guidelines. In Geneseo’s 
 processes for renewal, CA, and promotion, such interpretations are most likely to happen in the 
 Faculty Personnel Committee (FPC), and perhaps during reviews by the provost and president. 
 Department chairs and personnel committees should pay careful attention to writing 
 recommendations that clearly describe how they interpret their standards and apply them to the 
 recommendation at hand. 

 Clear and applicable guidelines are invaluable to the success and support of underrepresented 
 faculty.  Note that this does not mean they need “more  guidance;” simply existing guidelines do 
 not suffice to capture their unique contributions. Boyd et al. (2017) note, “. . . working in 
 predominantly male environments. Faculty from marginalized groups are typically left on their 
 own to navigate this context” (p. 6). Many Geneseo departments have a great opportunity to 
 enhance their guidelines to inspire and encourage faculty. Improvements in guidelines would 
 also greatly benefit members of departmental personnel committees and chairs when carrying 
 out reviews. See “  Prompts to Guide Departmental Revisions . . .  ” in Appendices for a list of 
 prompts that might be helpful to departments considering revision of their guidelines. 
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 Departments should periodically review whether their guidelines for renewal, CA, and promotion 
 truly reflect the criteria by which they evaluate candidates. We would suggest a revision every 
 3–5 years. Ideally, such review will be a natural consequence of the first recommendation, in 
 that difficulty giving feedback and justifying decisions in terms of department guidelines serves 
 as a strong signal to departments that it is time to re-evaluate the contents of their guidelines 
 and how they are using them. 

 The above recommendations regarding availability and currency of guidelines must also apply 
 to promotion to Professor/Librarian as well as to continuing appointment and promotion to 
 Associate Professor/Librarian. 

 RECOMMENDATION 3: Revise the PER form so that alignment to departmental guidelines 
 is emphasized from the outset. 

 The PER and equivalent form for librarians should be a vehicle to help candidates explicitly 
 align their contributions to department guidelines. These forms are already used as a major 
 channel for performance feedback to faculty, and there is a sentence in the middle of the 
 instructions for completing the PER that directs authors to “give quality feedback to the 
 candidate concerning his or her status relative to the departmental guidelines.” This directive 
 should not be buried in the middle of the instructions, it should become the fundamental 
 feedback role of the form, and the fundamental framework for justifying recommendations (or 
 not). Feedback should explicitly map accomplishments and evidence from the candidate’s 
 dossier to department guidelines; language used in that feedback should follow the vocabulary 
 of the guidelines. Doing these things will make existing mechanisms for feedback to candidates 
 more transparent about how guidelines are used, help ensure consistent interpretations of 
 department guidelines at higher levels of review, and make it easier to see whether those 
 guidelines are applied consistently to the candidate across time. 

 RECOMMENDATION 4: Combine CA with Promotion to Associate Professor/Librarian. 

 Separating the continuing appointment (CA) from promotion to associate rank made sense in 
 the “old” vision for a Geneseo faculty member or librarian, where successful promotion was tied 
 most strongly to a publication record. The modern, more holistic view seeks to tenure and 
 promote faculty who support the college’s mission through their teaching, service and 
 scholarship. If a candidate is supporting the college’s mission, the TTFE feels strongly that they 
 are both tenurable and promotable to the associate rank. 

 This new vision for what Geneseo should embrace regarding who should be awarded CA and 
 promotion to associate rank is something that both members of the faculty personnel committee 
 (department and college wide) as well as the candidates going through the process need to 
 “believe” and actively support. That takes mentorship and encouragement. 
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 As of May 2022, SUNY Geneseo views CA as a separate step from promotion to associate 
 rank. This has generated 4 outcomes: 

 1.  faculty/librarians receive both CA and promotion to the associate rank. 
 2.  faculty/librarians seek early promotion to associate rank prior to the CA review. This 

 review is sometimes viewed as a “CA check” but also helps shorten their CA timeline 
 since faculty/librarians can only be at the associate rank without CA for three years. 

 3.  faculty/librarians are awarded CA. Promotion to associate rank is delayed by at least 1 
 year. 

 4.  faculty/librarians are awarded CA. Promotion to Associate rank is never pursued or 
 awarded. 

 Geneseo’s policy to have a disconnection between CA and promotion to associate rank has 
 allowed faculty members to remain unpromoted after being awarded CA (outcomes 3 and 4). 
 Institutional Data indicates that those who experience outcome 3 or 4 are predominantly 
 women. As of Academic Year 2021-22, there are six assistant professors—all women—who 
 have CA but remain at the associate rank. These “tenured” faculty have remained at the 
 assistant rank from between 1 to 23 years. In the past 18 years, the number of “tenured but not 
 promoted” faculty has been as high as 13 women and 4 men.  The average gender breakdown 
 for this group of faculty members is 17% men and 83% women (  Table 2  in Appendices.). This 
 data suggests the presence of structural obstacles for female faculty members, more so than for 
 male faculty members, regarding promotion to the associate rank. 

 Extending the tenure-clock may have similar detrimental effects that more heavily impact female 
 faculty members. When promotion is delayed, or the tenure-clock extended, junior faculty are 
 financially impacted and tend to face higher expectations for research and scholarly productivity. 
 Malisch et al. (2020) observe that tenure-clock extensions induce more of a negative impact on 
 women. In addition, the authors note,  “(t)hese extensions  can exclude faculty members from 
 positions of power that require tenure” (para. 12). 

 The TTFE gathered voices, perspectives, and opinions from our own Geneseo female faculty 
 members impacted by the disconnection between CA and promotion.  1  This informal research 
 yielded a few issues for the College to consider. 

 Informal interviews of Geneseo faculty suggested that the possible reasons for this gender 
 imbalance include: 
 -  Male chauvinistic and traditionalist culture. 

 This can further be broken down to 1) culture in the College as a whole, and 2) culture 
 specific to each discipline (e.g., a discipline developed through a classic European 
 academic tradition) 

 -  Lack of meaningful mentoring. 
 When a female (and/or minority) faculty member is hired, especially with an expectation to 
 bring expertise in areas that are not traditionally considered mainstream of the discipline, 

 1  Because we would like to respect the privacy of those who contributed to our study, we do not 
 disclose how this research was conducted in this report. 
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 the existing members within the department might not be able to provide meaningful 
 mentorship. As a result, junior faculty members expressed a feeling of being “left alone” all 
 the way until their CA and promotion review. 

 -  Lack of department review capacity. 
 Similar to above, when a female (and/or minority faculty member) is expected to cover 
 areas beyond their discipline’s conventional foci, the members of the DPC may not have a 
 capacity to review the candidate or might not be attuned well to what should be highlighted 
 in their support letters. 

 -  Focusing on time-consuming and student-focused activities instead of research 
 Hidden work / focus on mentoring/advising/serving students is not given value in current 
 evaluation percentages. 

 -  Unpromoted faculty members with years of experience can become a convenient go-to 
 Such faculty/librarians might be more likely to be asked to undertake various, ad-hoc, work 
 (e.g., teaching a course when the original instructor suddenly becomes unable to teach, 
 extra committee work). 

 -  Gender bias in student teaching evaluation (SET) 
 (See  Existing Evaluation Criteria Disfavoring Underrepresented  Faculty Members  .) 

 -  Motherhood penalty (See  Gender Imbalance in Promotion  and other Barriers  .) 

 To better understand the disparities that exist in Genese’s current renewal, CA, and promotion 
 processes so that we may correct them, we need data on how individuals experience the 
 renewal, CA, and promotion processes. This data would be most helpful if they can be 
 disaggregated by race, gender, socioeconomic background, and so on. A voluntary short survey 
 of candidates after each renewal, CA, and promotion review or decision could be a good way to 
 start collecting this data. Data related to the workloads of Geneseo faculty and librarians would 
 also be helpful in understanding if disparities exist that need to be addressed in renewal, CA, 
 and promotion guidelines. 

 RECOMMENDATION 5: Require regular anti bias and equity training for all Chairs, Deans, 
 and those who serve on the FPC and Departmental PC’s. 

 Inequities in renewal, CA, and promotion decisions arise not only from procedural biases but 
 also from biases held by evaluating administrators (e.g., chairs) and members of personnel 
 committees (departmental and college level). These two types of biases can reinforce one 
 another, perpetuating systemic biases. The negative impact of implicit biases on faculty from 
 marginalized groups is widespread – from student evaluations to workload with invisible labor to 
 the peer review process of publications. Anti-bias training for members of personnel committees 
 can thus be one important contribution towards more equitable evaluation practices (  Laursen & 
 Austin, 2014  )  . Involving administrators in such interventions might also fuel and inform the 
 creation, delivery, and support for more equitable policies and practices related to renewal, 
 continuing appointment (CA), and promotion (  Laursen  & Austin, 2014)  . 

 While anti-bias training at Geneseo is available through a variety of general programs (e.g., 
 Equity-Minded Search Practices, SafeZone, ACCC), the specific issues associated with 
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 renewal, CA, and promotion may warrant specialized training. Specialized anti-bias training 
 models have been developed by institutions of higher education such as Montana State 
 University (Smith et al., 2018). The Montana State model aims to educate evaluators on how 
 biases may be present in the assessment of excellence in teaching, creative and scholarly work, 
 and service. Georgia Institute of Technology’s “Awareness of Decisions in Evaluation Promotion 
 and Tenure” program (ADEPT 2.0; https://adept.gatech.edu) provides an interactive tool with 
 case studies linked to bibliographies (  Awareness of  Decisions  , n.d.). 

 Additional anti-bias training resources are available from the Center for Evaluation Innovation 
 (CEI:  https://www.evaluationinnovation.org  ) (Reid  & Salehi, 2022) and the Government Alliance 
 on Race and Equity (GARE:  https://www.racialequityalliance.org/tools-resources/  )  to develop 
 literacy, action and results (  Tools & Resources  , n.d.). Framing anti-bias training around issues of 
 racial equity allows for a more expansive vision of what we want Geneseo to become. CEI 
 defines racial equity “as a process, [where] we apply racial equity when those most impacted by 
 structural racial inequity are meaningfully involved in the creation and implementation of the 
 institutional policies and practices that impact their lives.” GARE urges us to use its Racial 
 Equity Tool that is designed to help us consider how to integrate racial equity in personnel 
 decisions - from policies to practices, programs, and budgets. Wide-reaching effects can be 
 possible with the use of GARE, for both tangible outcomes and processes, toward reducing 
 racial inequities and improving success for all groups in terms of DEI and belonging (DEIB). The 
 GARE tool provides guiding questions that can be adapted for specific proposed changes (Table 
 1). 

 Table 1. 
 Example Use of the GARE Tool to Help Define “Value” for DEI Work at Geneseo 

 The guiding questions aim to foster dialogue regarding how Geneseo can better align renewal, 
 CA, and promotion guidelines with Geneseo’s institutional value for diversity. 

 GARE Equity Tool Guiding 
 Question 

 Example for Revising Guidelines for Renewal, 
 CA, and Promotion 

 Proposal  : What is the policy, 
 program, practice or budget decision 
 under consideration? What are the 
 desired results and outcomes? 

 Incorporate credit for Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, 
 and Belonging (DEIB) work in guidelines for 
 renewal, CA, and promotion. This will better align 
 guidelines with Geneseo’s value of diversity. 

 Data  : What are the data? What do 
 the data tell us? 

 Sample questions: 
 ●  What does the documentable evidence look 

 like for DEIB work by faculty? 
 ●  What’s the data on the DEIB work that faculty 

 are already doing? 

 Community engagement  : How have 
 communities been engaged? Are 
 there opportunities to expand 

 Sample questions: 
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 engagement?  ●  How do we create a culture of DEIB 
 engagement where all members take 
 responsibility? 

 ●  How do the DEIB practices of administrators 
 align with the expectations of the faculty? 

 Analysis and strategies  : Who will 
 benefit from or be burdened by your 
 proposal? What are your strategies 
 for advancing racial equity or 
 mitigating unintended 
 consequences? 

 Sample questions: 
 ●  What are the outcomes of the DEIB work done 

 by faculty? 
 ●  How do we link effort to outcome and maintain 

 equity of workloads? 
 ●  What are the forms that invisible labor takes? 

 How is this labor distributed across all faculty? 

 Implementation  : What is your plan for 
 implementation? 

 Sample questions: 
 ●  What is the timeline for creating guidelines and 

 benchmarks? 
 ●  How will consistency and transparency be 

 established? 
 ●  Who will coordinate the measurements of our 

 DEIB goals and objectives? 

 Accountability and communication  : 
 How will you ensure accountability, 
 communicate, and evaluate results? 

 Sample questions: 
 ●  How will we assess and evaluate DEIB work 

 so there is consistency in outcomes across the 
 college? 

 ●  How will documentation, procedures, etc. be 
 communicated to faculty and to the community 
 at large? 

 The example laid out in Table 1 illustrates how guiding questions can focus efforts at making 
 institutional change regarding Geneseo’s renewal, CA, and promotion guidelines and 
 processes. Starting at the desired outcome and working backwards to achieve strategic goals 
 facilitates a clearer path toward success. These questions should be foregrounded at every 
 stage of a faculty member’s career path along with the necessary institutional support. 

 Bias in evaluating creative and scholarly work necessitates inspecting our assumptions about 
 how this work is defined in our respective fields, in addition to how we measure the merit of that 
 work. The Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) is a new initiative that seeks to 
 improve how researchers and their scholarly work are evaluated. DORA offers a few resources, 
 including the briefing document  Rethinking Research  Assessment,  which summarizes seven 
 personal biases that can affect hiring, promotion, and tenure decisions (Hatch & Schmidt, 2020). 
 This briefing document reveals how traditional norms of success have perpetuated preferential 
 treatment, such as seemingly objective metrics of publication number and citation frequency. 
 Highly cited publications have a tendency to gain citations (Petersen et al., 2011), which means 
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 that less-cited but equally important contributions are undervalued by the citation frequency 
 metric. Metrics such as these are not necessarily equitable and are problematic when they 
 propagate a false sense of precision.  Rethinking Research  Assessment  also outlines strategies 
 to develop institutional policies and practices to counteract these biases, such as selecting 
 standards that are inclusive of the work being evaluated, rather than using narrow, historical 
 standards. In sum, rethinking evaluation and assessment of research and scholarly activity 
 requires an expansive view of how higher education has changed, the impact of technological 
 innovations, and reimagining what it means to be a public intellectual. 

 At Geneseo, anti-bias training is required for faculty search committees (see  Equity-Minded 
 Search Practices  ). We assert that anti-bias training  for those who evaluate faculty is a natural 
 extension of efforts to hire diverse faculty, and is critical for the retention of diverse faculty. While 
 educational training cannot replace structural changes, it can be part of the vehicle by which 
 structural changes take place. 

 RECOMMENDATION 6: Establish strong mentoring at the department level, the campus 
 level, and also take advantage of mentorship opportunities from beyond the campus. 

 SUNY Geneseo’s faculty of color recommended providing a formal mentorship program for new 
 faculty in the focus group study conducted by Dr. Sasha Eloi-Evans. Many of the issues of 
 concern for our faculty of color such as feelings of isolation, navigating difficult conversations, 
 dealing with microaggressions and implicit biases could be helped with support of a mentor. It is 
 clear that a “multiple mentor model” needs to be developed. This would entail pre-tenure faculty 
 receiving mentoring from within the department, outside their home department, and even 
 outside the college. 

 Mentoring from within the Department 
 When a new faculty member arrives on campus, mentoring must start within the home 
 department, either by the Department Chair or Dean or well-trained mentor colleagues. The 
 TTFE suggests that Department Chairs or Deans should meet with all pre-tenure faculty 
 members at least once each semester. Additional mentoring should come from those who serve 
 on the department’s personnel committee. The TTFE suggests that pre-tenure faculty should 
 meet with their review committee the first two semesters they are employed at Geneseo and 
 then annually. Junior faculty should be encouraged to seek input and guidance from the 
 department’s personnel committee at any point along their professional timeline. 

 During these meetings with Department Chairs, Deans, and review committees, new 
 faculty/librarians should receive clear information to support their success such as: 

 ●  A review of the evaluation processes that are used by the department. 
 ○  This should include when and how classroom observation will take place as well 

 as a “report out” after the observation. 
 ●  A conversation about how to best use student course evaluations and how these 
 evaluations are viewed in the evaluation process. 
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 ○  This should also include a conversation about dealing with uneven evaluations or 
 critical evaluations from students. 

 ●  A review of the department’s guidelines regarding renewal, CA, and promotion 
 ○  This is especially important if guidelines have been adjusted. 
 ○  This should also include a review of how the department decides how to rate 

 performance on the PER form. 
 ●  Suggestions for where candidates can find resources related to improving teaching, 
 scholarship, and service 

 ○  This could include suggestions for where candidates could obtain additional 
 mentorship (which is particularly important for faculty/librarians from 
 underrepresented groups). 

 ○  This could also include suggestions from mid-term teaching evaluations that do 
 not have official weight or bearing on renewal, CA, and promotion decisions. 

 ●  Consultation regarding the role and nature of faculty service 
 ○  This is particularly important for departments who might “shield” faculty and then 

 help decrease the shielding with time. 

 In addition to 1:1 and group meetings, Department Chairs, Deans, and review committees 
 should be available as needed to meet when junior faculty have other needs, concerns, or 
 questions. To help with departmental mentoring, the Teaching and Learning Center (TLC) will 
 provide regular opportunities for Chairs, Deans, and members of faculty review committees to 
 participate in professional development to get support related to mentoring. 

 There needs to be accountability for providing these explicit, transparent requirements for 
 renewal, CA, and promotion to new faculty members. There should be checks on Department 
 Chairs, Deans, and review committees to make sure junior faculty are getting necessary 
 support. One place for these checks (accountability) to occur is through Academic Council 
 meetings. Chairs and Deans can be reminded about their responsibility to provide this 
 information to their new faculty, and Chairs & Deans can share status updates about these 
 meetings back to the Provost Office. Finally, if a department chair or dean is not carrying out this 
 basic responsibility of the position, then there should be a mechanism of responsibility. Who 
 holds the chair and dean accountable for these duties? 

 Mentoring from outside the Department 
 All new faculty members should also receive a mentor from outside their department. The TLC 
 offers a mentoring program where new faculty are paired with more senior faculty outside their 
 department. New faculty can indicate their preferences for a mentor from various affinity groups 
 such as (but not limited to) underrepresented faculty, women in STEM fields, first generation 
 faculty, faculty with caregiving responsibilities, etc. TLC mentors will receive training and 
 educational materials prior to serving as well as monthly meetings during the academic year to 
 discuss best practices, provide support, and collect feedback. 

 The TTFE also sees value in the annual meetings where members of the college’s FPC serve 
 on a panel to talk with candidates going through the continuing appointment (CA) and promotion 
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 process. The timing of these meetings may need adjustment or perhaps need to be offered 
 multiple times to facilitate attendance. The late afternoon times of these meetings are not well 
 suited to faculty who have childcare obligations. 

 Mentoring from beyond the College 
 At times those serving as mentors at SUNY Geneseo (deans, department chairs, and senior 
 faculty) may not be able to provide the support that junior faculty need due to time commitment, 
 schedules, or expertise. This can be especially true where there are power differentials in the 
 mentoring relationship or in small departments where the only people who can serve as mentors 
 are also those evaluating. A multiple mentor model acknowledges these differing levels of 
 expertise. There will be instances where our new faculty will need support that is external to the 
 institution. A multiple mentor model, consisting of those external to the institution, strengthens 
 junior faculty, and, for some faculty, plays a critical role in their strategic plan to achieve tenure 
 and promotion. 

 SUNY Geneseo holds an institutional membership to the  National Center for Faculty 
 Development & Diversity (NCFDD)  . This is an excellent,  nationally recognized resource to 
 support all faculty towards tenure and promotion. In regards to our faculty of color, the NCFDD 
 can provide a critical mass of under-represented faculty members to offset some of the isolation 
 expressed in the Faculty of Color Focus Group Study (  Eloi-Evans, 2021).  The NCFDD also 
 offers a 12-week intensive mentoring program to help increase writing productivity and retention 
 of new faculty. The 12-week faculty success program also helps build community among 
 under-represented faculty members. 

 Mentoring for Associate Professors/Librarians and beyond 
 The TTFE and other national studies have noted that the need for encouragement and 
 mentorship should not end once a faculty member/librarian is promoted and awarded CA. Kulp 
 et al. (2022) noted that female and BIPOC  faculty  face inequity hurdles when pursuing or 
 considering advancement to the full professor rank.  A focussed mentorship system at Geneseo 
 should be generated to support and encourage faculty/librarians to seek the rank of full 
 professor/librarian. Geneseo would benefit from a strong mentorship system that is an ongoing, 
 reflective, cyclical process that supports faculty/librarians throughout their  entire  career. 

 The Urgency of TTFE Recommendations 
 The best time to plant a tree is twenty years ago; the second best time is today. This maxim 
 applies to the recommendations contained in this report. Making the criteria pertaining to 
 renewal, continuing appointment (CA), and promotion transparent across campus community, 
 revising the PER form, and combining the processes of CA with promotion to associate rank are 
 recommendations that will bring immediate benefits to the cause of equity. Learning to value the 
 unseen contributions of faculty in a rapidly changing professional environment, implementing 
 professional development in bias and equity issues as they pertain to personnel decisions, and 
 nurturing a robust culture of mentoring will hasten a change in culture that will support a more 
 diverse cohort of faculty throughout their careers at SUNY Geneseo. 
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 With a single voice, the participants in this Think Tank on Faculty Evaluation urge the college to 
 act quickly in implementing these reforms. Geneseo’s new General Education curriculum, our 
 commitment to student success, and our strategic challenges in the recruitment and retention of 
 students all point to the institutional imperative for change. Geneseo’s faculty/librarians will 
 benefit from support, commitment, recognition, and inclusion throughout their entire careers. 
 The TTFE thanks the campus community for its consideration of this report. 

 19 



 References 

 American Council of Education (ACE), American Association of University Professors (AAUP), 
 & United Educators (UE). (2000).  Good practice in  tenure evaluation: Advice for tenured 
 faculty, department chairs, and academic administrators  . 
 https://www.aaup.org/sites/default/files/files/Good%20Practice%20in%20Tenure%20Eval 
 uation.pdf 

 Antecol, H., Bedard, K. & Stearns, J. (2018). Equal but inequitable: Who benefits from 
 Gender-Neutral tenure clock stopping policies?  American  Economic Review, 10  8(9), 
 2420–2441.  https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20160613 

 Arora, V. M., Wray, C. M., O’Glasser, A. Y., Shapiro, M., & Jain, S. (2021). Leveling the playing 
 field: Accounting for academic productivity during the COVID-19 pandemic.  Journal of 
 Hospital Medicine, 16  (2). 120–123.  https://doi.org/10.12788/jhm.3558 

 Awareness of decisions in evaluating promotion and tenure  . (n.d.). ADEPT 2.0, Georgia Tech 
 University.  https://adept.gatech.edu/ 

 Bavishi, A., Madera, J. M., & Hebl, M. R. (2010). The effect of professor ethnicity and gender on 
 student evaluations: Judged before met.  Journal of  Diversity in Higher Education, 3  (4), 
 245–256.  https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020763 

 Bisson, L.F., Kass, P.H., Paw U, K., Grindstaff, L. (2021). Assessing Institutionalized Bias. In: 
 Bisson, L.F., Grindstaff, L., Brazil-Cruz, L., Barbu, S.J. (eds) Uprooting Bias in the 
 Academy. Springer, 61-80  https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-85668-7_4 

 Boyd, B., Caraway, J. S., Niemann, Y. F. (Co-Editors). (2017). Surviving and thriving in 
 academia: A guide for women and ethnic minorities. CEMRRAT2 Task Force, APA 
 Committee on Women in Psychology. American Psychological Association. 
 https://www.apa.org/pi/oema/resources/brochures/surviving.pdf 

 Cardel, M. I., Dean, N., & Montoya-Williams, D. (2020). Preventing a secondary epidemic of lost 
 early career scientists: Effects of Covid-19 pandemic on women with children.  Annals of 
 the American Thoracic Society, 17  (11), Article 32667857. 
 https://doi.org/10.1513/AnnalsATS.202006-589IP 

 Chávez, K., & Mitchell, K. M. W. (2020). Exploring bias in student evaluations: Gender, race, 
 and ethnicity.  PS: Political Science & Politics, 53  (2),  270–274. 
 https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096519001744 

 Chen, J. J., & Crown, D (2019). The gender pay gap in academia: Evidence from the Ohio State 
 University.  American Journal of Agricultural Economics,  101  (5), 1337  –  1352. 
 https://doi.org/10.1093/ajae/aaz017 

 Duch, J., Zeng, X. H. T., Sales-Pardo, M., Radicchi, F., Otis, S., Woodruff, T. K., & Amaral, L. A. 
 N. (2012). The possible role of resource requirements and academic career-choice risk 
 on gender differences in publication rate and impact.  PLoS One, 7  (12), Article e51332. 
 https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0051332 

 Eloi-Evans, S. (2021).  Faculty of color report  [Internal  report]. State University of New York 
 Geneseo.  https://drive.google.com/file/d/1b3JeqiH2F_sofXGBTEj1hH7IqaLFJU0g/view?u 
 sp=sharing 

 Esarey,J., & Valdes , N. (2020). Unbiased, reliable, and valid student evaluations can still be 
 unfair.  Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education,  45  (8), 1106–1120. 
 https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2020.1724875 

 Flaherty  , C. (2021, Mary 14). The DEI pathway to promotion.  Inside HIgher Ed  . 
 https://insidehighered.com/news/2021/05/14/iupui-creates-path-promotion-and-tenure-ba 
 sed-dei-work 

 Gardner, S. K., & Blackstone, A. (2013). “Putting in your time”: Faculty experiences in the 
 process of promotion to professor.  Innovative Higher  Education,  38  , 411–425. 
 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-012-9252-x 

 20 

https://www.aaup.org/sites/default/files/files/Good%20Practice%20in%20Tenure%20Evaluation.pdf
https://www.aaup.org/sites/default/files/files/Good%20Practice%20in%20Tenure%20Evaluation.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20160613
https://doi.org/10.12788/jhm.3558
https://adept.gatech.edu/
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020763
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-85668-7_4
https://www.apa.org/pi/oema/resources/brochures/surviving.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1513/AnnalsATS.202006-589IP
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096519001744
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajae/aaz017
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0051332
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1b3JeqiH2F_sofXGBTEj1hH7IqaLFJU0g/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1b3JeqiH2F_sofXGBTEj1hH7IqaLFJU0g/view?usp=sharing
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2020.1724875
https://insidehighered.com/news/2021/05/14/iupui-creates-path-promotion-and-tenure-based-dei-work
https://insidehighered.com/news/2021/05/14/iupui-creates-path-promotion-and-tenure-based-dei-work
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-012-9252-x


 Gasman, M. (2021, June 1). When they grant tenure, more colleges are taking professors’ 
 diversity work into account.  Forbes  . 
 https://www.forbes.com/sites/marybethgasman/2021/06/01/when-they-grant-tenure-more 
 -colleges-are-taking-professors-diversity-work-into-account/?sh=7608d6ee75cc 

 Guarino, C. M., & Borden, V. M. H. (2017). Faculty service loads and gender: Are women taking 
 care of the academic family?  Research in Higher Education,  58  , 672  –694. 
 https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-017-9454-2 

 Hatch, A., & Schmidt, R. (2020)  Rethinking research assessment: Unintended cognitive and 
 system biases  . The Declaration of Research Assessment  (DORA). 
 https://sfdora.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/DORA_UnintendendedCognitiveSystemBi 
 ases.pdf 

 Hornstein, H. A. (2017). Student evaluations of teaching are an inadequate assessment tool for 
 evaluating faculty performance.  Cogent Education,  4  , Article 1304016. 
 http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2017.1304016 

 Jackson, R. L. II, & Crawley, R. L. (2003). White student confessions about a black male 
 professor: A cultural contracts theory approach to intimate.  Journal of Men’s Studies, 
 12  (1), 25  –42.  https://doi.org/10.3149/jms.1201.25 

 Krukowski  , R. A.,  Jagsi  , R., &  Cardel  , M. I. (2021).  Academic productivity differences by gender 
 and child age in science, technology, engineering, mathematics, and medicine faculty 
 during the Covid-19 pandemic  .  Journal of Women’s Health, 30  (3), 341  –347. 
 https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2020.8710 

 Kulp, A. M., Pascale, A. B. & Wolf-Wendel, L. (2022). Clear as mud: Promotion clarity by gender 
 and BIPOC status across the associate professor lifespan.  Innovative Higher Education, 
 47  ,  73–94.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-021-09565-7 

 Laursen, S. L., & Austin, A. E. (2014). Strategic intervention brief #6: Equitable processes of 
 tenure and promotion. In S. L. Laursen & A. E Austin (Eds),  StratEGIC toolkit: Strategies 
 for effecting gender equity and institutional change  (pp. 1  –8)  . Ethnography & Evaluation 
 Research.  http://www.strategictoolkit.org 

 Malisch, J. L., Harris, B. N., Sherrer, S. M., Lewis, K. A., Shepherd, S. L., McCarthy, P. C., Spott, 
 J. L., Param, E. P., Moustaid-Moussa, N., Calarco, J. M., Ramalingam, L., Talley, A. E;, 
 Canñs-Carreell, J. E., Ardon-Dryer, K., Weiser, D. A., Bernal, X., E., & Deitloff, J. (2020, 
 June 17). In the wake of Covid-19, academica needs new solutions to ensure gender 
 equity.  PNAS, Proceedings of the National Academy  of Sciences of the United States, 
 117  (27).  https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2010636117  Stewart 

 Mason, M. A., & Goulden, M. (2002). Do babies matter? The effect of family formation on the 
 lifelong careers of academic men and women.  Academe, 88  (6), 21  –  27. 
 https://doi.org/10.2307/40252436 

 Mengel, F., Sauermann, J., & Zőlitz, U. (2019) Gender bias in teaching evaluations.  Journal of 
 the European Economic Association, 17  (2), 535–556.  https://doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvx057 

 Misra, J., Lundquist, J. H., Holmes, E., & Agiomavritis, S. (2011). The ivory ceiling of service 
 work.  Academe, 97  (1), 22–26. 
 https://www.aaup.org/article/ivory-ceiling-service-work?wbc_purpose=basic&WBCMODE 
 =presentationunpublished#.YoUcCPiZOUk 

 Oleschuk  , M. (2020). Gender equality considerations for tenure and proportion during Covid-19. 
 Canadian Review of Sociology, 57  (3), 502–515.  https://doi.org/10.1111/cars.12295 

 O’Meara, K., Culpepper, D., Misara, J., & Jaeger, A. (n.d.).  Equity-minded faculty workloads 
 worksheet booklet  . American Council on Education. 
 https://www.acenet.edu/Documents/Equity-Minded-Faculty-Workloads-Worksheet-Bookl 
 et.pdf 

 Parks, G. S. (2017). Race, cognitive biases, and the power of law student teaching evaluations. 
 U.C. Davis Lower Review, 51  , 1039–1079. 

 21 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/marybethgasman/2021/06/01/when-they-grant-tenure-more-colleges-are-taking-professors-diversity-work-into-account/?sh=7608d6ee75cc
https://www.forbes.com/sites/marybethgasman/2021/06/01/when-they-grant-tenure-more-colleges-are-taking-professors-diversity-work-into-account/?sh=7608d6ee75cc
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-017-9454-2
https://sfdora.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/DORA_UnintendendedCognitiveSystemBiases.pdf
https://sfdora.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/DORA_UnintendendedCognitiveSystemBiases.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2017.1304016
https://doi.org/10.3149/jms.1201.25
https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/abs/10.1089/jwh.2020.8710#
https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/abs/10.1089/jwh.2020.8710#
https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/abs/10.1089/jwh.2020.8710#
https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/full/10.1089/jwh.2020.8710
https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/full/10.1089/jwh.2020.8710
https://www.liebertpub.com/doi/full/10.1089/jwh.2020.8710
https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2020.8710
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-021-09565-7
http://www.strategictoolkit.org/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2010636117
https://doi.org/10.2307/40252436
https://doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvx057
https://www.aaup.org/article/ivory-ceiling-service-work?wbc_purpose=basic&WBCMODE=presentationunpublished#.YoUcCPiZOUk
https://www.aaup.org/article/ivory-ceiling-service-work?wbc_purpose=basic&WBCMODE=presentationunpublished#.YoUcCPiZOUk
https://doi.org/10.1111/cars.12295
https://www.acenet.edu/Documents/Equity-Minded-Faculty-Workloads-Worksheet-Booklet.pdf
https://www.acenet.edu/Documents/Equity-Minded-Faculty-Workloads-Worksheet-Booklet.pdf


 Petersen, A. M., Jung, W. S., Yang, J. S., & Stanley, H. E. (2011). Quantitative and empirical 
 demonstration of the Matthew effect in a study of career longevity.  Proceedings of the 
 National Academy of Sciences, 10  8(1), 18–23.  https:/doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1016733108 

 Reid, C., & Salehi, S. (2022, March).  Toward a trust-based framework for learning and 
 evaluation  . Center for Evaluation Innovation. 
 https://www.evaluationinnovation.org/publication/toward-a-trust-based-framework-for-lea 
 rning-and-evaluation/ 

 Rodríguez, J. E., Campbell, K. M., & Pololi, L. H. (2015). Addressing disparities in academic 
 medicine: what of the minority tax?  BMC Medical Education,  15  (1), 1–5. 

 Sagaria, A., D., & Dickens, C. S. (1997) Feminist at work: Collaburative relationship among 
 women faculty.  The Review of HIgher Education, 21  (1),  79  –101. 
 https://doi.org/  10.1353/rhe.1997.0012 

 Schimanski, L. A., & Alperin, J. P. (2018). The evaluation of scholarship in academic promotion 
 and tenure processes: Past, present, and future.  F1000Research,  7  , Article 1605. 
 https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.16493.1 

 Smith, J. L., Handley, I. M., Belou, R., & Stoop, C. (2018).  Retention, tenure, and promotion 
 bias-literacy training guide: Creating an inclusive and equitable process  . Advance 
 Project TRACS. Montana State University. 
 https://www.montana.edu/nsfadvance/documents/RTP_TrainingGuide_6.18.18.pdf 

 Sprague, J., & Massoni, K. (2005). Student evaluations and gendered expectations: What we 
 can’t count can hurt us. Sex Roles, 53(11/12), 779–793. 
 https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-005-8292-4 

 Stanley, C. A. (2006). Coloring the academic landscape: Faculty of color breaking the silence in 
 predominantly white colleges and universities.  American  Educational Research Journal, 
 43  (4), 701–736.  https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312043004701 

 Stewart, M. (2021).Colleges revise tenure requirements to include diversity and inclusion 
 accomplishments. Insight into Diversity. 
 https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2021/05/14/iupui-creates-path-promotion-and-ten 
 ure-based-dei-work 

 Stokes, J. (2003).  How to do media & cultural studies  .  Sage. 
 Tools & resources  . (2022). Government Alliance on  Race & Equity. 

 https://www.racialequityalliance.org/tools-resources/ 
 Truong, K. A. (2021, May 28). Making the invisible visible (opinion).  Inside Higher Education  . 

 https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2021/05/28/why-and-how-colleges-should-ackno 
 wledge-invisible-labor-faculty-color-opinion 

 22 

https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.1016733108
https://www.evaluationinnovation.org/publication/toward-a-trust-based-framework-for-learning-and-evaluation/
https://www.evaluationinnovation.org/publication/toward-a-trust-based-framework-for-learning-and-evaluation/
https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.1997.0012
https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.16493.1
https://www.montana.edu/nsfadvance/documents/RTP_TrainingGuide_6.18.18.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-005-8292-4
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F00028312043004701
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2021/05/14/iupui-creates-path-promotion-and-tenure-based-dei-work#:~:text=In%20practice%2C%20at%20IUPUI%20and,Sometimes%20this%20works
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2021/05/14/iupui-creates-path-promotion-and-tenure-based-dei-work#:~:text=In%20practice%2C%20at%20IUPUI%20and,Sometimes%20this%20works
https://www.racialequityalliance.org/tools-resources/
https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2021/05/28/why-and-how-colleges-should-acknowledge-invisible-labor-faculty-color-opinion
https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2021/05/28/why-and-how-colleges-should-acknowledge-invisible-labor-faculty-color-opinion


 Appendices 

 Table 2 
 Number of Continuingly Appointed but not Promoted (Remaining at Assistant Level) Faculty 
 Members in Geneseo During Academic Years 2004–2021 

 Academic 
 Year/Month  Male  Female  Total 

 N  %  N  %  N 

 2004/09  4  33%  8  67%  12 

 2005/09  3  23%  10  77%  13 

 2006/09  3  23%  10  77%  13 

 2007/09  3  21%  11  79%  14 

 2008/09  3  20%  12  80%  15 

 2009/09  2  14%  12  86%  14 

 2010/09  1  8%  12  92%  13 

 2011/09  3  20%  12  80%  15 

 2012/09  4  25%  12  75%  16 

 2013/09  4  24%  13  76%  17 

 2014/09  4  25%  12  75%  16 

 2015/09  2  18%  9  82%  11 

 2016/09  1  10%  9  90%  10 

 2017/09  0  0%  9  100%  9 

 2018/09  0  0%  6  100%  6 

 2019/09  0  0%  6  100%  6 

 2020/09  0  0%  6  100%  6 

 2021/09  0  0%  6  100%  6 

 AY Average  2.06  17%  9.72  83%  11.78 
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 Prompts to Guide Departmental Revisions to Guidelines for Renewal, CA, and Promotion 

 The following may help departments adjust their guidelines for renewal, continuing appointment 
 (CA), and promotion. 

 INTRODUCTION SECTION: 
 Before spelling out the specific requirements for each stage of one’s professional timeline, many 
 strong documents have an introductory section that….. 

 •aligns the role of faculty/librarian at any level to Geneseo’s values and mission. 
 •may be informed by (and should cite) discipline-specific best practices from a national 

 association. 
 •confirms that the document will be regularly reviewed and revised (include the periodicity 

 for review) 
 NOTE: It would be beneficial to include within the document information that 
 explains how suggestions for improvement are gathered in such a way to protect 
 younger faculty or those going through any review process. 

 •acknowledges that there is not a one-size-fits set of activities worthy of renewal, CA, or 
 promotion. 

 NOTE: Strong guidelines provide structure  AND  flexibility. 
 •acknowledges the importance of growth throughout a professional career at Geneseo. 
 •provides clear links to the campus guidelines/timeline or includes directions that lay out the 

 logistics of when and how materials should be submitted. 
 NOTE: including information on how “stopping the clock” changes deadlines is 
 invaluable. 

 •provides information regarding the makeup of the department faculty personnel committee. 
 NOTE: Define the actions that will take place if there are not enough eligible 
 department members to serve on the personnel committee. If external members 
 might be included, describe how they are identified. Also include guidance for 
 identifying an external committee member if appropriate. These details should 
 also be present in the department’s bylaws, but reiterating them in this document 
 is worthwhile. 

 •provides a contact person/reference for where a faculty could go should they have 
 questions about the document. 

 -note: this might also include connections to support/mentorship beyond the 
 department. This might be particularly important if a candidate feels nervous 
 about their questions. 

 Some guidelines have also included a glossary for items such as: 
 •PER Form 
 •The departmental personnel committee including: 

 -who serves on it; how the leader is chosen; when and how external, 
 non-departmental members can be added 

 •What is “renewal” and who reviews the submitted materials? 
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 •“stop the clock” 
 -including how it only plays a role in the timing of any evaluative process and 
 does not  impact the expectations of an evaluation. 

 •The role of pre-Geneseo experiences 
 -including guidance for any experience that might be counted towards the tenure 
 timeline. 
 -including guidance for special weighting given to pre-Geneseo experiences 

 THE BODY OF DEPARTMENTAL GUIDELINES 
 This section should give examples of activities that are valued for renewal, CA, & promotion. 

 NOTE: No list is ever perfect or complete. This highlights the need to revise and update 
 the document regularly as well as why it helps to indicate that the list has examples not 
 “requirements”. Remember that a tenurable and promotable modern professor/librarian 
 may be doing work we never dreamed of when making the list. 

 The body of your document should clearly lay out expectations for all ranks of faculty at all steps 
 in their career path. 

 NOTE: Some departments also broaden this document to give guidance to non-tenure 
 track staff who would be eligible for “Permanent Appointment”. 
 •The departmental guidelines should value growth from “day one” through retirement. 
 •Expectations should be spelled out clearly with specific examples of what constitutes 
 acceptable and model performances. Aligning expectations with the PER categories of 
 “acceptable” and “model” helps candidates as well as letter writers. These expectations 
 should be flexible to support the diversity of work that is invaluable to our institution. 
 •Most Geneseo departments have documents that follow organization scheme-2 (see 
 below), but Organizational Scheme-1 might provide a stronger narrative for how 
 Geneseo faculty grow throughout their careers. 

 •Making a list of expectations or activities can unnaturally force an activity into one of the 
 traditional categories (teaching, service, scholarship). Please embrace the reality that 
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 the work of a Geneseo faculty/librarian involves activities that straddle categories and 
 make the value for such activities clear. 

 •The work of Geneseo faculty/librarians may not always be visible to all, but “backstage” 
 work is imperative to the department and to the college as a whole. Do your criteria 
 clearly value work that might be unseen? Do your criteria help encourage candidates to 
 write about their “backstage” work in their self studies? 

 •Other items that the TFFE encourages for inclusion are: 
 -A strong emphasis on valuing student mentorship (through advising, scholarship, etc.) 
 -the importance of valuing “disciplinary belonging” (DEI-related work) 
 -How the new vision of what is a Geneseo faculty might be different from “old views” 
 -the value of community outreach work. 
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