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L- ACADEMIC   INTEREST

The  faculty  and  staff of  CNC  are  invited'to  attend  a  series  of  lectures  in
Commem`oration  of  the  bicentennial  of  the  American  Revolution  to  be  given  in
the  Campus   Center  Theatre  on  Tuesday  evenings  beginning  September  24th.     The
total  Cost  for  all  the  lectures9   a  supplementary  reading  text,  and  a  published
report  of  the  syxposiun,   is  S15.00  per  person;  or  $3.00  per  individual  lecture.
Plea.se  make  series  reservations  through  the  history  department.

Program

SEPTEMBER  24      "TI]E   STAMP   ACT   CRISIS   IN  VIRGINIA   REVISITED"
Tnad  W.   Tate.,   Director,   The  Institute  of  Early  American  History

and  Culture
OCTOBER   1

OCTOBER   8

OCTOBER   15

OCTOBER   22

OCTOBER   29

NOVEMBER   5

''REVOLUTION   IN   VIRGINIA:       RELIGION   AND   SECULARISM"

Rhys  Isaac,   Latrobe  thiversity   (Australia)
''WoMEN   DUp`ING   TliE   ERA   oF   ThE   AMEn.ICAN   REvoLUTloN:       TEE   I]I`STORIAN

AS   SUFFRAGETTE"
James  1].   E!utson,   The   Library  of  Congress
':Two   COLONIAL   CAPITOLS   DURING   Tlu3   REVOLUTION:       WILLIAMSBURG   AND

RICI"Ol\TD':
Parke  Rouse,  Jr. ,   Director,  Virginia  Independence  Bicentennial

Commission
':BRITISII   OPINION   0F   Tlffi   AI,ffiRICAN   REVOLUTION"

Theodora  A.   Bostick,   Christopher  Newport  College
''NORFOLK' S   RE.VOLUTI0NARY   EXPF,RIENCE''

Peter  C.   Stewart,   Old  Dominion  thiversity
''REBELLI0N   AGAINST   THE   REBE'LLI0N:      THE   FERVOP`   WEARS   THIN"

l^`lilliam  Parks,   Christopher  Newport  College
NOVEr'IBER   12        `''THE   ROLE   oF   soclAL   cLAss   IN  Trm   REVOLUTIol.i"

Timothy  E.   I`'torgan,   Christopher  Newport  College
NoVEMBER   19         .ivloLENCE   AND   ThlE   AI`4Er`ICAN   REVoLUTloN"

Richard  Maxwell   Brown,   The  College  of  William  and  Mary

All   Lectures   8:00  P.M.--Canpus   Center  Theatre

****

ort  of  the  Faculty  Evaluation Co]rmittee  to  the  CNC  Faculty  for the  Academic  Year
1973-74

I.       FORMATloN   oF   T[-IE   cop,/oilTrEE

In  the  spring  of  1973  the  Faculty  of  CNC  passed  a  motion  that  "the
President  appoint  a  committee  to  study  and  recommend  professional  standards
and  criteria  for  retention,  promotion,   tenure9  and  merit  increase."    In
September,   President  Windsor  appointed  the  following,  representing  the  three
Divisions  as  then.  constituted:     Professors  Joyce  Sancetta   (chairman),   Lawrence

::Cic:n:::y!,]af¥:¥ gi:±\:a:Sto Fh:S :a::I:; :tr:;::t?e£::e i::gt::e::r]::e:i:gs  and
'qstandards  Documentt',  which  was  accepted  after  much  discussion  and  some  amend-
ment  in  l!arch,   1073.     This  document  provided  for  a  Faculty  Evaluation  Committee
of  six  members,   two  each  from  each  professorial  rank,  who  were  elected-tat  the
May  Faculty  meeting.

This  study  was  part  of  the  whole  picture  of  the  time,  nationally  as  well
as  locally;   the  necessity  to  deal  with  rapidly  changing  conditions  from  the
60's  to  the  70's  in  student  enrollment,  needs,and  expectations;   in  faculty
rights  and  responsibilities;  and.also  with  the  particular  pressures  on  CNC  of  a
state  demand  for  accountability.



Because  of  many  other  changes  occurring  at  the  College  as  well  as  the
demand  of  the  Self  Study,  the  first  year  of  the  operation  of  the  Faculty
Evaluation  ColTimittec  was  especially  difficult  for  all.     This  report  to  the
faculty  is  an  endeavor  to  summarize  its  actions,   accomplishments  and  limita-
tions,  and  its  recommendations  for  the  future.

11. eration  of  FEC  in   1973-74

A.      Fall,1973.

The  elected  EEC  started  meeting  weekly  at  the  start  of  the  academic  year
1973-74,   having  elected  Professor  JOAnne  Squires,   (3  year  term),  Chairman;
Professor  Swindleh`irst,   (2  year  term),   Secretary;  who  was  in  two  months  replaced
by  Professor  Ronald  Persky,   (3  year  term):  other  members  being  Professor  Joyce
Sancetta   (1  year  term),   Professor  Ruth  Kemodle,   (2  year  term)   and  Professor
I.Iarvey  1`/illiams,    (I   year  term).

The  first  job  faced  by  the  Committee  was  to  interpret  its  function,  which
was  decided  as  being  to  operationalize  the  policies  and  practices  set  forth  in
the  ''Standards  Document."    This  required  reconciling  both  departmental  autonomy
and  the  ri,ryhts  of  the  individual  faculty  member  to  the  extent  possible  with  pro-
fessional  standards,   consistency  and  fairness  throughout  the  College.     The  FEC
decided  it  was  not   i.ts  function  to  make  individual   judgments  about  any  evaluee.

One  very  important  principle  adopted  was  that  all  statements  made  in  the
departments'   final   summaries  and  atta.chments,   should  be  accompanied  by  evidence
provided  in  a  written  form  so  the  FEC  could  see  if  such  opinions  were  supported
and  necessary  documentation  was  ava.ilable  for  all  grievances  and  other  riro-
cedures.     Such  a  principle  was  necessary  in  order  to  protect  each  inclividua.1's
right  to  due  process.

The  FEC  worked  against  great  time .pressure  in  order  to  make  possible  a
decision  by  December  15  about  those  in  the  second  year  of  a  probationary  appoint-
ment.     Operating  procedures  and  deadlines  had  to  be  set  up  immediately;   there-
fore,   interim  procedures  were  circulated  to  all  departments,  containing  due
dates,  a  checklist  for  all  actions  and  decisions,  and  a  request  for  response  as
to  the  adequacy  of  this  method  of  operation  upon  trial.     The  departments
involved  cooperated  and  some  helpful   suggestions  were  received.

8.      Spring,   1974

After  this  first  trial  evaluation,   the  FEC  revised  and  refined  its  methods
in  line  with  its  experience  and  with  suggestions  from  others.

1.     The  checklist  was  abandoned  as  unnecessary  and  cumbersome.

2.     In  its  place,  a  dossier  format  was  designed  and  circulated,  with
accompanying  directions,   indicating  that  when  certain  materials  were  used,

•!:.if...   tliey  should  be  arranged  in  a  specific  order  and  referenced.     Also,   in  the
interest  of  efficient  checking  for  consistency,  the  Committee  prepared
standard  forms  for  statements  of  recommendation,   summary  statements  to
support  these  recommendations   (to  include  references  to  documents  in  the
dossier  as  evidence)  with  places  whereon  all  those  involved  were  to  sign.
Among  the  sheets  included ,was  also  a  form  whereon  an  evaluee  could  state
his  case  for  rectification  of  inequity  with  places  for  peer  group  members
to  sign  indicating  approval  or  disapproval.

3.     Ifore  explicit  statements  were  circulated  to  the  Faculity  clarifying
ambiguous  statements  in  the  '`Standards  Document"  concerning  dissent  with
the  majority  statement.     TWo  important  problems  surfaced  which  concerned
protecting  due  process,   1)  when  a  peer  was  reluctant  to  place  a  statement



I-.
in  the  written  records  a.nd  2)  when  a  peer  or  evaluee  wished  to  avoid  a
fa.Ce-to-face  confrontation.     An  entry  was  to  be  made  in  the  summary  state-
ment  that  such  adverse  opinion  existed,  and  the  exploration  and  decision
thereafter  was  to  be  handled  by  the  Dean  of  Academic  Affairs  in  conference
With  the  faculty  member  having  the  adverse  opinion  and  the  evaluee,
Separately  and/or  together,   with  others  involved  also  being  consulted  by  the
Dean  and  all  allegations  transmittecl  to  the  evaluee.

4.     Another  problem  that  was  exposed  as  inadequately  covered  in  the
"Standards  Document"  was  that  of  formation  of  peer  grou|]  in  one  or  two-
member  departments  and  for  an  evaluee  who  had  no  one  else  in  his  department
"of  same. rank  and  above",  decisions  were  this  year  made  as  follows   (but  See
recomr.iendations  for  next  year) :

`a.     In  the  former  case,   a  peer  group  was  set  up  with  the  Associate
Dean  of  Academic  Affairs  as  chairman;   one  member  chosen  by  the  FEC
from  a  list  of  three  submitted  by  the  evaluee;  one  member  chosen  by
the  FEC  from  a  list  of  three  submitted  by  the  other  member  of  the
department; ;the  other  member  of  the  department;   and  in  some  cases,   a
member  of  the  discipline  from  i,`Tilliam  and  Mary.

b.     In  the'  second  case9   the  FEC  did  not  guide  clearly  and  the  I)ractices
by  departments  were  not  uniform.     In  some  cases,   the  entire  department,
even  those  of  lower  rank,   sat  in  the  peer  group;   in  another,   a  large
department,   smaller  groups  were  formed:   in  one  case  the  department
voted  to  select  peers  in  rank  from  other  disciplines  who  had  had
experience  'with  the  work` and  person  of  the  evaluee  but  no  person  was  in
the  peer  group  from  the  evaluee's  di`scipline.

Ill.     Problems  encountered.

The  problems  en.countered  in  this  first  faculty  evaluation  by  faculty
could  be  ascribed  largely  to  two  factors.

A.     The  first  was  the  lack  of  time  necessary  to  do  the  large  amount  of
work  required,   especially  in  those  departments  in  which  such  records  had
not  been  kept  and  the  chairman  was  accustomed  to  make  such  d.ecisions.
Many  faculty  members,   including  committee  members,  were  very  hard
pressed  by  other  demands  and  questioned  the  neecl  for  some  of ,the  paper-
work.     The  second  yea --..  around,   perhaps  these  pressures  will  be•  alleviat`ed'and  better  practices  adopted.

The`  FEC  though  meeting  in  the  spring  often  for  15-20  hours  a  week,
found  it  most  difficult  to  handle  problems  and  to  be  consistent  in
decisions  under  such  pressures,   and  some  of  its  memos  were  less  than
tactful  and  sometimes  unclear.     Furthermore,   some  faculty  members  sub-
mitted  material  long  after  th.e  due  dates.     The  policy  had  been  estab-
1ished  that  two  members  would  review  each  dossier;   if  any  questions  at
all  showed,` other  members  also  reviewed  it.     It  is  now  thought  that  if
more  review  time   is  available  to  the  committee,   the  full  committee
should  review  each  case  involving  a  problem.

8.     The  other  problems  encountered  concerned  mainly  inadequacies  in  the
"Staridards  Document"  itself,  or  in  the  FEC  directives.     Faculty  members
were  helpful  in  assisting  us  to  pinpoint  these.

I.     There  was  great  variation  in  the  quantity  of  material  submitted,
•`, from. pages...df  almost  eveiything  vaguely  related  rind  not  organized,

nor  referenced,   to  very  sketchy  dossiers  with  significant  omissions.
There  .was  also  great  variation  in  peer  group  procedures.     Some



departments  used  oral  examinations,  with  or  without  the  evaluee
present;   in  other  cases  the  peer  group  members  seemed  to  have  been
orJerating  quite  separately  with  no  consultation.

2.     The  summary  statements  also  varied  widely,   some  carefully  and
clearly  composed  and  easy  to  check  for  documentation,  others  much
less  useful.     It  should  be  added  here,  however,   that  by  far  the
majority  of  the  material  seemed  most  carefully  chosen  antl  arranged
and  every  effort  made  to  render  easier  the  task  of  the  FEC  and  of
the  Administration  officers  who  were  to  make  the  final  decisions.

3.     The  use  or  non-use  of  student  evaluations  was  much  discussed  by
the  faculty,  with  practice  varying.     The  intention  of  the  EEC  was
not  to  legislate  their  use  but  merely  to  direct  attention  to  a
certain  spot  in  the  dossier  where  such  data  would  be  placed  if  they
were  used,  as  many  departments  preferred  to  do.     The  direction  from
the   EEC  wa.s,   however,   unclear.     The  outcome  of  this  problem  is  the
formation  by  faculty  vote  of  an  ad  hoe  committee  to  study  and  report
next  year:   this  solution  the  FEC  most  heartily  api)roves.

4.     A  smaller  but  troublesome  problem  involved  rumors  and  innuendoes
as  to  the  role  and  actions  of  the  FEC,   lack  of  confidentiality,  etc.
The  rumors  were  discussed  and  traced  by  the  committee  and  proved
not  to  be  due  to  leaks  from  us.     An  arrangement  has  already  been
made  with  the  Dean  of  Academic  Affairs  for  a  locked  room  and  locked
file  for  greater protection of documents  in  the  future.

Iv.      FINAL   Sun,n.,rmy

On  the  whole,   the  Colnmittee  thinks,   and  President  l1.Iindsor  affirmed  his
belief  at  the  April  faculty meeting,  that  for  the-first  year  of  operation  under
such  difficulties,  both  the  Committee  and  the  faculty  at  large  performed  well,
though  improvements  are  to  be  made.     The  fact  that  the  Committee  members,
though  from  differing  experiences  and  of widely  differing  opinions ,  worked
harmoniously  together,  speaks  to  this  point;   so  does  the  relatively  small
number  of  appeals,   all  of  which  were  resolved  within  the  college  community.

A.       On  the  positive  side,   the  committee  did  endeavor  to  look  out  for  the
rights  of  each  faculty  member  ant.I  to  protect  so  far  as  was  possible  the  rights
of  each  de|]artment  to  interpret  the  procedures  and  criteria  its  oun  way.    Al-
most  all  faculty  members  cooperated  in  meetin`g  deadlines  and  in  following
directions.    Particularly  complicated  cases  were  reviewed  over  and  over.     Care-
ful  records  were  kept  of  all  recommendations,  on  green  paper  for  the  FEC  files
and  gold  paper  for  the  Dean's  files,   and  of  all  minutes  and  memoranda..     A
study  was  made  of  how  departments  varied  in  those  cases  in  which  the  "Standards
Document"  allowed  differing  procedures.

It  is  worth  mention  that  though  the  six  members  of  the  committee  varied
discussions  were  always  conducted

of`in  a  spirit  o-f  goodwill  an-d  tolerance  of  the  appol.tion     and  with  a  sense

great  res|]onsibility.     Relations  with  the  Dean  a.f  Academic  Affairs,   the

greatly  in  experience  and  point  of view,

Associate-Dean,   and-the  President  were  always  cordial  and  rmtually  helpful.

8.       On  the  negative  side,   the  following  problems  remain  to  be  dealt  with  by
the  Committee  this  year,   in  many  cases  requiring  the  "Standards  Document"  to
be  amended  by  faculty  vote  after  discussion:

I.     The  matter  of  student  evaluations  has  already  been  mentioned  as  under
study  by  an  appointed  faculty ±i !!g± committee  and  a  college-wide  policy  is  to
be  voted.



I
2.     The  definition  of  "merit  increase"  and  procedures  for  determining

its  award  needs  to  be  debated  and  defined.     (This  year  standards  differed
Widely  by  departments  and  in  the  end  none  were  granted  by  administration  de-
c is ion . )

3.     The  coxposition  of  peer  groups  for   (a.)  one  and  two-member  departments,
(b)  depa.rtments  so  large  that  all  members  ''of  same  rank  and  above"  do  not
wish  to  serve  on  all  peer  groups,   (c)  evaluee  is  uniquely  of  the  highest  rank
in  the  department,  needs  to  be  further  defined.     The  inclusion  of persons  in
the  peer  group  from  other  disciplines  who  know  the  evaluee  through  committee
work  or  in  some  other  role,  or  a  systematic  means  of  getting  the  opinions  of
such,   should  be  studied  and  determined.

Every  member  of  the  college  community  should  remain  alert  to  the  effects
upon  the  evaluee  and  the  department  of  having  peers  evaluate  peers.     If
professional  rapport  is  endangered  or  unnecessary  tensions  aroused,  action
should  be  taken  to  alleviate  these  situations.

4.     The  question  whether  the  faculty  members  with  administrative  duties
should  be  evaluated  for  such,  and  if  so,  how,  needs  clarification.

5.     The  FEC  has  been  instructed  t]y  the  faculty  to  study  whether  and  how
credit  should  be  given  for  adjunct  or  part-time  teaching  or  non-teaching
professional  activities.

6.     Further  clarification  is  needed  for when  tenure  can  be  first  con-
sidered.      (The  President  has  already  adopted  the  practice  recommended  by  the
''Sta.ndards  Document"  of  stating  in  the  initial  contract  what  if  any  credit  for
promotion  and  tenure  are  to  be  given  for  service  at  other  institutions.)

7.    The  determination  of  what  constitutes  "equivalent  excellence"  in  the
statements  of  the  requirements  for  promotion  to  Associate  a.nd  Full  Professor
needs  further  clarification  in  the  "Standards  Document. "

8.     The  FEC  has  been  directed  to  study  what  exceptions,   if  any,  and  under
what  circumstances,   can  be  made  to  the  stated  requirements  for  each  rank,   (e.g.,
the  number  of  years  in  rank  before  promotion  from  Assistant  Professor  to
Associate),   and  to  bring  recommendations  to  the  faculty.

9.     Some  contracts  were  changed  during  the  summer  session  which  were  not
reviewed  by  the  Committee  or  subjected  to  the  formal  appeal  process.    More
explicit  procedures  will  be  developed  for  this  time  period.

C.     As  already  stated,   the  Committee  will  try  in  every  possible  way  to

::::C:n:n::::::ab i: I:I:v::9.g#eo ;h:o:::::S:h::I:nr:S;:::i:: i:s!s=-TBa:g:C::e
usual  harmonious  f^.'.-icy  relations,   and  faculty-a.dmini.st.ratioli  rolations,  will
preva i 1

D.    Not  every  institution  of  higher  leaning  has  attempted  to  insure  a
democratic  process  in  arriving  at  critical  decisions  concerning  the  status  and
Pay  of  faculty  members.     The  President  and  Dean  of  Academic  Affairs  should  be
highly  commended  for  encouraging  and  assisting  in  the  development  of  such  a
program  at  Christopher  Newport  College.

Designing  and  implementing  our  evaluation  program  demanded  hours  of  time,
careful  thought,   and  great  maturity  from  each  faculty  member  and  the  faculty
should  be  commended  for  their  efforts.



The  Committee  wishes  to  express  their  appreciation  to  those  members  of
the  secretarial  staff who  devoted  a  great  deal  of  time  and  effort  during  the
evaluation  process  and  in  the  preparation  of  these  reports.

DATES    FOP`   YOUP.   DIARY

C[`IRISTOPHER   NEWPORT   COLLF.GE
ARTISTS   IN   CONCERT  SERIES
CAMPUS   CENTER   THEATRE

Eugene   List,   October   2,1974   -8:00   P.r`v'l.
Olivia  Sta.pp   -November  6,1974   -8:00   P.M.

For  Ticket  Information  and  Reservations   Call   596-7611,   Ext.   274  or  278.

NOTI CES

A  number  of  faculty  members  have  contributed  their  dollar  to  support  the  CNC
representative  to  the  Virginia  Faculty  Senate.     If  you  have  not  already  done  so,
please  leave  your  contribution  with  ltrs.   Casey  in  the  Dean's  office.

****

I.D.  pictures  will  be  taken  each  day   (September  16  through  Septeml)er  20)   from
11   A.M.   to   1   P.M.   in   D.S.A.   office,   Campus   Center.

****

The  Faculty  Evaluation  Committee  has  scheduled  its  meetings  for  every  Tuesday
9:15-11   in   205   Campus   Center.

The  Faculty  F.valuation  Committee  met  on  September  9  to  elect  its  1974-75  officers.
The  results  of  that  election:

Chairman:     JOAnne  Squires
Vice  Chairman:     AI  Millar
Secretary:     Ron  Persky.

****

The  Ciirriculim  Conrmittee  will  have   its  first  meeting  on  September  18,   1974  from
2~4  P.M.   and  will  meet  thereafter  the  first  and  third  Wednesday  of  each  month  at
the  same  time.     The  location  of  the  meeting  will  be  announced  later.

On  the  agenda  for  the  September  18  meeting  will  be  the  discussion  of  the  proposed
ML205,   ML206,   Sociology  210,   and  Sociology  461   courses.     Professors   Scheiderer,
St.   Onge,   and  Kernodle  have  been  invited  to  attend.

****

Offer  of  Assistance:

Students  in Introduction  to  the  Theatre  are  ready  to  work  for  you  if  you  have  any
needs  related  to  drama  or  theatre.     Can  we  prepare  scenes  for  any  of  your  classes?
Students  can  work  from  a  script  or  they  can  improvise.     (Our  first  project  was  the
making  of  a  film  for  the  Ethics  and  Politics  project.)     If  you  have  needs,  please
contact  Rita  I..Iubbard,   CC142,   Ext.   322.



FActTLTY   NEWS

The  Peyton  Randolph  Lecturers  were  announced  on  Tuesday  by  Thomas   F.   Mainor,
Chairman  of  the  Selection  Committee.

Carl  Abbott
Curtis  Brooks
William  Butts
Lee  Doerries
Robert  Durel
Martin  Farrell
Stan  Fedyszyn
John  Handy
Richard  Lapchick
Irvin  Levinstein
Patrick  Lewis
I)onn   Lipscomb
l``Ianindra  l`fohapatra
Ruth  Pfulliken
Jack  Nickson
li'Jilliam  Parks
Margaret  8

Patrick  Rollins
Barbara  llJhitehead
Harvey  l^,lil 1 iams
Spencer  Wise

The  twenty  Lecturers  are:

ODU

0DU
Norfolk  State
CNC
CNC
Ham|>ton  Institute
CNC
[Iaxpton  Institute
Virginia  Wesleyan
ODU
IIampton  Institute
Vii-ginia  Wesleyan
ODU
CNC
ODU

CNC

ODU
Hampton  Institute
CNC
CNC.

Sixty  faculty  members  applied  for  the  Lectureships,  according  to  Mr.  Mainor.     The
twenty  winners  will  gather  at  Bacon's  Castle  on  Septenber  20th  for  the  Peyton
Randolph  Symposium  on  Ethics  and  Politics,   to  be  led  by  Dr.   John  Turnbull  of  St.
John's  Church  in  t^,'ashington9   D.C. ,   and  Dr.   David  Little  of  the  University  of
Virginia.

****

President  !^,'indsor,   Dean  Musial,   and  l``{rs.   Linda   Becker  attended  a  conference  in
P`ichmond  on  l^'Jednesday,   September  11,   sponsored  by  the  State  Council  on  Higher
Education  and  the  Virginia  Public  Telecommunications  Council.     The  purpose  of  the
meeting  was  to  encourage  colleges  and  universities  to  develop  rna.ster  plans  for  the
development  of  all  electronic  instructional  support  systems   (computer  terminals,
learning  carrels,   audio-visual  equipment,   etc.).     Any  faculty  members  who.would  be
interested  in  participating  in  the  development  of  a  CNC  master  plan  should  leave
their  name  with  Dean  Musial.

****

President  Windsor  has  asked  me  to  be  liaison  faculty  member  for  the  Dan forth
Fellowships.     These  are  grants  for  those  in  their  last  year  of undergraduate  study
or  in  the  first  year  thereafter,.who  need  financial  aid  for  gradua.te  work  looking
to  college  teaching.     The  stipends  are  large  and  the  fellowships  prestigious;   it  is
an  honor  to  CNC  to  be  asked  to  participate  even  if  one  of  our  nominees  is  not
chosen .

Since  a  candidate  must  take  the  Graduate  Record  Examinations  in  October,   anyone  you
know  who  you  thinl:  promising  should  be  asked  to  contact  me  as  soon  as  possible  for
further  information.     I  should  also  be  glad  of  volunteers  to  assist  me  in  screening
such  applicants  as  there  may  be.

Dr.   Joyce  K.   Sancetta
Newport  Hall   208




