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Introduction
Higher education leaders are making many promises. They’ve promised to create a more racially and socioeconomically 
diverse student body, while also bringing back those students who withdrew during the pandemic. They’ve promised to 
recruit and support the advancement of more Black, Latino, and Indigenous faculty and staff. They’ve promised institutional 
transformation by taking on issues of racial justice across policies and practices internal to the campus and as members of 
communities. And they’ve promised that they will create stronger ties between faculty scholarship and the impact of their 
findings in professions—and on the world of practice. More than ever before, higher education leaders are offering to tie their 
fates to the fate of democracy and the public good. 

Yet these promises cannot be fully realized without changes to faculty appointment and evaluation systems. In Equity-Minded 
Reform of Faculty Evaluation: A Call to Action, we suggested that institutions begin by examining evaluation processes for the 
principles of transparency, clarity, accountability, context, credit, consistency, flexibility, agency, and representation (O’Meara 
and Templeton 2022). We call out these principles throughout this report, and we are even more concrete. We take a similar 
equity-minded approach (Bensimon 2006; Bensimon, Dowd, and Witham 2016; Gonzales and Griffin 2020; McNair, 
Bensimon, and Malcom-Piqueux 2020; Mickey, Misra, and Clark 2022; Posselt et al. 2020) here as we begin to apply the 
principles detailed in the first report and corresponding audit to common issues taken up in faculty evaluation policies 
and practices.1 More specifically, we focus on areas that are primed to promulgate inequities, but for which biases are not 
addressed in the faculty evaluation process. 

1 KerryAnn O’Meara and Lindsey Templeton, Equity-Minded Reform of Faculty Evaluation: A Call to Action (Washington, 
DC: American Council on Education, 2022) and Equity-Minded Reform of Faculty Evaluation Policies: Audit Resource 
(Washington, DC: American Council on Education, 2021).

https://www.acenet.edu/Documents/Equity-Minded-Faculty-Evaluation-Principles.pdf
https://www.acenet.edu/Documents/Equity-Minded-Faculty-Evaluation-Audit.pdf
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We dissect several topics that are commonly found in faculty evaluation policies and well suited for reform by:

• Identifying the key problem from an equity-minded perspective

• Outlining concrete reforms to policy based on the principles from the first report and complementary audit

• Providing a real-life policy language example from higher education institutions2 that exhibits these  
equity-minded reforms

• Offering questions (from the audit) that may be used to critically assess faculty evaluation policies

The topics and policy areas we discuss are not meant to be exhaustive as much as illustrative of the kinds of issues we have 
seen equity-minded campuses tackle. The majority of the examples come from four-year public institutions that are midsize to 
large, in part because such institutions tend to make their policies publicly available on their websites. However, the purpose 
of the examples is not to be a fit for all institutional types, but rather to provide example language on issues that we think are 
relevant in equity-minded reform across institutional types. We encourage faculty and institutional leaders to use this report, 
in conjunction with the first report and audit tool, to apply the principles and related questions to these areas of faculty evalu-
ation policy.

PURPOSE OF FACULTY EVALUATION POLICIES
Faculty evaluation policies differ greatly in length and format. Some are contractual agreements with unions, while some are 
for specific types of appointments. Other policies apply to all faculty. Across the many faculty evaluation policies we have 
reviewed, however, we think the most equity-minded policies provide a sense of the purposes of the faculty evaluation process, 
the relationship to the mission of the institution, and the principles that guide the process. 

In the following example from Skidmore College’s faculty handbook, the philosophy behind faculty evaluation is clearly 
articulated. The policy is transparent, acknowledging that “teaching of high quality is paramount and the primary criterion” 
and setting the expectation from the very beginning that teaching should be prioritized in the evaluation process. This policy 
introduction also provides flexibility, recognizing that “the balance of an individual faculty member’s commitments and 
responsibilities will vary” and that “there is no single way in which all faculty are expected to excel.” Though it is important 
that the rest of the policies align with the statements outlined here, this example demonstrates transparency and flexibility in 
stating the purpose of faculty evaluation.

EXAMPLE

Skidmore College seeks to hire, retain, tenure, and promote faculty members who, in addition to successfully 
performing their duties, bring intellectual acumen, commitment to Skidmore’s mission, integrity, and energy to their 
work on behalf of their students, their discipline, their department or program, and Skidmore College as a whole.  
Our academic community is enriched through the broad range of academic backgrounds, interests, and 
perspectives of its diverse faculty. 

Decisions to reappoint, tenure, or promote faculty members are based on the quality of their credentials in three 
areas: performance as teachers, achievement as scholars or artists, and contribution to the welfare of the college 
community beyond the classroom. Teaching of high quality is paramount and the primary criterion. No degree of 

2 We acknowledge that most of the examples provided in this report are from more research-intensive institutions, which 
are the places that have been shown to have some of the greatest inequities in terms of gender, race, and epistemology. 
Different institutional types have different approaches to policy, but we believe the examples provided here offer language 
to consider in policy reform at any institution.
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excellence in scholarship or artistic achievement, no record of unusual productivity or service to the community 
will compensate for unsatisfactory teaching at any point in one’s career. Yet high-quality teaching is but one of 
three criteria, and alone will not suffice. Through the arc of one’s career, the balance among these three areas 
will vary: Skidmore seeks to develop and retain first-rate teacher-scholars whose professional achievements 
beyond teaching demonstrate a will and capacity to make significant contributions to their professional fields. 
Skidmore also expects faculty members to assume responsibility for the common life of the institution in ways 
that are commensurate with their interests and roles and with the institution’s purpose and needs. Skidmore 
College recognizes that the balance of an individual faculty member’s commitments and responsibilities will vary 
according to individual strengths and interests; the needs of departments, programs, and the college; as well 
as the development of the individual’s career. As the faculty member matures and seeks recognition as a senior 
member of the professoriate, the expectation for more significant service is balanced with the college’s expectations 
of professional accomplishment and a high quality of pedagogy. 

Just as there is no single mold into which all Skidmore faculty must fit, so there is no single way in which all 
faculty are expected to excel. Nonetheless, it behooves the college to articulate general criteria identifying areas of 
performance that form the basis of faculty review and advancement. (Skidmore College 2021)

Do the policies communicate the purposes of the evaluation process, the relationship between faculty evaluation and 
the mission of the institution, and the principles that guide the process?

HOLISTIC ASSESSMENT OF TEACHING 
Evaluation of teaching is a core component of faculty evaluation. Although there are multiple ways to collect and analyze data 
on teaching and learning, many institutions over-rely on standardized student evaluations of teaching (SETs) in the evaluation 
of teaching performance—and we understand why. Some years a campus-level personnel committee might have to review 
40 faculty in one semester and committee members do not feel that they have time to carefully review all of the information 
that might be in a teaching portfolio, such as peer observations, curriculum development, teaching philosophy, professional 
development, and classroom assignments. SETs, mandated in some institutions by boards of trustees, have provided a quick 
way for faculty evaluators to scan for improvement, comparing the candidate’s average scores from SETs against a college or 
university average. However, the exclusive or over-reliance on teaching evaluations to assess teaching performance is problem-
atic (Kreitzer and Sweet-Cushman 2022). 

Much research shows the inability of SETs to assess teaching and learning both effectively and reliably and, in actuality, 
indicates that SETs reflect biases across issues of gender, race, age, and other factors (Arbuckle and Williams 2003; Kreitzer 
and Sweet-Cushman 2022; MacNell, Driscoll, and Hunt 2015; Mitchell and Martin 2018; Storage et al. 2016). The response 
rates of students are often low, average scores are influenced by outliers, and the distribution of responses is not clear. Com-
parisons made often liken apples and oranges in terms of class sizes and types. Feedback regularly focuses on course logistics 
rather than content. Furthermore, there is not convincing evidence that SETs are linked to student learning, and they may 
contribute to grade inflation (Lawrence 2018; Boring, Ottoboni, and Stark 2016). 

Research has also shown that SETs contain biases against women (Graves, Hoshino-Browne, and Lui 2017; MacNell, 
Driscoll, and Hunt 2015; Mengel, Sauermann, and Zölitz 2017; Mitchell and Martin 2018; Peterson et al. 2019) and faculty 
of color (Bavishi, Madera, and Hebl 2010; Storage et al. 2016). Biases also appear based on voice (Chenoweth et al. 2016), 
appearance (Eidinger 2017; Sohr-Preston et al. 2016), age (Arbuckle and Williams 2003), and perceived sexual orientation 
(Ewing, Stukas, and Sheehan 2003, Anderson and Kanner 2011).
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Given the aforementioned evidence, we recommend that institutions not use SETs at all, or that they not be used as 
the primary source for evaluation of teaching (Lawrence 2018; Stewart and Valian 2018). During the pandemic, many 
institutions stopped using or altered their standard student evaluations as courses were moved online (Jordan 2020; Lederman 
2020; Mickey, Misra, and Clark 2022; Supiano 2021). Other institutions kept using SETs, but no longer used them for 
faculty evaluation. If institutions continue to include SETs as part of faculty evaluation, we recommend they do so only as 
part of a larger teaching portfolio and with clear policies for SETs to be reviewed only as one part of a more holistic approach 
to teaching. Furthermore, evaluators should be made aware of the problems inherent in SETs and that biases may influence 
student assessments (Stewart and Valian 2018). 

Higher education institutions have made great strides in replacing SETs with more rigorous evidence and a more equity-
minded evaluation of teaching. Teaching portfolios often include a teaching philosophy, course history, syllabi, peer 
observations over multiple years, examples of graded student work, and awards related to teaching (Gillman et al. 2018). 
Although such teaching portfolios take more time to review, it allows the candidate to show patterns of teaching performance 
and professional development with relevant backdrops highlighted over time. This approach allows candidates agency in how 
they present evidence of their teaching skills and also how they provide context on teaching experiences. If a faculty member 
teaches a required entry-level course or a seminar on a controversial topic, they can share more information and background 
than is outlined by SETs. In the most equity-minded policies, candidates are encouraged to document teaching, advising, 
and mentoring activities carefully to ensure proper credit is given, particularly for women and historically marginalized faculty 
who are known to take on more of this type of work. Policies then guide evaluators for what to examine when they review 
portfolios. This process is more rigorous and has a higher standard than relying on SETs to assess teaching.

Skidmore College provides a holistic approach to the evaluation of teaching in the following example. First, the policy 
includes four clear criteria upon which teaching will be considered successful: “motivation and mentoring, expertise, course 
design and delivery, and fostering student learning.” Second, the policy outlines evidence for each of these criteria, both in 
a conceptual fashion and through clear deliverables that a candidate may include in their evaluation materials. While a list 
is provided, flexibility is possible, as a note is also included to acknowledge that other forms of evidence are welcomed. The 
faculty evaluation process does not rely solely on student evaluations of teaching (rather, the policy notes that a “careful 
reading of student course evaluations” may be used), and it provides clarity on how Skidmore defines and measures successful 
teaching.

EXAMPLE

Any evaluation of the teaching of Skidmore faculty should take into account the following four features of 
successful teaching: motivation and mentoring, expertise, course design and delivery, and fostering student 
learning. Evidence of these may include but is not limited to: 

• Motivation and mentoring. Through their commitment to and enthusiasm for their subject matter, successful 
teachers stimulate their students’ intellectual curiosity or artistic vision and cultivate intellectual humility. 
They model for their students the high standards of performance and professionalism appropriate to 
their disciplines, provide them guideposts toward attaining those standards, and hold them consistently 
accountable. Successful teaching inspires, guides, and supports students in their courses as well as in their 
self-directed and collaborative research, independent study, and senior projects. 

• Expertise. Representing the current state of a discipline or field is crucial to successful teaching. 
Knowledge informs not only the range and depth of course materials, but also pedagogical methods 
and goals. Knowledge nourishes the imagination and deepens the appreciation for the complexity and 
interconnectedness of materials. In short, knowledge makes comprehensiveness and rigor in teaching 
possible, and by acknowledging the limits to their own expertise, faculty members model academic integrity 
and demonstrate the need for lifelong learning. 

https://record.umich.edu/articles/questions-added-to-course-evaluations-amid-ongoing-pandemic/
https://www.insidehighered.com/digital-learning/article/2020/04/08/many-colleges-are-abandoning-or-downgrading-student-evaluations
https://www.insidehighered.com/digital-learning/article/2020/04/08/many-colleges-are-abandoning-or-downgrading-student-evaluations
https://www.chronicle.com/newsletter/teaching/2021-02-11
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• Course design and delivery. Courses should be designed with well-structured content that reflects 
disciplinary standards and Skidmore’s standards and expectations for learning. The relevant elements of 
course design may include integration of course components, laboratory/studio exercises, assignments and 
examinations. The development of these elements, and the generation of new courses, is itself a feature of 
successful teaching.

• Fostering student learning. Successful teaching brings students to engage course materials in a manner 
that broadens and deepens their intellectual horizons, and may do so employing a variety of strategies and 
techniques, such as lectures, discussion, group activities, writing, etc. But all successful teaching creates 
an environment that leads to the students’ successful mastery of the course materials and furthers them 
as independent learners. Successful teachers continue to develop materials and pedagogical techniques 
that further this end. Successful presentation of course materials includes responsiveness to student 
participation, providing timely and helpful feedback on assignments and examinations; being available to 
students outside of class; offering advice and counsel about students’ education paths forward in the near 
and long term. Ultimately, the litmus test of successful teaching is a faculty member’s ability to enable 
students to develop as self-guided, critically engaged scholars and/or artists. Such success will be marked 
primarily by students’ active engagement with the discipline and the quality of their resulting work. It is 
true that students must do their part as well, but a faculty member’s fundamental job is to encourage and 
help them do so. No amount of expertise or attention to the individual activities that go into teaching can 
compensate for an overall lack of success in fostering student learning.

Informed judgments about a colleague’s teaching should be based on evidence relating to the preceding features 
of successful teaching that takes into consideration the arc of a candidate’s career and development, and work 
done at the various levels of the curriculum. Such evidence may be obtained in a variety of ways, including, but not 
limited, to reviews of syllabi, class visits, informal observations of colleagues outside the classroom, products of 
student research or creative work, discussions of pedagogy, and careful readings of student course evaluations. 
This scarcely exhausts the ways effective teaching might manifest itself, of course, and candidates may wish to 
present other evidence. (Skidmore College 2021)

Is there a holistic assessment of teaching, or is there an overreliance on student evaluations?  
Are advising and mentoring recognized and valued?

DEFINITION OF SCHOLARSHIP AND SCHOLARLY PRODUCTS
Scholarship comes in different forms, evolves over time, and is constrained and privileged in faculty evaluation by various 
factors unrelated to its quality. While the definition of scholarship has broadened in recent decades, faculty evaluation poli-
cies—and promotion and tenure policies specifically—still tend to favor discovery-based scholarship over other forms. This 
preference can disadvantage faculty who are involved in engaged, integrative, teaching, and interdisciplinary scholarship. 

The 2016–17 Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) faculty survey indicates that women and historically minoritized 
faculty are more likely than men and White faculty to teach service-learning courses and participate in engaged scholarship 
(Stolzenberg et al. 2019). Similarly, a recent report from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) ADVANCE shows that 
women and nonbinary faculty members are more likely than men to engage in non-discovery-based work (WPI 2020).  
When WPI policies changed to more transparently allow and encourage additional types of scholarship, an increase in  
non-discovery scholarship was reported as well. This increase is important because scholars doing community-engaged 
research often face structural disadvantages in faculty evaluation. The journals that tend to publish their work are often newer 
and not as prestigious as the more established journals that tend to publish mainstream works. Likewise, engaged scholars 
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often create scholarly products that are issued outside of journals and book presses (O’Meara 2011, 2016, 2018). However, it 
is not clear to candidates whether they can submit these alternative scholarly products and how to communicate the scholarly 
expertise, quality, and impact of their work for colleagues. 

Equity-minded institutions have made several reforms to their faculty evaluation guidelines to be inclusive of the full range 
of scholarship and scholarly products. First, we have seen institutions define scholarship broadly to be inclusive of multiple 
forms. This definition is typically consistent with that of Ernest Boyer (1990) or with language that is open enough to 
be inclusive of newer scholarly methods, forms, and topics, such as digital work in the humanities and the scholarship of 
teaching. In defining scholarship more broadly, we have seen institutions embrace the value and importance of scholars 
contributing to knowledge in different ways.

We have also seen institutions clarify the types of scholarly products that might be submitted. Many institutions and 
disciplinary associations have made explicit recommendations for institutions to add language in faculty evaluation guidelines 
that documentation of scholarship will often include traditional scholarship such as articles, books, and papers, but may also 
take other forms to allow for flexibility (see AERA 2013; Ad Hoc Committee on the Evaluation of Digital Scholarship by 
Historians 2015; Task Force on the Institutionalization of Public Sociology 2007). Examples of alternative products include 
training videos, patent applications, new statewide curriculum, and digital creations if those scholarly products meet certain 
standards such as use of disciplinary expertise, dissemination, impact, rigor, and significance (Abel and Williams 2019; 
Blanchard and Furco 2021; O’Meara, Eatman, and Petersen 2015 (also see the appendix). Relatedly, we have seen institutions 
encourage the candidate to present their scholarship in the forms in which it was intended (e.g., digital, performance), clarify 
the purposes and audience of the work, and then provide guidance and context to evaluators about how to assess the quality of 
that work. 

Acknowledging different forms of scholarship and offering examples of what that can look like in practice are critical 
components for creating equitable promotion and tenure policies. Faculty who create scholarship from a range of methods, 
epistemologies, and perspectives cannot truly have academic freedom or thrive until the evaluation process recognizes their 
work as legitimate scholarship and establishes ways to assess its quality (Janke, Medlin, and Holland 2014; O’Meara 2014, 
2016, 2018). 
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The faculty evaluation policy from WPI includes a detailed and “inclusive” definition of scholarship that is both transparent 
and flexible. WPI’s policy considers a “continuum of scholarship,” outlines five different types of scholarship, and clearly states 
that “scholarly contributions to any area or areas are valued equally by WPI.” Within each area of scholarship, the policy 
includes both a conceptual definition of the type of scholarly work and clear examples of ways faculty may demonstrate such 
scholarship, expanding the potential for credit beyond traditional measures such as publishing in peer-reviewed journals. 
While this policy is applied at the institution level, the importance of context is also recognized by stating that scholarship 
“will vary by discipline, department or academic division.”

EXAMPLE 

D.1.2. Definition of Scholarship 
To recognize the full range of scholarly contributions by faculty, WPI endorses an inclusive definition of scholarship. 
Scholarship exists in a continuum of diverse forms of knowledge and knowledge-making practices. Scholarship 
may be pursued through original research, making connections between disciplines, building bridges between 
theory and practice, communicating knowledge effectively to students and peers, or in reciprocal partnerships with 
broader communities. The common characteristics for any scholarly form to be considered scholarship are: it 
must be public, amenable to critical appraisal, and in a form that permits exchange and use by other members of 
the scholarly community. Candidates for promotion may make contributions to the scholarship of discovery, the 
scholarship of integration, the scholarship of application and practice, the scholarship of teaching and learning, 
or the scholarship of engagement. Contributions may be in one area or across multiple areas of the continuum of 
scholarship. Scholarly contributions to any area or areas are valued equally by WPI.

The following descriptions of the continuum of scholarship indicate the scope of each domain, but they are 
not intended to be exclusive or exhaustive. The forms that scholarship take along this continuum will vary by 
discipline, department or academic division. 

Scholarship of Discovery  
The creation or discovery of new knowledge involves creative and critical thought, research skills, the rigorous 
testing of researchable questions suggested by theory and practice, or active experimentation and exploration with 
the goal of adding to knowledge in a substantive way. The scholarship of discovery is usually demonstrated through 
publication in peer-reviewed journals and books, presentations at scholarly conferences, inventions and patents, or 
original creation in writing or multimedia, artistic works, or new technologies. 

Scholarship of Integration  
The scholarship of integration includes the critical evaluation, synthesis, analysis, integration, or interpretation of 
research or creative work produced by others. It may be disciplinary, interdisciplinary, or multidisciplinary in nature. 
When disciplinary and interdisciplinary knowledge is synthesized, interpreted, or connected, this integrative scholarly 
contribution brings new insight. Integrative or interdisciplinary work might include articles, policy papers, reflective 
essays and reviews, translations, popular publications, synthesis of the literature on a topic, or textbooks. The 
scholarship of integration may be shared through any form such as those typical of discovery, application, teaching, 
or engagement. 

Scholarship of Application and Practice  
Scholarship of application involves the use of a scholar’s disciplinary knowledge to address important individual, 
institutional, and societal problems. The scholarship of application and practice might apply the knowledge, 
techniques, or technologies of the arts and sciences, business or engineering to the benefit of individuals and 
groups. This may include translational research, commercialization, start-ups, technology transfer, assistive 
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technologies, learning technologies, or applied research supported by industrial or corporate partners or by 
government agencies. Contributions to the scholarship of application and practice are shared with stakeholders and 
open to review and critique by stakeholders and by peers. 

Scholarship of Teaching and Learning  
The scholarship of teaching and learning is the development and improvement of pedagogical practices that are 
shared with others. Effective teachers engage in scholarly teaching activity when they undertake assessment 
and evaluation to promote improvement in their own teaching and in student learning. Scholarly teaching activity 
becomes the scholarship of teaching and learning when faculty members make their teaching public, so that it can 
be reviewed, critiqued and built on by others, through publications, presentations or other forms of dissemination. 

Scholarship of Engagement  
The scholarship of engagement involves collaborative partnerships with communities (local, regional, state, 
national, or global) for the mutually beneficial exchange of knowledge and resources. Examples of the scholarship 
of engagement might include, but are not limited to: community-based programs that enhance WPI’s curriculum, 
teaching and learning; educational or public outreach programs; other partnerships with communities beyond the 
campus to address critical societal issues, prepare educated citizens, or contribute to the public good. Contributions 
in the scholarship of engagement are of benefit to the external community, visible and shared with stakeholders, and 
open to review and critique by community stakeholders and by peers. (WPI Center for Project-Based Learning 2021) 

Is a broader definition of scholarship provided? Is there recognition of alternative products and venues for 
dissemination of scholarship? Can candidates present their work in the medium for which it was created?

MEASUREMENT OF SCHOLARLY IMPACT
In many faculty evaluation policies, scholarly productivity and impact are measured by publication with peer-reviewed 
journals and prestigious book presses and through grant funding (Fine and Handelsman 2012; O’Meara et al. 2020). Faculty 
are asked to submit the impact factor of journals, as well as acceptance rate and number of citations for each scholar’s article 
(Mitchneck and Smith 2021). However, impact factors and citation rates are limited indicators of the quality of a candidate’s 
work for several reasons. Citation rate is shaped by time in rank and subfield size (Mitchneck 2020; Ruscio et al. 2012; 
Stewart and Valian 2018). For example, West and Rich (2012) examined an Institute for Scientific Information (ISI) Journal 
Citation Report and found only 7.2 percent of total education journals had an impact factor of 2.0 or higher, whereas 90 
percent of journals in developmental biology were listed with an impact factor of 2.0 or higher. Many journals—and thus 
articles and papers within them—in interdisciplinary STEM fields, in education, communication, medicine, developmental 
psychology, and social work are not included in the ISI Journal Citation Report or Web of Science. Citation metrics can 
be manipulated and skewed by journals; are biased against some types of research; and encourage scholars to write short, 
quick pieces as opposed to longer and longitudinal work (West and Rich 2012; Mitchneck 2020). As a result, evaluation 
committees could see few citations in a candidate’s file and assume the quality of the candidate’s work is low, when in fact 
other factors shaped the outcome. 

Recognizing the limitations of impact factors, a group of 150 scientists and 75 science organizations released a joint state-
ment, the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA), in 2013. This statement noted that metrics such as 
the Journal Impact Factor (JIF) are used as “quick and dirty” assessments of academic performance and should not be used 
in faculty evaluation or, at minimum, should be understood as only one tool (DORA 2013). In the appendix, we provide 
links to over 15 disciplinary association statements that comment on this problem and related equity issues. Woolston (2021) 
reported recently on an effort by DORA to create a dashboard of different ways in which research is and might be evaluated 
beyond the h-index and citation counts. 
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In addition, there are equity concerns between faculty members of different social groups in the ways that work is cited and 
shared within scholarly communities. For example, studies show that racially minoritized and women faculty are cited less 
frequently (Carnes et al. 2005; Ginther et al. 2011; Lubienski, Miller, and Saclarides 2018; Mendoza-Denton et al. 2017). 
Research topics focused on historically minoritized communities are less successful in National Institutes of Health grant 
competitions (Hoppe et al. 2019), and novel contributions made by racially minoritized and women faculty are not taken up 
by colleagues at the same rate as similar contributions by colleagues who are White and men. (Hofstra et al. 2020). Research 
suggests men are more likely to cite themselves (Maliniak, Powers, and Walter 2013) and study more “dominant” subjects 
when compared with women and racially minoritized faculty, who are more likely to be involved in engaged scholarship 
(Antonio 2002; Hurtado et al. 2011; Rhoten and Pfirman 2007; Settles, Jones, Buchanan, and Dotson 2021) and who face 
challenges in having their work cited due to epistemic exclusion (Settles, Buchanan, and Dotson 2019). Mitchneck (2020, 2) 
conducted a meta-analysis of over 100 articles and resources on this topic and concluded: 

Citation practice and thus citation indices are not normative measures of scholarly 
productivity and impact but are highly influenced by any number of factors in addition 
to merit and quality and are subject to any number of ways that they are consciously and 
unconsciously manipulated to the disadvantage of out groups. Thus, the use of citation 
indices as single measures of quality and impact directly embed biases into our standard 
measure of merit. 

Equity concerns also exist among scholars related to the purposes and audiences of different kinds of research, scholarship, 
and creative activities. Using citations and impact factor as the main proxies for scholarly impact is troublesome—doing so 
can obscure an entire world of work that was never intended to impact scholarly discourse, but instead meant to influence 
policy or practice (Ellison and Eatman 2008; O’Meara 2016, 2018). For example, scholars often create products intended 
to shape organizations, communities, public policy, clinical practice, law, or K–12 classroom practices, and these outcomes 
and impact will not be evident in citation counts. In such cases, intended impacts could better be seen through curriculum 
adopted by a school district, funding for community groups, amicus briefs, web apps or computer programs, number of hits 
and subscribers, or geographic distribution of readers of scholarly blogs (Ellison and Eatman 2008; Blanchard and Furco 
2021; O’Meara, Eatman, and Petersen 2015; Skorinko 2019).
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Rather than assuming all scholarship, research, or creative activities can be measured in the same way, faculty evaluation 
policies should note that the quality of faculty scholarship will be assessed based on the context of the scholarship—the form, 
intended audience, and intended impact. For example, a music performance will be evaluated with criteria, evidence, and 
standards that are distinct from those used when publishing a book in an English field. Faculty members who conduct par-
ticipatory action research should be permitted to make the case for how their engaged work impacted its intended audience 
(O’Meara, Eatman, and Petersen 2015; O’Meara 2018). Finally, recognizing that national and international impact is a 
frequently encouraged component of faculty work, policies should not exclude or devalue local, regional, or practice-based 
impact (Butler 2021; O’Meara, Eatman, and Petersen 2015; O’Meara 2018). Such policies offer greater flexibility in recogniz-
ing the diverse ways scholarship, research, and creative activities impact the world.

The following example from WPI offers clarity, flexibility, context, and agency. First, the policy clearly states that this com-
ponent of candidate materials “goes beyond” publications listed on a curriculum vitae (CV). Recognizing that differences in 
context depend on disciplinary norms, candidates are offered different ways to show external impact of their work. This level 
of flexibility is further acknowledged by stating that “there is not one correct way to present a citation index or external impact 
report.” The policy allows for individual agency to determine how external impact is measured, while still providing guidance 
and clear expectations for candidates. This guidance is strengthened by the inclusion of a matrix in the policy’s appendix. The 
matrix provides a comprehensive list of examples for documenting scholarship and measuring impact while still accounting 
for flexibility by noting, “the following descriptions and examples are not intended to be exclusive or exhaustive. Things will 
vary by discipline, department, or academic division. Therefore, this matrix is meant to be a guide and to help people think 
more about each area of scholarship, rather than be a checklist.”

EXAMPLE 

Citation Index or Broader External Impact Report  
External impact essentially refers to dissemination and, especially, use of your work beyond the WPI community. 
Your CV already lists all of your publications, presentations, and creative works. This part of your package goes 
beyond that. To what extent has your work been noticed, utilized, or adapted in your field, your scholarly community, 
or in the public sphere? Those who focus on discovery scholarship, and many other types, usually submit a citation 
index and h-index, which quantifies the citations of their publications, presentations or other scholarly contributions. 
Your report may include other indictors of external impact such as reviews of your work, press and media coverage, 
downloads of scholarly materials or datasets, awards and recognition, or any other indicators that the candidate’s 
scholarly contributions have had an impact beyond WPI, including social media impact or altmetrics. You may also 
present data that you have tracked yourself, such as number of institutions or individuals attending your workshops 
and using your material.

There is not one correct way to present a citation index or external impact report; it really depends on norms 
in your field, type of scholarship, and the communities and constituencies with whom you interact. Consult the 
following for a range of ideas and examples: 

• Impact report examples and templates: Libguide section from Gordon Library 

• Assessing research impact: full Libguide including discussion of altmetrics 

• Multiple forms of scholarship matrix (see Appendix) 

• Collection of successful promotion dossiers (WPI ADVANCE Canvas site) (WPI Committee on Appointments 
and Promotions and the Office of the Provost 2021)
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Are there multiple ways candidates can document the impact of their scholarly work? Can evaluators consider the 
intended purpose and audiences of scholarship in assessing scholarly quality and impact? Is international work 

privileged over local or regional impact?

RECOGNITION AND WEIGHTING OF INSTITUTIONAL SERVICE 
The three most common components of most faculty evaluation policies are research, teaching, and service, but service is 
often viewed as the “shortest leg of the three-legged stool” (Ward 2003). Faculty members engage in many kinds of service, 
including community/public service and professional service; however, here we want to particularly address the issue of 
institutional service, including activities such as leading campus programs, administrative work, and participation in shared 
governance. 

Campuses clearly cannot run without faculty labor and leadership in developing programs and participating in shared 
governance. Yet some faculty evaluation policies make little to no mention of institutional service, rendering this important 
work invisible and devalued (Griffin and Reddick 2011; Hanasano et al. 2019). It is hard to see how higher education 
institutions can expect faculty members to commit their talents to service when little recognition is given to defining, 
assessing, and valuing it. 

In addition to this being a general problem, research shows that women faculty take on more service and leadership work 
(Babcock et al. 2017; Barrett and Barrett 2011; Guarino and Borden 2017; Hanasono et al. 2019; Misra et al. 2011; O’Meara 
et al. 2017) and racially minoritized faculty members are more likely to assume service work, especially related to diversity, 
equity, and inclusion (DEI) (Eagan and Garvey 2015; Jimenez et al. 2019; Misra et al. 2021). Research drawing on cross-
sectional survey data, interviews and focus groups, annual faculty reports, faculty-time diaries, and experimental methods 
show these trends have not changed much over the last 20 to 30 years (O’Meara et al. 2021). Given the unequal, lesser weight 
given to institutional service, those who take up more service work may not advance in tenure and promotion processes at the 
same rate as their research-focused peers (Misra et al. 2011; Poor et al. 2009). Equity advocates and scholars have observed 
that if service labor was better recognized, we would likely see fewer inequities in time to promotion, turnover and satisfaction 
(Misra et al., 2021; Stewart and Valian 2018). 

We recommend that faculty evaluation policies define institutional service, articulate its value, and lay out what is considered 
an appropriate amount of service, including what it means to meet or exceed service criteria. Such changes bring visibility 
and give credit to faculty members who engage in this critical work (Culpepper, Templeton, and O’Meara 2021; O’Meara et 
al. 2021). Policies should also document how levels and kinds of service might differ by career stage and appointment type, 
allowing for flexibility and recognizing that the amount and kinds of service a faculty member engages in may change over 
time (O’Meara et al. 2021). By providing concrete examples of service, faculty members gain a better sense of what is required 
to advance, what types of service counts, and when they have met or exceeded such requirements—thereby increasing 
transparency and clarity. Articulating the value of service by recognizing and weighting it in faculty evaluation policies also 
enhances accountability, increasing the likelihood that faculty members who shirk institutional service are also evaluated fairly 
(Curcio and Lynch 2017; Misra et al. 2021; O’Meara et al. 2021). 

Many institutions still face challenges in achieving equity in this category. As a result, a comprehensive example is difficult to 
identify. In general, we believe the best practice is to clearly recognize the importance of this service work, give it attention 
and weight by differentiating kinds of service, and concretely state expectations for different promotions and what constitutes 
excellent versus average versus below-average service. Without clearly differentiating between amount and quality of service, 
candidates who excel have no way to be equitably rewarded for their service and those who do not contribute cannot be held 
accountable. We also want to acknowledge a crosswalk between workload equity and faculty evaluation equity related to 
recognition of service. Although many tenure track faculty have some portion of their workload assigned to service, there are 



12  |  Translating Equity-Minded Principles into Faculty Evaluation Reform

professional track faculty who are expected to engage in and provide significant amounts of service with no appropriate effort 
reflected in their workload assignment. Thus, an important equity issue is making sure that professional track faculty contracts 
reflect time for faculty service and then recognize those contributions in evaluation. See page 23 for an example of a more 
formalized service track to promotion.

In the following example from Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI), the different kinds and levels 
of service are made clear. This example, focused on clinical faculty and primarily professional service, provides transparency 
on the different paths a candidate may take and lists specific examples of excellent versus satisfactory levels of service. This 
approach offers flexibility to clinical faculty members, while also providing clarity on whether they are meeting or exceeding 
service expectations and how to document excellence in different categories. Candidates then have an increased sense of agency 
over how they approach and present their work in the evaluation process.

EXAMPLE

Clinical faculty may choose: 

• Excellent in service and satisfactory in teaching

• Excellent in teaching and satisfactory in service

• A balanced case, highly satisfactory in service and teaching 

Service-excellent-clinical

• Significant contributions that clearly demonstrate the attributes of scholarly work, including peer refereed 
presentations and publications and national recognition of the quality of work; awards and recognition that 
reflect on the significance and academic nature of the work have been received. Service must be academic 
work characterized by the following:
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• Command and application of relevant knowledge, skills, and technological expertise;

• Contributions to a body of knowledge;

• Imagination, creativity, and innovation;

• Application of ethical standards; 

• Achievement of intentional outcomes; and 

• Evidence of impact

• If services involve patients or clients, the candidate must document how their work exceeds normative 
levels of activity and quality and is, in fact, excellent because it represents exceptional outcomes that 
result in the faculty member being recognized as an expert in their field and brings prestige to the 
candidate, the primary/department and the unit/school. Such service based on exceptional care contributes 
to the knowledge base or demonstrates a level of proficiency that itself illuminates practice for others. In all 
cases, this work must:

• Have impact beyond the direct recipient of the service; and

• Be documented through appropriate publications or dissemination activities

• Faculty involved in clinical practice should describe the variety and extent of patient or client care. Those 
activities that are truly exceptional should be annotated to differentiate these activities from the level of 
clinical of service expected as a normal distribution of effort.

• Faculty presenting committee or voluntary service as evidence of achievement in service should 
demonstrate that it is a direct reflection of professional expertise and has been evaluated by peers as 
substantive professional and intellectual work.

• Professional service that is the basis of advancement in rank or tenure must be clearly established as 
academic work.

• Also: acceptable university service

• Clinical faculty are required to be excellent in either teaching or service and satisfactory in the other area. 
They have no formal research requirements for promotion although scholarship is required in their area of 
excellence.

• For associate rank: record of publicly disseminated and peer reviewed scholarship in service

• For full rank: record of sustained, nationally and/or internationally disseminated and peer reviewed 
scholarship in service

• NOTE: Particularly for the clinical ranks, publication may not be the most effective or feasible means 
of disseminating the results of effective teaching practices or pedagogical research. When other forms 
of disseminating results are more appropriate, this fact should be explained and those evaluating 
the candidate’s work at the primary, unit, and campus levels should consider this alternative form of 
dissemination. 

Service-satisfactory-clinical

• University citizenship: Routine department expectations; chair’s determination that service is more than 
mere participation.

• Discipline and community: Routine, required, or expected. (IUPUI Office of Academic Affairs 2022)



14  |  Translating Equity-Minded Principles into Faculty Evaluation Reform

Do faculty evaluation policies define campus service, articulate its value, and lay out what is considered an appropriate 
amount of service? Do policies include what it means to meet or exceed service criteria relevant to different 

appointment types and ranks?

RECOGNITION AND WEIGHTING OF DIVERSITY, EQUITY, AND INCLUSION WORK
In response to COVID-19 pandemic health disparities (Laster Pirtle 2020) and broader recognition of systemic racism in and 
outside academe, colleges and universities are urgently investing in anti-racism DEI efforts. Much of this labor has been taken 
up by Black, Latino, and Indigenous faculty who were already overrepresented among those engaged. Yet in national surveys, 
interviews, exit studies, and tenure denials, faculty consistently report that when it comes to faculty evaluation, they are not 
sure whether and how DEI work counted in decision-making (Griffin, Bennett, and Harris 2013; Jimenez et al. 2019; Turner, 
González, and Wood 2008). 

Those institutions working to recognize and reward DEI work are, among other efforts, providing equity charges to person-
nel committees to understand the diversity and equity missions of the campus and faculty role in that work, adding policy 
language valuing DEI work, encouraging candidates to document DEI work in CVs and personal statements, and providing 
guidance to personnel committees on recognizing this work in evaluations (see Flaherty 2021; Stewart and Valian 2018). 
Some institutions are requiring diversity statements for promotion and tenure, while others are creating spaces in annual 
faculty reports for faculty to note contributions to diversity (e.g., mentoring Black, Latino, and Indigenous students; outreach 
to local communities; chairing a DEI task force; serving on search committees; see Flaherty 2022).

This area is evolving, but without clarity that DEI is part of the university mission and explicit invitation and expectation 
to document this work, it will be overlooked or weighted inconsistently, further disadvantaging those who are taking on 
mission-critical labor (Griffin and Reddick 2011; Jimenez et al. 2019; Misra et al. 2011; Turner, González, and Wood 2008). 
Beyond documentation, it is critical that faculty evaluation committees show candidates that this work is seen and valued to 
ensure DEI is truly and consistently weighted in faculty evaluations (O’Meara, Wessel, and White-Lewis 2021). 

One example comes from the University of California, Los Angeles’s (UCLA) Mentor Professor Program (UCLA Life 
Sciences 2022). This initiative aims to increase faculty diversity in hiring processes by prominently evaluating DEI-related 
mentoring and service alongside scientific achievement and increasing the disciplinary scope of the search. This effort results 
in a broad candidate pool of scholars who have demonstrated excellence in mentoring and scientific achievement. Once hired, 
faculty are supported by institutional leadership to focus on service that aligns with their mentoring expertise and their service 
is counted in review. Commitment to documenting DEI is transparent and offers clarity about what will be valued before 
being hired; after faculty has been hired, that commitment is threaded through different workload and evaluation practices. 

Another example of valuing DEI work in faculty evaluation meaningfully is from IUPUI. This policy includes both a concep-
tual framing of why DEI work is critical to the mission of the institution—and thus, to the process of faculty evaluation—as 
well as a tangible, transparent list of metrics to document work related to DEI. The policy creates the balanced-integrative 
DEI case type, which is an additional faculty promotion and advancement pathway at IUPUI (O’Meara 2022). This policy 
works toward embedding flexibility into the institution’s advancement policies by allowing faculty to demonstrate excellence 
in integrating DEI efforts into research, teaching, and service. It also advances clarity in promotion pathways, as shown, and is 
further supported by guidance from the IUPUI Faculty Council on specific metrics for measuring DEI work.3

3 Additional information on the IUPUI Faculty Council’s guidance on DEI work metrics can be found at https://faculty-
council.iupui.edu/Committees/Subcommittee-on-DEI-Work-Metrics.html. 

https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2021/05/14/iupui-creates-path-promotion-and-tenure-based-dei-work
https://facultycouncil.iupui.edu/Committees/Subcommittee-on-DEI-Work-Metrics.html
https://facultycouncil.iupui.edu/Committees/Subcommittee-on-DEI-Work-Metrics.html
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EXAMPLE 

Top-level expectation: The candidate demonstrates excellence across an array of integrated scholarly activities 
aligned with diversity, equity and inclusion, consistent with IU policy on balanced cases: “In exceptional cases, a 
candidate may present evidence of balanced strengths that promise excellent overall performance of comparable 
benefit to the university.” (ACA-38 Faculty and Librarian Promotions).

Integrative Excellence in Diversity, Equity and Inclusion

The following should be evident, using multiple sources of information: 

• Diversity, equity, and inclusion: the candidate articulates a philosophy of diversity, equity, and inclusion, 
including if appropriate any specifically targeted aspect. 

• Integrated activity: The candidate has interrelated activities and accomplishments as an IUPUI faculty 
member in teaching, research and service which demonstrably support and advance diversity, equity and 
inclusion.

• Independence, innovation and initiative: The candidate articulates their personal role as an essential 
and generative actor within diversity initiatives. Interdependence and teamwork are valued as well as 
contributions to group achievements; the candidate needs to describe their own roles and responsibilities.

• Scholarly impact: often but not exclusively facilitated by peer-reviewed dissemination; a variety of venues for 
dissemination are accepted.
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• Local impact: effective evaluation of diversity, equity and inclusion initiatives should demonstrate distinct 
outcomes. Tying to unit (program, department, school, campus or university) missions strengthens the 
importance of the impact (e.g., contributing to local communities using professional expertise, recruiting 
diverse students to undergraduate or graduate programs, diversifying curricula, etc.).

• Increasing development over time. A candidate’s statement should describe plans for the future. (IUPUI 
Office of Academic Affairs 2022)

Are candidates able to note and can committees take into consideration work done by faculty that contributes to DEI 
goals? Is it clear how DEI contributions should be assessed and weighted in decisions?

SCHOLARLY COLLABORATION AND CREDIT FOR JOINT WORK 
Though disciplinary and institutional differences exist, a norm in faculty evaluation processes is to value single-authored or 
first-authored work. Valuing of single or lead author work seems to stem from a desire for the candidate to distance them-
selves from their doctoral adviser and show intellectual leadership. Relying heavily on individual scholarship to establish a 
scholar’s legitimacy and intellectual leadership is fraught because of the multiple career benefits to collaboration. Additionally, 
collaboration is more likely in, or endemic to, certain kinds of scholarship (Bozeman, Fay, and Slade 2013; Settles, Buchanan, 
and Dotson 2019). For example, engaged scholarship by its nature typically involves collaborations between scholars of dif-
ferent disciplines and those engaged in practice (O’Meara, Eatman, and Petersen 2015). Not valuing collaboration disenfran-
chises much interdisciplinary and engaged work, and it forces early career scholars who do this work to pull away from teams 
and toward solo work in order to advance (AERA 2013; Sarsons 2017). Also, some faculty operate in very small fields with 
a very small number of scholars doing theoretical or methodological work in that area. Requiring pre-tenure faculty not to 
collaborate with their former adviser can be disadvantageous for them, as those collaborations may continue to advance their 
scholarly agenda. 

A second issue to consider regarding scholarly collaboration is crediting the work. Research on joint work indicates that “men 
are given the benefit of the doubt and women are not” (Stewart and Valian 2018, 331). For example, Sarsons (2017) exam-
ined this issue in the field of economics and found that women were less likely to be promoted when they had co-authored 
work, especially when collaborating with men. Sarsons suggests that this bias is strongest when contributions to work are not 
made clear, suggesting that ambiguity or noise in authorship and credit tends to favor men over women.

An equity-minded approach takes on these issues by explicitly valuing collaboration in faculty evaluation policy language and 
increasing clarity regarding intellectual contributions by inviting faculty to identify their contribution to co-authored scholar-
ship and co-written grants and projects. Because disciplinary norms vary around the order of names in collaborative work, the 
candidate should be encouraged to note their contributions in ways that are most appropriate to their field and the context of 
their project (Misra 2020). 

The following example from the University of Massachusetts Amherst ADVANCE program provides guidance on how to 
ensure clarity and credit in documenting and evaluating work that involves collaboration, acknowledging at the outset that 
“there is no clear formula.” Noting that many stakeholders should be consulted and placing responsibility on faculty, authors, 
and collaborators to “make their role in collaborations clear” puts accountability at the forefront. The examples provided from 
different fields and the note about collaboration metrics and processes highlight a strength in context as well.

The University of Massachusetts Amherst ADVANCE program provides guidance for clearly incorporating collaboration in 
the promotion and tenure process (Misra 2020).
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EXAMPLE

How collaborations are counted in personnel processes differs not only by college, but also by department and 
subfield. There is no clear formula. Thus, it is important to consult multiple trusted colleagues, including Chairs/
Heads and members of Personnel Committees, to determine how collaborative work is counted, and how to 
structure collaborative work to support career goals. 

Departments should also discuss how collaborations are evaluated; these discussions can be incorporated into 
bylaws or “cultural standards” statements. Mentors should proactively discuss how collaborations are counted with 
mentees. 

Faculty should strive to make their role in collaborations clear. This may be through identifying their particular 
expertise on the project team, or the through-line across their research agenda. Authors or collaborators should 
identify their specific contributions as a member of the research team in papers or personal statements as part of 
a personnel case. 

• PNAS requires authors to identify author contributions to designing research, performing research, 
contributing new reagents or analytic tools, analyzing data, or writing papers. 

• The CRediT (Contributor Roles Taxonomy) lists fourteen different contributions that can be adopted in 
writing research narratives, or in research products themselves. (Misra 2020)

Do the guidelines encourage committees to value collaboration, or are they silent on the issue? Do the guidelines 
provide a way for candidates to acknowledge their contributions to co-authored work?

WORK-LIFE INTEGRATION
Higher education operates with many “ideal worker assumptions,” which predispose us to expect that a star scholar moves 
swiftly through their degrees; has no career interruptions; and, depending on field, pursues a predictable and prestigious set 
of postdocs (Williams 1999). However, not all scholars who do excellent work follow this pattern (Cech and Blair-Loy 2014; 
Damaske et al. 2014; Sallee 2012; Stewart and Valian 2018; Valian 1999; Williams 1999). A significant length of time often 
exists between the first promotion and retirement. Thus, evaluation policies that require candidates to go up for promotion 
within a certain period can prevent faculty members who experience health, family, or other events from ever being promoted. 
This may be particularly true in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, during which the research productivity of faculty 
members in caregiving roles (more likely to be women and racially minoritized faculty) has been significantly disrupted (Kru-
kowki, Jagsi, and Cardel 2021; NASEM 2021; Staniscuaski et al. 2021). 

Over the last 20 to 30 years, many institutions have put in place stop-the-clock policies for tenure review, modified duties 
(e.g., half-time tenure-track), and parental leave policies to provide some flexibility and support for work-life integration 
(AAUP 2014; ACE 2005; Hollenshead et al. 2005; Manchester, Leslie, and Kramer 2013; WorkLife Law 2013). However, 
such policies can also exacerbate existing biases and structural disadvantages. Faculty members may worry that evaluation 
committee members and external reviewers will negatively perceive those who use work-life policies (Drago et al. 2006; 
Lundquist, Misra, and O’Meara 2012; Sallee 2012). The presence of work-life policies without clear guidance of how to 
consistently and fairly implement them can perpetuate inequity in places where it is meant to lessen it (Antecol, Bedard, and 
Stearns 2016; Feeney, Bernal, and Bowman 2014; Lisnic, Zaijcek, and Kerr 2019; Manchester, Leslie, and Kramer 2013; 
Mickey, Misra, and Clark 2022).
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There are several strategies to mitigate bias and enhance recognition for work-life balance. First, many institutions have 
made stop-the-clock policies opt-out rather than opt-in, which means that eligible faculty members automatically receive an 
extension on their tenure clock for qualifying life events. This enhances consistency in policy uptake and reduces inequities 
that may arise in who feels comfortable with requesting a tenure delay (Clark, Mickey, and Misra 2020; WorkLife Law 
2013). Second, faculty policies should include language that reflects the realities that candidate dossiers will differ based on 
life circumstances—and the context of each candidate’s individual career. Evaluation criteria that focus on the quality rather 
than quantity of scholarship are more likely to meet institutional goals for excellent scholarship, while at the same time allow 
for flexibility in recognizing different career trajectories (Stewart and Valian 2018). Third, evaluation members and external 
reviewers should be informed of the university’s work-life policies (e.g., stop-the-clock, modified duties, parental leave) and 
be instructed that faculty members cannot be disadvantaged for using them. This measure enhances the agency of faculty 
members to take advantage of work-life policies with less fear of backlash. Finally, committee members and external reviews 
should be explicitly instructed to evaluate the candidate’s dossier as if it were completed within the “normal” review period 
(UM STRIDE 2021) and reminded that it is the quality of the work rather than the time period in which it was completed 
that matters, thereby providing clarity to evaluators about fair assessments. Moreover, as more faculty are hired into contract-
based, full-time faculty positions, it is especially important that parental leave, modified-duty, and other work-life policies are 
accessible and can be used off the tenure track. 

Two policy examples illuminate how different institutions have addressed these issues. The first is from Stony Brook Univer-
sity. These guidelines provide transparency that the campus has an approved stop-the-clock process for personal and profes-
sional reasons, and the process to apply for the delay is clearly outlined. The policy provides clarity on the potential reasons 
faculty may apply and also recognizes multiple contexts in which a delay may be required, including family and personal care; 
professional setbacks beyond a faculty member’s control; and professional opportunities, such as awards or fellowships. 

EXAMPLE 

Assistant Professors (and non-tenured Associate Professors) are normally expected to be evaluated for promotion 
to tenured rank by the end of the 6th year of their tenure-track appointment (or 2nd year if non-tenured Associate 
Professors). It is recognized, however, that external circumstances sometimes preclude continuous progress 
towards tenure. The University permits tenure track faculty to petition for a change in status in order to extend 
the time during which they may prepare for promotion review. This extension may be accomplished either through 
a reduction in work hours that would be reflected in a reduction of the faculty member’s effort (with a comparable 
reduction in salary), or through a transfer of the faculty member’s appointment to a position of qualified academic rank 
(e.g., as a Visiting Assistant Professor).

Requests for interruption of tenure track service may be made for periods of up to one calendar year on each 
occasion, and may be divided into no more than two segments (i.e., one full academic year, one full calendar year, or 
two sequential fall or spring semesters).

Extensions of the tenure clock may be requested by the faculty member with a letter to the appropriate department 
chair or area coordinator, who will communicate the request to the Dean with his/her endorsement. Once approved 
by the Dean, the request is forwarded to the Provost’s office for final review and approval. Requests may not be 
retroactive nor may they be initiated once a tenure review process has commenced.

Extensions of the tenure clock may be requested for the following reasons:

• Family and personal care: obligations for the care of a significant elder or immediate family member; 
personal medical circumstances that significantly impede progress toward tenure and are beyond the control 
of the faculty member.
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• Professional readiness: unexpected special and extenuating circumstances that deprive the faculty member 
of reasonable opportunity to demonstrate their ability and potential as a faculty member and justify an 
extension of the tenure clock for a maximum of one academic year. Examples of extenuating circumstances 
would include research setbacks due to circumstances beyond the faculty member’s control, physical-plant 
problems that retard the ability of the faculty to perform their work, unexpected delays in the provision of 
start-up funds, delayed lab renovations or in the provision of critical equipment, moves within campus, 
equipment or data destruction, animal/model system problems, or effects of natural disasters.

• Professional opportunities: Tenure-track faculty may request to take a leave without pay (LWOP) during 
years 1-6, prior to the start of the tenure evaluation process. Granting of LWOP is at the discretion of the 
Provost. LWOP may be taken to pursue full-time scholarly or creative work opportunities at national labs, 
government, or private sector facilities, to receive prestigious awards or fellowships, and/or to engage in 
special assignment opportunities.

• Child birth, adoption or foster placement: An employee may make a written request to stop the “tenure” 
clock following child birth, adoption or foster placement. Approval of written requests for clock stops for 
this purpose are mandatory as long as they fall within these parameters*: 

• Academic employees with an academic year obligation shall be entitled to a tenure clock stop for 
either one or two semesters;

• Academic employees with a calendar-year obligation shall be entitled to a tenure clock stop for 
either six months or 12 months;

• Professional employees shall be entitled to a “tenure” clock stop for up to the length of the 
employee’s family leave associated with child birth, adoption or foster placement. (SBU Office of the 
Provost 2022)

In addition to providing clarity and context for faculty members, evaluation policies that recognize work and life also need 
to signal to reviewers how to evaluate faculty with such context in mind. The University of California, Davis (UC Davis) 
provides guidance for the solicitation of external letters. This statement provides transparency by informing reviewers that the 
university offers tenure delay for multiple reasons. It also enhances clarity by emphasizing that time should not be a factor in 
the review.

EXAMPLE

UC Davis encourages its faculty members to consider extensions of the (pre-tenure/review) period under 
circumstances that could interfere significantly with development of the qualifications necessary for (tenure/
advancement). Examples of such circumstances may include birth or adoption of a child, extended illness, care of 
an ill family member, significant alterations in appointment, and impacts of COVID-19. Please note that under UC 
Davis policies and guidelines the overall record of productivity and scholarly attainment forms the basis of your 
evaluation. Time since appointment is not a factor in this review. (UC Davis Academic Affairs 2021)

Is there language supporting the use of university work-life policies? Is there recognition that career trajectories and 
contributions will differ based on life circumstances and professional contexts? Is the emphasis on the quantity of 

work in a particular time period or the quality of the work more holistically?
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EXTERNAL LETTERS
It is common for tenure cases, especially in research universities, to seek external review of a candidate’s scholarship. The ratio-
nale is to ensure that the faculty tenured and promoted at the institution are those who are doing cutting edge, conceptually 
grounded, and methodologically rigorous work in their discipline or field. Since faculty are hired to specialize in particular 
areas, the disciplinary expertise to make such judgments often does not exist within the college or university and adjacent 
scholars in that given topic are at other institutions. External letters can contextualize what is significant, timely, impactful, 
or rigorous about a scholar’s work in more precise detail than someone who does not study that area could provide. A second, 
often unstated assumption is that external review letters from outside the university, especially in the case where those external 
reviewers are not chosen by the candidate, provide a more objective, arms-length analysis of the candidate’s work—an analysis 
that cannot be provided by those closest to the candidate in their department. Institutions of higher education vary on how 
many external letters need to be included in a portfolio and often go through a process of inviting external reviewers until the 
required number has been reached (e.g., three to six). 

Yet, the current process of requesting and reviewing external letters can invite cognitive and social biases into the evaluation. 
For example, there have been many studies of letters of recommendation that have shown gender bias (Dutt et al. 2016; 
Madera et al. 2019; Schmader, Whitehead, and Wysocki 2007; Trix and Psenka 2003; Steinpreis, Anders, and Ritzke 1999; 
Stipes 2021). In one study, even in cases where the ultimate recommendation was positive for those candidates perceived to 
be men and perceived to be women (with identical credentials), women’s recommendations were four times more likely to 
include reservations and doubt raisers (Steinpreis, Anders, and Ritzke 1999). More external letters are positive than negative, 
which leaves committee members reading between the lines such that minor comments could have an impact (Chance 2012; 
Stewart and Valian 2018). Given that external letter writers have likely not gone through an anti-bias training program (Stew-
art and Valian 2018), there is a decent chance that such implicit biases could be present in external review letters. 

There are also problems in how letters are sought and what external reviewers are asked to evaluate. For example, many insti-
tutions keep track of all invitations to external reviewers, which is fine except when declines by potential external reviewers 
cast a bad light on the candidate. It could be that a number of faculty were on sabbatical that year, or an individual received 
more requests than they could handle (O’Meara 2018). Best practice is to ask external reviewers for their availability first, and 
then send the materials and criteria if the reviewer agrees. 

External reviewers are often sent a selection of the candidate’s scholarship to review, but they are asked to note whether they 
think the candidate should be tenured and promoted based on their teaching, research, and service—essentially guessing 
about the teaching and service record from limited information in the CV and personal statement. Personnel committees 
are often impressed by external letter writers from prestigious institutions, but there are smaller fields and emerging areas 
of scholarship within which there are no full professors to write letters. Last but not least, external reviewers are often asked 
to compare the candidate to other people in their field, or asked whether the person would be promoted at the reviewers’ 
institution. This line of questioning is problematic because even if reviewers are chosen with some intentionality with regard 
to institutional type (e.g., liberal arts college reviewer chosen for a liberal arts college candidate), the institutions in question 
will no doubt be different in some very important contexts. No two academic careers are exactly alike. For example, if two 
people were each asked to compare a candidate to others who study the same field, it is unlikely they would come up with the 
same list of colleagues. We have tried this in our own field, and the list we each come up with includes scholars at institutions 
with different workloads, criteria for tenure, and pre-tenure resources. Such language of comparison in external letter requests 
is “an invitation to reviewers to let their subjective preferences run wild, with little or no accountability” (Stewart and Valian 
2018, 359) and should be avoided. 
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It is possible to improve the process of requesting external reviews so as not to disadvantage faculty whose fields are smaller 
or newer and to increase clarity that will mitigate potential for ambiguity, guessing, and implicit biases. Specifically, external 
review requests should be carefully scripted so that reviewers are asked to apply the criteria from the candidate’s department or 
college to the evidence presented to them and not venture further in their evaluation (O’Meara 2018). The assessment would 
ideally focus on the quality and impact of scholarship without concern for time in rank (Stewart and Valian 2018). Here is 
a quick review of what we, and other scholars and guidance (Butler 2021; O’Meara 2018; Stewart and Valian 2018; UM 
STRIDE 2021), have suggested be part of the external review process.

External review SHOULD External review SHOULD NOT

Ask reviewers to apply the criteria used at the 
candidate’s institution to the case

Ask reviewers to apply criteria from the reviewer’s 
institution to the case

Engage reviewers based on their potential knowledge of 
the candidate’s work 

Engage reviewers based on the perceived prestige of the 
external reviewer’s institution

Ask reviewers for availability first, and then send CV and 
materials if the reviewer is available

Send candidate materials before confirming reviewer 
availability or assume when requests are declined it is a 
negative reflection on the candidate 

Keep the review instructions simple and focused; send 
the reviewer material related to the question at hand 

Ask reviewers to comment on areas of faculty work 
without anything to review

Be explicit in affirming the use of work-life policies; 
affirm that the candidate be reviewed for the standard 
number of years

Be silent on use of work-life policies; it invites guessing

The following example from The Ohio State University highlights some of these guidelines for the external letter process. For 
example, the policy provides clarity on the process for soliciting reviewers, noting that invitations should be sent to gauge 
availability before any materials are shared. Consistency is highlighted by emphasizing the importance of sending all reviewers 
the same materials—or including clear rationale and justification if not—and by asking reviewers to evaluate only the schol-
arly work based on the criteria provided.

EXAMPLE
• Approximately three months before completed evaluations are due, the person designated by the TIU to 

solicit external evaluations should send out letters of invitation to the prospective evaluators. The letter of 
invitation should state expectations, due date for receipt of the completed evaluation, and that evaluations 
are public records and subject to release upon request. See Letter 201 (https://oaa.osu.edu/assets/files/
documents/Letter201.pdf) in the OAA Policies and Procedures Handbook for a sample letter to external 
evaluators. 

• All evaluators are to be sent the same appropriate materials unless there is a substantive reason for 
differentiating among evaluators. In a case in which evaluators are sent different materials, the TIU head 
or chair of the P&T committee or committee of eligible faculty must provide an explanation to be included 
in the dossier. When evaluators are sent different materials (different research papers), TIUs must take care 
to assure that sufficient letters are obtained regarding the different sets of papers to provide a meaningful 
body of evaluative information about each set. 
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• The likelihood of obtaining a useful letter is greatly increased when the evaluator is not only given adequate 
time in which to review the materials, but when the nature of the requested letter is carefully explained. 
Evaluators should generally be asked to provide only a critical analysis of the candidate’s primary area of 
focus (at least partly on the basis of provided materials). Evaluators should specifically be asked not to 
comment on whether the candidate should be promoted and tenured at Ohio State or would be promoted 
and tenured at their own institution. (OSU Office of Academic Affairs 2021)

Is the personnel committee informed about potential biases that could emerge in external letters? If external letters 
are part of the review, are they chosen for knowledge of candidate research? Are they provided with clear guidance on 
the focus of the review? Are external letter writers informed about how to evaluate faculty who have taken advantage 

of work-life policies?

ALTERNATIVE TRACKS TO TENURE, PROMOTION, AND LONGER CONTRACTS
There is a story by Felix et al. (2015) about a chair of a math department in a community college who examined the hiring 
practices of his department. He asked why few Black candidates were in the applicant pool or hired. He realized that the 
department had relied on an all-White network for recruiting potential candidates, and the hiring process was laden with 
typical job talk and interview questions that did not invite candidates to show how they would relate to students. One of the 
changes he made was to ask all candidates to demonstrate how they would explain the syllabus on the first day of class. This 
simple exercise made it possible to “differentiate among candidates that explained the syllabus as a contractual document and 
those that would use the syllabus to connect with students and reduce their fears about math” (as told in McNair, Bensimon, 
and Malcom-Piqueux 2020, 41). The aim of this effort, along with other equity-minded reforms, was to diversify who was 
hired. 

Why are we raising this issue as it relates to faculty evaluation processes and new and emerging faculty tracks? First, in this 
example, we see an institutional agent realizing the importance of hiring faculty who had relational skills, cultural compe-
tence, and deep commitments to both math as a field and to the diversification of it (Felix et al. 2015). This change had the 
additional benefit of making it more likely that diverse applicants were successful (McNair, Bensimon, and Malcom-Piqueux 
2020). Likewise, the University of California system and other institutions have overhauled faculty hiring to include and 
meaningfully weight criteria related to candidates’ potential to contribute to diversity (EEFR 2019; O’Meara et al. 2020). 
What happens, however, when that new faculty member goes up for tenure or contract renewal six years later? Does the 
faculty evaluation process recognize that this faculty member was hired to engage in DEI activities and has been emphasizing 
this expertise for the past six years? Similar questions can be asked for faculty members who have been appointed to adminis-
trative positions and subsequently focused on service and/or academic leadership as well as those who excelled in teaching and 
participated in curriculum reform. We need faculty evaluation processes that value faculty member’s unique skills and interests 
across rank and appointment types, particularly when those efforts contribute to enhanced student learning and the ability of 
departments to function well.

Because of the desperate need that higher education institutions have for faculty engaged in newer forms of scholarship, as 
well as curricular, DEI, and administrative leadership (and recognizing the disproportionate numbers of women and racially 
minoritized faculty who have stepped forward to do such work), many institutions are experimenting with alternative routes 
to tenure, promotion, and long-term contracts. These alternative routes can be inclusive of scholarship, but other areas take 
the lead. For example, West Virginia University (WVU) has an administrative-leadership track from associate professor to full 
professor, and WPI now has a track to tenure through teaching excellence (O’Meara 2022). In some ways, these experiments 
are the natural follow through to the creation of differentiated workloads (O’Meara and Rice 2005; O’Meara 2015), wherein 



Translating Equity-Minded Principles into Faculty Evaluation Reform  |  23

faculty are encouraged to create shared, mutual agreements about changing the percent of effort they spend on teaching, 
research, and service. However, it takes equity a step further by providing credit: an affirmation that administrative leadership, 
DEI work, and curricular leadership are critical aspects of faculty work and that we need talented individuals in these areas 
to join our institutions, be promoted, and stay. The standards are rigorous, with benchmarks created for these appointments 
such that they are not an easier path but rather different paths to long-term job security. Such policies have not been in place 
long enough to have data on any unintended consequences in implementation—but we are excited to watch this space, as 
we believe we will see more differentiation in how faculty might be able to contract with their institutions long term to both 
meet institutional needs and take advantage of their talents (O’Meara 2022).

In the following example, WVU offers alternative paths to tenure, including a service-track wherein faculty’s workloads are 
at least 60 percent service. This path allows for flexibility and provides credit to individuals who contribute significantly to 
service at the institution. The policy is transparent about the purpose of this track and includes clarity on the appointment and 
promotion process for service-track faculty members.

West Virginia University offers two alternate pathways to promotion to full professor—one via administrative service and the 
other via “outstanding contributions” (WVU 2014). 

EXAMPLE

Renewable term appointments of up to three years, in which the principal assignment is service, are designated with 
the prefix “service,” accompanying a traditional rank. Service-track faculty members are hired to respond to program, 
unit or department needs.

Normally, a service-track faculty assignment will be at least 60% service; the balance might address needs of the 
unit and/or interests of the faculty member, as they relate to the institutional mission.

Service-track appointments may be continued indefinitely, contingent upon need, performance, and funding. No 
number of appointments at any term faculty rank/title shall create presumption of any contractual rights, nor the 
right of continued appointment or transition to another type of position.

Promotion to senior ranks is not a requirement for institutional commitment and career stability in a service-track 
faculty appointment. However, subject to reappointment, a service-track faculty member and her/his Chairperson 
may choose to initiate consideration for the first promotion during the sixth year (with promotion effective beginning 
year seven), or later. For service-track faculty who wish to stand for promotion, in addition to a sustained record of 
service excellence, the evaluation file is expected to show evidence of ongoing contribution to adding value to the 
unit and addressing unit-defined needs, priorities, and initiatives. (WVU 2014)

Has the institution considered whether alternative tracks to tenure and promotion would improve equity for those 
heavily engaged in curricular, administrative, and DEI leadership? Are there opportunities to earn longer-term contracts 

over time? Are different pathways to advancement recognized?
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FROM POLICY TO PRACTICE: STEWARDSHIP OF A STRONG FACULTY 
EVALUATION PROCESS
Although this report focuses on changes to faculty evaluation policies, we recognize that significant work has been done by 
faculty and academic leaders, DEI leadership, National Science Foundation-funded ADVANCE programs, the National 
Academy of Science, and others to reform how personnel committees evaluate candidate materials and make faculty evalu-
ation judgments. This list is not exhaustive, but many of these best practices can be found in the aforementioned works as 
well as that of Canning and Reddick 2019; Correll 2017; Gonzales and Griffin 2020; Laursen and Austin 2020; Mickey, 
Misra, and Clark 2022; Mitchneck and Smith 2021; and Stewart and Valian 2018—these works are important to note as 
complementary to faculty evaluation policy reform. This work extends beyond faculty evaluation policy and strengthens the 
onboarding and mentoring of candidates in the system. Broadly, this work focuses on sharing strategies related to mentoring 
(e.g., creating stronger mentoring pods for new faculty so they have routine support), reducing implicit bias (e.g., hosting 
anti-bias training for personnel committee members and issuing equity charges before a committee begins their work), and 
adding accountability measures to policies and review processes (e.g., adding contributions to diversity, equity, and inclusion 
into annual faculty reporting requirements and diversity statements for faculty evaluation). In particular, campuses are imple-
menting innovative training for faculty evaluation committees on many of the issues, using case studies to prepare personnel 
committees with an equity-minded lens. 

Conclusion
Will higher education institutions and their leaders keep the promises they have made?

Reflecting on decades of work trying to improve equity in organizations, Correll (2017, 726–727) advocates celebrating small 
wins when approaching change, writing, “understanding a problem is necessary but not sufficient for affecting positive change 
. . . the changes we can realistically make in any one instance are often small and imperfect. I have decided I can live with 
that. We have to start somewhere.” She notes that even small, concrete, measurable actions that produce visible results can be 
important in creating change because they “make new allies and makes visible the next target of change” (Correll 2017, 735). 
Ideally, equity-minded faculty and administrators will engage their fellow faculty in the creation of stronger faculty evaluation 
policies to increase buy-in and create policies that work in practice (Correll 2017; Gonzales and Griffin 2020; Laursen and 
Austin 2020; Stewart and Valian 2018). 

We have outlined multiple pathways for noticing inequities in policies and practices and making concrete change. The kinds 
of concrete reform discussed in the report can propel faculty involved in community engaged scholarship, student-centered 
teaching, digital work in the humanities, entrepreneurial work, and DEI to be recognized and thrive. 

We created these two reports and audit with the intention of providing very concrete resources for action. We hope that 
institutions consider applying equity-minded principles described in the first report and audit to their own faculty evaluation 
policies; reflect on the language used by other institutions; and develop new, innovative ways to address the issues we raise 
here. Overall, our audit tries to move us from narrow to expansive definitions of scholarship, excellence in faculty contribu-
tions, and documentation of impact. The audit makes visible the structural and implicit challenges faced by minoritized fac-
ulty, and those involved in newer forms of scholarship and labor focused on maintaining a diverse, inclusive community. Our 
goal was to provide something useful to institutions as they work to iteratively address equity in faculty evaluation policies, 
achieve small wins, and align their policies and practices with their desire to scaffold an equity-minded institution and society. 
Institutions that take up equity-minded reform of faculty evaluation will find new ways to live their promises. 
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Appendix 
EXAMPLES OF DISCIPLINARY ASSOCIATION REPORTS AND STATEMENTS  
CALLING FOR REFORM 

Anthropology Center for a Public Anthropology 
www.publicanthropology.org 

Chemistry “Statement on Scholarship” (American Chemical Society, 2010–13) 
https://www.acs.org/content/dam/acsorg/about/governance/committees/education/statement-
on-scholarship.pdf 

Education Rethinking Faculty Evaluation: AERA Report and Recommendations on Evaluating Education 
Research, Scholarship, and Teaching in Postsecondary Education (American Educational Research 
Association, 2014) 
http://www.aera.net/Portals/38/docs/Education_Research_and_Research_Policy/
RethinkingFacultyEval_R4.pdf

English and 
Languages

Report of the MLA Task Force on Evaluating Scholarship for Tenure and Promotion (Modern 
Language Association of America, 2006) 
http://www.mla.org/tenure_promotion

General 
Science

Aligning Practices to Policies: Changing the Culture to Recognize and Reward Teaching at Research 
Universities (Research Corporation for Science Advancement and Association of American 
Universities, 2017) 
https://rescorp.org/gdresources/publications/Aligning-Practice-To-Policies-Digital.pdf

AWIS Advocacy in Action (Association of Women in Science)  
http://www.awis.org/?Awards_Recognition

History Guidelines for the Professional Evaluation of Digital Scholarship by Historians (American Historical 
Association, 2015) https://www.historians.org/teaching-and-learning/digital-history-resources/
evaluation-of-digital-scholarship-in-history/guidelines-for-the-professional-evaluation-of-digital-
scholarship-by-historians. 

National Council on Public History 
http://ncph.org/cms/publications-resources/

Public History, Public Historians, and the American Historical Association (American Historical 
Association, 2004) 
www.historians.org/governance/tfph/TFPHreport.htm

Tenure, Promotion, and the Publicly Engaged Academic Historian (American Historical 
Association, 2010; updated 2017) 
https://www.historians.org/jobs-and-professional-development/statements-standards-and-
guidelines-of-the-discipline/tenure-promotion-and-the-publicly-engaged-academic-historian

http://www.publicanthropology.org
https://www.acs.org/content/dam/acsorg/about/governance/committees/education/statement-on-scholarship.pdf
https://www.acs.org/content/dam/acsorg/about/governance/committees/education/statement-on-scholarship.pdf
http://www.aera.net/Portals/38/docs/Education_Research_and_Research_Policy/RethinkingFacultyEval_R4.pdf
http://www.aera.net/Portals/38/docs/Education_Research_and_Research_Policy/RethinkingFacultyEval_R4.pdf
http://www.mla.org/tenure_promotion
https://rescorp.org/gdresources/publications/Aligning-Practice-To-Policies-Digital.pdf
http://www.awis.org/?Awards_Recognition
https://www.historians.org/teaching-and-learning/digital-history-resources/evaluation-of-digital-scholarship-in-history/guidelines-for-the-professional-evaluation-of-digital-scholarship-by-historians
https://www.historians.org/teaching-and-learning/digital-history-resources/evaluation-of-digital-scholarship-in-history/guidelines-for-the-professional-evaluation-of-digital-scholarship-by-historians
https://www.historians.org/teaching-and-learning/digital-history-resources/evaluation-of-digital-scholarship-in-history/guidelines-for-the-professional-evaluation-of-digital-scholarship-by-historians
https://exch.mail.umd.edu/owa/redir.aspx?SURL=we64upaX7tyCG1ABd3rbzwLPz8_8tSdz2jebOW0p70bmoX-uJjHSCGgAdAB0AHAAOgAvAC8AbgBjAHAAaAAuAG8AcgBnAC8AYwBtAHMALwBwAHUAYgBsAGkAYwBhAHQAaQBvAG4AcwAtAHIAZQBzAG8AdQByAGMAZQBzAC8A&URL=http%3a%2f%2fncph.org%2fcms%2fpublications-resources%2f
http://www.historians.org/governance/tfph/TFPHreport.htm
https://www.historians.org/jobs-and-professional-development/statements-standards-and-guidelines-of-the-discipline/tenure-promotion-and-the-publicly-engaged-academic-historian
https://www.historians.org/jobs-and-professional-development/statements-standards-and-guidelines-of-the-discipline/tenure-promotion-and-the-publicly-engaged-academic-historian
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Math Guidelines for Programs and Departments in Undergraduate Mathematical Sciences (Mathematical 
Association of America, 2000; revised 2003) 
http://www.maa.org/programs/faculty-and-departments/curriculum-department-guidelines-
recommendations/guidelines-for-the-profession

Nursing Defining Scholarship for Academic Nursing (American Association of Colleges of Nursing, 2018) 
https://www.aacnnursing.org/News-Information/Position-Statements-White-Papers/Defining-
Scholarship-Nursing

Performing 
Arts, 
Media, and 
Humanities

Scholarship in Public: Knowledge Creation and Tenure Policy in the Engaged University (Imagining 
America, 2008) 
https://imaginingamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/TTI_FINAL.pdf

Walking the Talk: Toward a Values-Aligned Academy (Humane Metrics Initiative, 2022) 
https://hcommons.org/deposits/item/hc:44631/ 

Philosophy “Statement on Research” (American Philosophical Association, 1996) 
http://www.apaonline.org/?research

Physics American Physical Society Forum on Education Prizes and Awards 
https://engage.aps.org/fed/honors/prizes-awards

Gender Equity: Strengthening the Physics Enterprise in Universities and National Laboratories 
(American Physical Society, 2007) 
http://www.aps.org/programs/women/workshops/gender-equity/upload/genderequity.pdf

“Research in Physics Education” (American Physics Society,1999; revised 2019) 
http://www.aps.org/policy/statements/99_2.cfm

Sociology “What Counts?”: Evaluating Public Communication in Tenure and Promotion (American 
Sociological Association, 2006) https://www.asanet.org/sites/default/files/tf_report_what_
counts_evaluating_public_communication_in_tenure_and_promotion_final_august_2016.pdf

Women’s 
Studies

Women’s Studies Scholarship: A Statement of the National Women’s Studies Association (National 
Women’s Studies Association, 2013)

http://www.maa.org/programs/faculty-and-departments/curriculum-department-guidelines-recommendations/guidelines-for-the-profession
http://www.maa.org/programs/faculty-and-departments/curriculum-department-guidelines-recommendations/guidelines-for-the-profession
https://www.aacnnursing.org/News-Information/Position-Statements-White-Papers/Defining-Scholarship-Nursing
https://www.aacnnursing.org/News-Information/Position-Statements-White-Papers/Defining-Scholarship-Nursing
https://imaginingamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/TTI_FINAL.pdf
https://hcommons.org/deposits/item/hc:44631/
http://www.apaonline.org/?research
http://www.aps.org/programs/women/workshops/gender-equity/upload/genderequity.pdf
http://www.aps.org/policy/statements/99_2.cfm
https://www.asanet.org/sites/default/files/tf_report_what_counts_evaluating_public_communication_in_tenure_and_promotion_final_august_2016.pdf
https://www.asanet.org/sites/default/files/tf_report_what_counts_evaluating_public_communication_in_tenure_and_promotion_final_august_2016.pdf
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