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Subcommittee on Mentoring

Recommendations on Best Practices, Danforth Campus

October 29, 2009

Preamble

The Subcommittee on Mentoring considered a range of issues associated with mentoring junior faculty to tenure, including disciplinary differences, cultural practices within departments, and policies and practices that would work in any department and appear to yield results.  We also considered the kinds of tensions that emerge in the process of developing policies and enacting practices.  We highlight them here and discuss them below.  One is the tension that can occur when department faculty try to mentor and junior faculty do not seem to respond.  We address that issue below, but this problem can arise particularly when departments are not clear about the purposes of mentoring and the options available to faculty.  Another tension is that between evaluation of junior faculty and mentoring junior faculty; in many departments the two are conflated and, often, the lines between them are not clear.  At the same time, it is important to be aware of this tension.  A third issue is the role of the chair in relation to mentoring.  We believe that the best practice is for the chair to avoid taking a role as a primary mentor and, instead, to maintain a supervisory role over the entire mentoring and evaluating process.  Please note that what follows is largely based on material from department-oriented schools (for interdisciplinary programs, see Appendix I).  The organization of mentoring is likely quite different in non-department schools (Law, Business, and Social Work, for example; see Appendix II).  But mentoring policies and practices currently exist in schools.  Therefore, many of the suggestions below apply widely, though they may be somewhat differently organized. 
Data Gathering and Rationale

The Subcommittee on Mentoring collected and analyzed a number of kinds of data to develop recommendations for best practices for mentoring junior faculty on the Danforth Campus.  These data included a collection of reports of mentoring practices and policies by departments in most of the Danforth Campus Schools; multiple analyses of the 2006 Faculty Survey data with a focus on mentoring; a number of reports, including the National Academy’s 2009 report on “Gender Differences at Critical Transitions in Careers.”   

In the case of the faculty survey data, we found that Washington University does significantly less well in the category of mentoring than our peer institutions.   For example, among our peers, 54% of male and 51% of female faculty have formal mentors; at Washington University, it is 40% and 46% respectively.  Washington University tenure-track faculty assessments of “adequate mentoring” yield the following: 56% of male faculty and 46% of female faculty claimed their mentoring experience was adequate.  Of the five comparable institutions in that category, Washington University was fourth, or second lowest, in providing adequate mentoring.   This result differs, however, depending on school and disciplinary area: in the humanities, higher percentages of Washington University junior faculty claim to have had adequate mentoring; in the social sciences, there is no difference statistically; in the sciences and engineering and in the professional schools a significantly lower percentage of Washington University junior faculty claim adequate mentoring, compared with the other four institutions (51:67% and 37:75%, respectively).  These figures are disturbing; they provide impetus for examining closely the mentoring practices at the department level—the most critical place in which junior faculty are socialized into the profession, the discipline, and the institutional expectations regarding research, teaching, and service.

We received descriptions of mentoring policies and practices from most departments and programs in Arts & Sciences, and from Engineering, Business, and Law.  The policies vary from department to school to discipline, and the practices differ as well, although there are some common elements to all.   We appreciate the candor with which some of the schools, departments, and programs assessed their own practices, and hope that the recommendations here help schools, departments, and programs develop more effective policies and practices throughout the Danforth Campus.

The Report

Our report is presented in three parts.  Part I provides a general overview of best practices for mentoring, including the basic minimum required for adequate mentoring of junior faculty.  It offers three models of mentoring policies and practices, which we believe suggest guidelines for the whole variety of discipline-based departments.  Part II proffers a series of recommendations regarding accountability and training.  Part III is a postscript of issues that we believe merit further consideration.  The Appendices offer a model of interdisciplinary program mentoring and concerns specific to the Law School and other professional schools.
Part I: Best Practices--Findings
Commitment

The best practices we found exhibited conscientious and evident commitment to mentoring across the department, reflected in written departmental policies and in ongoing formal and informal practices with junior faculty.
Communication
A formal, written mentoring policy, as part of the department's faculty handbook, is essential.  Also useful is an addendum to the department's mission statement about faculty development and commitment to mentoring.  Both communicate to all faculty that mentoring is a priority in the department.  This policy should make clear to junior faculty what mentoring is and what their responsibilities and opportunities are in the mentoring relationship.

Mentoring and Evaluation
In all current departmental practices mentoring often involves evaluation.  Departments should convey to junior faculty as much as possible which activities function primarily to foster mentoring and which function primarily to provide evaluation of progress.  Annual reviews, for example, can include elements of both, but they are primarily evaluative and, at their best, suggest guides for mentoring.  They do not, in the way they are carried out in departments, constitute mentoring.

Because they can guide departments in their mentoring of junior faculty, we address them here.  

Annual reviews

--should be seen as a serious part of the chair's responsibilities, should include senior faculty, and should involve explicit conversations between chair and senior faculty
--should consist of an analysis of the annual activity statement, cv, new publications and other evidence from the faculty member 

--should include chair letter summarizing senior faculty observations and recommendations for how the junior faculty member might work toward tenure and promotion 

--should provide for a conversation between the chair and faculty member, a conversation designed to address the faculty member's progress

--should enable the senior faculty to focus mentoring efforts, based on the information gleaned in the annual review.  

These are basic policies in many departments, but some are less explicit about the ways junior faculty are informed of annual/or midterm reviews, and some departments provide for little actual conversation about the content of the letters and the advice they contain.  By including a detailed description in the department faculty handbook, the department can ensure that the junior faculty member understands that these reviews will occur, that they will be documented in a letter, and that there is room for conversation about them.

Specific disciplinary areas require specific kinds of mentoring, beyond the common best policies and practices cited above.  We chose from among the policies and practices in our own humanities, social sciences, and sciences departments to suggest policies and practices that seem most critical in these disciplinary areas.  We believe these may also be applicable to the professional schools whose work fits largely into one or another disciplinary area.  W note below certain professional school practices that may be applied more widely.  See Appendix for an example of interdisciplinary program mentoring of junior faculty.

Third-year reviews
For the purposes of providing guides to mentoring toward tenure, a more rigorous third-year review, with input from scholars off-campus may be merited in departments whose fields are large enough to warrant this.  Some disciplinary areas are small and it is not practical to tap outside reviewers twice in 6 or 7 years to review the same faculty member.  But a third-year review can catch potential problems and enable the department senior faculty to provide specific, targeted guidance to help the candidate toward tenure.

Humanities
The English Department has a substantial handbook for tenure track Faculty, written to make sure that all junior faculty have access to comprehensive and internally consistent advice.  It has been vetted by the dean’s office and the counsel’s office and approved by the department. Section 2 of the handbook lays out the mentoring system
Section 2 excerpt included here:  

The department hopes to be able to tenure every tenure-track faculty member it hires.  Each new tenure-track faculty member is an investment in the future of the department and the university, and we believe that all candidates for tenure should have access to the best possible advice and support that we can offer.

I. The mentoring committee
The mentoring committee consists of a small number of the tenured faculty appointed by the chair. Their duties are:

--To ensure that each tenure-track faculty member has a productive relationship with an individual mentor.

--To assist the tenured faculty in its annual review of tenure-track faculty by reporting on their progress.

--To liaise between the tenured and tenure-track faculty during the annual review process (see below).

--To ensure that all tenure-track faculty have access to the best possible advice on all aspects of their progress toward tenure.

II. Individual mentors

New tenure-track faculty should consult with the chair on the identity and role of their mentors. As the faculty member builds relationships across the department and beyond, he or she may decide (formally or informally) to switch mentors, a decision best made in consultation with the chair. However, it is usually the case that the first mentor assigned will work in a field different from that of the untenured faculty member; the department envisages that he or she can thus provide a useful supplement to the field-specific advice junior faculty receive from their immediate colleagues.

Your mentor’s duties:

--To be available to offer, or tell you where to find, reliable advice on all aspects of your professional development

--To help ensure that your various professional commitments advance rather than inhibit your progress toward tenure

--To liaise, along with the mentoring committee, between you and the tenured faculty

--To help you judge your current record against typical tenure expectations

Your duties:

--To keep your mentor up-to-date on your progress

--To make sure your mentor understands relevant accomplishments

--To get from your mentor what will help your tenure case – your mentor might, for instance, write teaching observations for your dossier, or offer feedback on articles you are sending out, or help you strategize over the placement of the book

Of course you should feel free to seek advice from colleagues other than your mentor or the chair. One of our duties to each other is to offer considered advice on professional matters. 

III. Extra-departmental resources

Senior colleagues from other departments – colleagues who have seen many tenure cases, and perhaps prepared a number of them – can be an invaluable source of information and guidance. Aim to supplement departmental knowledge with the additional perspectives supplied by colleagues based elsewhere in the university.

The Dean of Arts and Sciences regularly convenes “the assistant professor forum,” where a panel of senior faculty from across multiple schools (A&S, Engineering, Art, Architecture, and Business) addresses one aspect or another of working at this institution. Among the topics covered in recent years have been university governance, the tenure process, and institutional resources for interdisciplinary work. 

Women assistant professors may also wish to become members of the Association of Women Faculty, which facilitates social and professional exchange among senior and junior women on campus.  See: http://www.artsci.wustl.edu/~awf/

The Teaching Center can provide advice in group and individual settings on all aspects of your teaching. Among the services offered to faculty are: personal consultations on such matters as teaching with technology, effective grading, and syllabus design; classroom observations; and the video recording of class sessions. Confidentiality can be maintained, and you get to keep the videotape. See: http://teachingcenter.wustl.edu/faculty

IV. Soliciting and construing advice

That all tenure cases are different explains why no one can write down exactly what you have to do to get tenure. However, senior faculty who have reviewed numerous recent tenure cases – dossiers assembled inside their department, and/or cases they evaluated when they served on the college’s advisory committee – are sometimes willing to describe off the record what the best tenure cases currently look like. Do make sure that you are asking the right questions, though. Unsatisfying though it is, the responsible answer to common questions like “Does the book have to be out?” and “How much will average course evaluations hurt my case?” is usually “It depends” – i.e. it depends on what the rest of the dossier looks like at the end of five years on the tenure track. Opinions on both qualitative and quantitative measures of success can vary a great deal even within a single department, so it’s usually as well to double-check any particularly surprising nugget of faculty wisdom with the chair and the mentoring committee before acting upon it.

It is difficult to say how our system “fits within the larger practices of your discipline.” While norms of mentoring vary from English department to English department, it’s our impression that our handbook and our mentoring system constitute a more robust and slightly more formal arrangement for junior faculty development than is provided by most departments.

Mentoring arrangements for junior faculty on joint appointments have not been formalized.  We share one appointment with the IPH: the chair of this department and the director of that program consult closely on mentoring.

Please note: 

Germanic Languages and Literatures also offers a rigorous model and has a number of variations:

1. Each semester the chair meets with junior faculty as a group and then individually to review their research progress, teaching evaluations, and service record.

2.  Every two years a junior faculty member is invited to assist a senior faculty member in organizing the Symposium on Germanic Literature and Culture.

3.  Each junior faculty member undergoes a third-year comprehensive review of progress toward tenure (including an outside letter) and informs the Dean's office about the review.
Social Sciences
Psychology has a particularly robust policy.  Upon appointment, each new junior faculty member is appointed two mentors.  This is done in consultation with the chair, and takes into account areas of expertise as well as preferences or pre-established relationships.  The mentors meet at least once each semester with the junior faculty member.  The mentors often attend a class and observe the junior faculty teaching and provide feedback.  Mentors interact with the junior faculty over other issues as well, ranging from how to get a filing cabinet for their offices to reviewing professional papers and grant applications for the junior faculty member. Once a year, in the Spring semester, the junior faculty are reviewed by the tenured faculty in terms of their service, teaching, and research progress.  The mentors play an important role in leading the discussion of the junior faculty member.  Other faculty who have had contact with the junior faculty member also contribute their observations and comments, followed by an open discussion. Based on this discussion, the Chair of the department writes a letter to the junior faculty members providing them with an overview of this evaluation and any recommendations that came up during their review.  The chair then meets individually with each junior faculty member to discuss the evaluation and formulate goals for the coming years with respect to maintaining adequate progress toward promotion.

The formal system of annual review begins with each junior faculty member writing a detailed annual report, which asks them to provide information on specific aspects within their three roles: as scientists, as teachers/educators, and as citizens of the university.  This detailed annual report, along with formal reports from their two mentors, serves as the basis for the annual review meeting conducted by the tenured faculty.  The chair contributes to this discussion, but also takes detailed notes, which then combine into an extensive evaluation letter to each junior faculty.  This letter provides recognition for what the faculty member is doing well, points out any deficiencies or problems noted by the faculty, and suggests goals and plans for meeting those goals for the coming year.  Each junior faculty member then meets individually with the chair to go over the elements of that letter, mainly to make sure they understand the content and the implications, but also to solicit feedback and work together to formulate goals.

In terms of informal mentoring, much takes place in terms of modeling by successful tenured faculty.   Psychology has a positive and collegial atmosphere in the department.  The department is fairly “flat” in terms of organizational structure, with very few status differences between the ranks.   Faculty members enjoy a great deal of mutual respect from each other, mostly due to shared values about our discipline as well as adequate resources for each to pursue his or her career ambitions.  We are fairly successful in terms of integrating new faculty into the intellectual and social life of our department, and most find a welcoming and comfortable work environment.  Nevertheless, expectations and performance standards are also clearly communicated both in the formal annual review, as well as in the role-modeling behavior of the tenured faculty (all of whom continue to provide strong service to the university in terms of research, teaching, and citizenship).

Junior faculty are assigned to serve on at least one departmental service committee.  All junior faculty are reviewed yearly as to their service the Department.  The Department policy with regard to departmental service is to assign them a role (to get them involved) yet keep it at a minimum for junior faculty so that they may focus more on their teaching and research during the pre-tenure years.  The department strives to maintain a balance between light service loads for junior faculty members with the desire to have them become participating members in the life of the department.

All junior faculty are reviewed yearly on service to the University.  Attempts are made to keep University service to a minimum for junior faculty so that they may focus more on their teaching and research during these pre-tenure years.  The department recommends junior faculty serve on University committees that place lighter demands on their time.

For junior faculty, professional service as much more important to their career development than University or Departmental service.  Professional service activities (such as serving on editorial boards, professional society committees, grant reviewing, outside speaking, conducting workshops or seminars, etc.) lead to and document professional recognition.  These are therefore encouraged, because these activities socialize professional behavior, provide recognition to the Department and the University, and document individual recognition and acknowledgment from their field.
The practice of assigning two senior faculty mentors to each junior faculty member is not widely employed in psychology departments.  In many places if mentoring happens at all, it happens out of necessity and is initiated by the junior faculty themselves.  Many departments take a “sink or swim” approach to junior faculty.  In addition, in is not uncommon, especially at large state schools or elite research universities, to see an inverse workload structure, with senior faculty taking the lightest committee and teaching loads, and the junior faculty doing the heavy lifting.  Our department operates differently; once someone has tenure, we load them up with responsibilities.  But prior to tenure we make sure they have the time to devote to getting their research careers started, as well as have time and opportunities to demonstrate excellence in the classroom.  With regard to our formal annual review of junior faculty, this is widely practiced in psychology departments, to varying degrees, and with varying levels of feedback to the junior faculty members.  We try to make our feedback specific, anchored in behaviors and observations (rather than impressions), and tied to specific (and measureable) goal that are associated with developmental plans to achieve those goals.

Junior faculty are well aware of the policies and practices needed for successful promotion and tenure.  Junior faculty are provided with a copy of Washington University’s tenure and promotion policy.  They are also mentored about expectations for performance.  They are reviewed once per year by the tenured faculty and any strengths or weaknesses are brought to the attention of the junior faculty member at that time.  The department's policies and practices are successful.  By the time a junior faculty member’s probationary period is over, they have a very good idea where they stand in terms of their career at Washington University.  

Economics Department mentoring involves some additional measures:

--Lighter teaching loads for junior faculty

--A member of the junior faculty member's annual review committee observes the junior member's teaching as part of the annual review

--Junior faculty committee assignments and administrative duties are limited to those of direct interest to them, for example participation in junior faculty recruiting or organizing a seminar series in their field
Olin School of Business has a Faculty Development Chair, who oversees policy development, identifies areas needing guidance and resources, encourages faculty collaboration, and focuses on promoting a diverse and inclusive environment for faculty.

Law assigns two carefully chosen mentors for each junior faculty member, who communicate not only with the mentee, but also with the Dean and Promotions Committee to ensure congruence in giving advice, facilitate teaching observations (some non-evaluative, but supportive) and evaluations, and meet both formally and informally with junior faculty.
Sciences
The Biology Department's process is particularly explicit and thorough:

All Biology Assistant Professors are paired with a full Professor from the Biology Department to serve as their mentor/guide and official liaison for their years up to and including their tenure application year.  Formally, this mentor reviews their journal submissions, serves as a grant advisor, reviews and advises about all tenure application materials, and generally gives the Assistant Professor feedback as to their progress.  Informally, this mentoring may include advising them of departmental and university events that they may find interesting, talking to them about balancing personal and professional life, and generally interacting with them about their science, teaching and family life.  Many mentors and Assistant Professors share occasional meals or chances to chat in the faculty lounge informally as well as attending more formal meetings.
Communication regarding this mentoring relationship is formally provided the first week that the faculty member arrives.  The Chair meets with the new faculty member to discuss their research, their lab set-up, any questions or concerns they may have, and the mentoring arrangement.  The Chair offers suggestions of colleagues who may be particularly helpful to serve as mentors.  This discussion then leads, either immediately or upon reflection by the Assistant Professor, to their choice of mentor.  This senior faculty member is contacted by the Chair, who meets with the mentor to discuss the department’s expectations for the mentoring role.  After a mentor agrees to serve this role, the Assistant Professor and the mentor meet and discuss the relationship.  This relationship (formal) remains in place until the Assistant Professor achieves tenure with promotion to Associate Professor.  The mentors meet with the assistant professor as frequently as desired, but at least several times a year.  Many interactions are informal, but mentor take special care to seek out the assistant professor frequently to inquire about their research, teaching and other activities.  
We also encourage informal interactions with other members of the department and senior faculty make themselves accessible to all the junior faculty for consultation as needed or desired.  The Chair encourages junior faculty to bring issues, successes, and questions to her attention at any point.  
The senior faculty review each assistant professor each year at a formal meeting in which the mentor and chair present the accomplishments, difficulties encountered, and concerns of each assistant professor for discussion by the whole tenured faculty.  After this meeting, the chair meets with each assistant professor to discuss this review, and follows up this meeting with a formal letter summarizing the discussion.  
Mentoring is congruent with our departmental team philosophy.  The formal and informal communication /mentoring structure helps Assistant Professors focus their energies on their science and academic careers.  The open lines of communication foster a supportive atmosphere that recognizes accomplishments as well as raises issues of concern. The assistant professors know where they stand with regard to departmental and university expectations at all times during their pre-tenure years.

Please note: Other departments offer variations:

--Chemistry provides two to three senior faculty mentors for each junior faculty member, who meet with junior faculty member—as a group and individually—throughout the academic year, to provide research advice and help with teaching strategies, and to represent/defend the junior member to the department's administration and senior members.
--Earth and Planetary Sciences assigns appropriate teaching loads to junior faculty to avoid detracting significantly from research responsibilities and protects them from overly onerous committee assignments.

--Some Engineering departments ask junior faculty to choose their 2-person mentoring committee.
Part II: Recommendations
Among the issues we think are critical to promoting good mentoring policies and practices are assessment and accountability, as well as information and training.  We note that in all department cases we examined, the role of the department chair is critical to how well and explicitly the department assumes responsibility for mentoring junior faculty.  We believe this is too important to leave to chance.   Departments change chairs and some former chairs are more or less helpful to incoming chairs.  The department's policies and practices should be modeled for all members of the department, but mentoring issues should be a key part of training for chairs.  Therefore, training for chairs and accountability to the appropriate dean and the Provost are critical.  Accountability should be both internal for self-assessments of departmental mentoring policies and practices and externally in reports directly to the dean, through biennial reviews of department practices and exit interviews.

Accountability
1.  Regular biennial reporting to the Provost; departments to deans, deans to the Provost; this reporting should contain information regarding all junior faculty and who are their mentors, as well as confirmation that regular (annual or midterm) reviews have been conducted.

2.  Provost biennial survey of all schools and departments, with special attention to junior faculty, of how mentoring is perceived within their unit; the results should be analyzed by gender and disciplinary area (humanities, social sciences, sciences) and specific departmental information should be provided the to department chairs and the Provost, as well as relevant deans.

Outcomes Assessment
1.  Maintain and use records of the proportion of junior faculty who make it to tenure, and of attrition among junior faculty in department/school for the purposes of internal assessment of outcomes.

2.  Exit interviews—by a third party outside of the department and/or school who reports to both the dean and the provost; please refer to subcommittee of Provost Advisory Group on Diversity on exit interviews—these should have a component on mentoring for exiting faculty.

Information and Training
1.  We recommend that departments develop explicit, written policies, available to the chair, the senior faculty, and the junior faculty.  The department best practices examples we offer in Part I all have policies, but we note that, aside from annual review procedures, English is the only one with written policies available to all parties involved.  A written, widely shared document helps ensure that each new chair understands mentoring as a department responsibility entailing specific procedures and practices.

2.  Much of the mentoring we saw in departments is chair-driven, therefore provide training for department chairs—together-- so that shared goals about mentoring as one part of a chair's oversight responsibilities become institutionalized and so that chairs understand what challenges they have in common; link this to the leadership training initiative (please see recommendations on chair training of Subcommittee on Leadership of Provost Advisory Group on Diversity).

3.  Provide mentoring for chairs—by proven institutional leaders to help model mentoring so that chairs can guide mentoring faculty (please see recommendations on chair training of Subcommittee on Leadership of Provost Advisory Group on Diversity).

4.  Share these recommendations with the Medical School; urge Medical School faculty to undergo a similar process of examining MS practices and making recommendations to MS departments; urge them to develop a comparable document for the Medical School as part of the university-wide program of developing strong mentoring for junior faculty.

Other issues for consideration
1. This effort is bound to be more powerful if we help chairs across the Danforth and Medical School campus see common interests in and responsibility for promoting mentoring and developing faculty across the institution; consider multiple ways to ensure this is understood as a university-wide mandate.
2.   Explore ways of including junior faculty in department business and university activities without exploiting them.   In other words consider how we might develop junior faculty members' sense of inclusion in the department and university community in ways that are productive, rather than disruptive of their progress toward tenure.  This should be done at the departmental level, but as part of a university-wide mentoring effort.  Components of such institutionally-oriented mentoring can redound to the whole University's ability to make decision-making processes more inclusive of faculty.   Such consideration could include:
--department committee assignments

--university committee assignments
--involvement in interdisciplinary programs

--co-teaching across departments and disciplines and schools

3.  Post-tenure mentoring is a major issue for further consideration and needs to be explored more fully by departments and across the university.

Appendix I 

Interdisciplinary Programs
Many of the interdisciplinary programs offer some mentoring to junior faculty who are jointly appointed to them.  Film and Media Studies recently has developed a particularly systematic policy and has just begun putting it into practice:

Film and Media Studies believes the individual faculty member is ultimately responsible for building a record in scholarship, teaching, and service that merits promotion and/or tenure. However, the interests of the program are best served, as is the College and the University, when junior faculty receive accurate and useful professional advice on a regular basis. In an academic community, mentoring is ideally freely sought and freely given among colleagues with different needs for assistance at different career stages. However, senior faculty have an obvious responsibility in fostering and supporting the development of those less experienced faculty, in areas in which they have knowledge or advice to provide. Because Film and Media Studies is a small unit, and current faculty have their tenure-homes in P AD, communication between FMS and PAD should occur on a regular basis concerning junior faculty. These faculty members should expect to reach beyond individual colleagues in the WUSTL academic community who might provide them with appropriate professional advice in terms of their scholarly interests, which may not be specialties of senior faculty in FMS or PAD. Nevertheless, FMS has an important role in insuring the provision and coordination of any mentoring information-regarding research, teaching, or service, to junior faculty. The Director of FMS is responsible for the coordination of this information, both in regarding to the junior faculty member, and in communication to any other units involved in the junior faculty's tenure-track appointment. 

Mentoring is a form of career advising that may be formal and deliberate or informal and unintentional; it may take place in a group or one-on-one. FMS recommends that formal mentoring take place with regarding to (1) teaching (2 scholarship) and (3) service. In terms of the first area: the teaching of junior faculty should be observed by at least two senior faculty each year. Junior faculty should receive is advice about the substance of teaching and its relationship to research, It concludes with observations being translated into written reports by each senior faculty member (core or affiliate, with one visit from the director and one from any dept. chair or senior faculty from the tenure-home dept.). If there are perceived problems in teaching, whether brought to the attention through these observations or through student evaluations, the Director of FMS is responsible for consulting with the junior faculty member and the Chair of the tenure-home unit and formulating a plan for addressing them. 

Once a semester, the director of FMS should meet with each junior faculty member to provide detailed one-on-one mentoring in all areas of career advisement (teaching, research, service) .. It is recommended that during these sessions, the director provides information about specific issues unique to the junior member's field (potential publication outlets, external measures of success, such as where one publishes, sources of funding, etc~), or about procedures and practices in the University (tenure review criteria, norms about teaching loads and service, etc.). The director should also be prepared to provide constructive feedback about scholarly work (manuscripts, grant proposals) or the overall curriculum vitae or record, advice about balancing work and other activities, or identification of scholarly or leadership opportunities. 

The director should be aware of resources on campus available to junior faculty to help improve teaching, facilitate career advising, or provide information about the procedures for coming up for tenure. The director should be willing to consult with particular scholarly experts at other universities in a subfield not represented in FMS or on campus excerpt by the scholarship of the junior faculty member. The director should be willing to support junior faculty travel to conference meetings or to arrange for senior scholars to come to WUSTL for talks or symposia so that the junior faculty member have access to and can consult with these experts. 

FMS provides informal sessions for the presentation of scholarly work by all faculty, junior and senior (The Film and Media Studies Scholars' Forum). Each junior faculty member attached to FMS should participate as a presenter in this forum, yearly, and it is advised that senior faculty from FMS and any tenure-home unit for the junior faculty member attend and offer feedback on the research and scholarship of the junior faculty member. . 

While the goal of mentoring is to provide opportunities for all untenured faculty or assistant professors to acquire feedback and information, the intention is not to provide a relationship that replicates the advisor-advisee relationship common in graduate school. Therefore, to that end, in addition to formal advising, FMS encourages informal advising as part of the process of mentoring faculty. Some individuals within the tenure home department or the FMS program may be willing and able to provide expert advice on a particular topic to individual junior faculty, and the program will work to identify individuals who are available for consultation about particular issues (such as publication strategies, funding agencies, University service assignments, or teaching), and to provide all junior faculty with the names of these potential "specialty issue" mentors. The director of FMS and the chair of the junior faculty member's tenure home unit should have a mutual understanding of who these potential mentors are for any given faculty member. They should also communicate with the mentor about the information faculty receive in this aspect of more informal advising. 

The junior faculty member, the director, and the chair of any tenure-home for the faculty member's appointment should meet one a year in a structured meeting that is the culmination of the yearly review process for the junior faculty member. This meeting should provide information about disciplinary and institutional norms and practices and also advise the junior faculty member regarding his/or her progress towards tenure and what goals need to be met in terms of the three main areas (teaching, research, service). The focus of this conversation should be the junior faculty member's research, teaching, and service activities of that year, in relation to their progress toward tenure. These discussions should include information about the third-year review and tenure and promotion review processes and address areas of strength and those areas that call for improvement. These "formal review" conversations are separate from the formal career advising program and other informal mentoring that individual faculty may seek and obtain; they are not a substitute. In preparation for these meetings, the director and the chair of the home-tenuring unit may call upon a senior level committee formed for the specific purpose of reviewing the junior faculty member's progress during the year. This committee should be charged with a full review of the junior faculty's research, teaching, and scholarship. It is recommended that the director and the chair involve senior level faculty at some level in order that the review be a reflection of a broader base of opinion within the program and the department( s). 

The Director of the Program in Film and Media Studies has a particular responsibility to mentor junior faculty with appointments within the FMS unit. While a senior mentor may be appointed to a junior faculty member, it is ultimately the director's responsibility to act as the "chief' mentor to the faculty member and to coordinate efforts in this regard with the home tenure unit. The establishment of a positive climate for advising/mentoring faculty is a particular responsibility of the director, who should work with the chair of any home-tenuring unit to help ensure a constructive and reasonable work environment for all junior faculty with appointments in FMS. The director of FMS, in consultation with any home tenure unit chair, should review each junior faculty member's work assignments carefully to ensure that they are not being unduly burdened by an excessive number of new course preparations, too many large classes, or demanding service assignments. Tenure-track faculty should be given the opportunity to teach in the area( s) of their research at the upper level undergraduate and graduate levels before they come up for tenure. Service assignments to tenure-track faculty should ideally serve as mentoring contexts in which the candidate learns about the values and operations of FMS, the College and the University and develops his/her skill set in cultivating academic collegiality. 

Please note: Because other programs have only recently—in the past 4 years—begun to participate in tenure meetings with departments, they have not developed formal policies, although they engage in practices similar to those of FMS.   Still, the majority of tenure-decision power lies with departments, which makes programs' contributions to mentoring difficult to assess.
Appendix II
TO:  Ed Macias, Provost

FROM: Pauline Kim

DATE:
November 11, 2009

RE: Recommendations on Mentoring

I was a member of the Subcommittee on Mentoring, part of the Diversity Working Group, which recently made recommendations for best practices regarding mentoring on the Danforth Campus.  The committee did a very thorough and careful job of examining mentoring policies and considering their importance for faculty development.  However, because the schools, including the law school, are differently situated in their relationship to the university, some of the suggested “best practices” and “recommendations” will require adjustment in order to apply productively to these settings.  This memorandum highlights some of the relevant differences.
First, the roles of various personnel in the mentoring process may differ.  The report refers to departments, chairs, deans and the Provost.  However, in the schools like the law school, the dean is not comparable to a department chair in his or her relationship to the Provost and the University as a whole.  On the other hand, other functional roles exist in the schools.  For example, at the Law School, there is a Vice-Dean, an Associate Dean for Research and Faculty Development and a Chair of the Promotions Committee, all of whom may play an important role in the mentoring process.  Because of the difference in personnel, some of the recommended best practices and the levels of accountability should likely fall to different personnel than that identified in the report.  To give some examples, the schools must consider carefully which persons should take on the roles of mentoring and evaluation during the pre-tenure period; inter-departmental resources are unlikely to be helpful (and may be confusing) to tenure track faculty in the schools; and exit interviews are more appropriately and productively conducted by personnel within the schools who are more familiar with the setting and issues relevant to faculty in that school.

In addition, the schools often operate in a different disciplinary environment and some of the relevant norms may be quite different from those shaping the tenure process in Arts and Sciences.  Attention to these disciplinary norms is important for the schools to successfully recruit and retain faculty.  For example, among law schools, it is quite uncommon to have annual reviews involving the level of formality and scrutiny typical in departments in Arts and Sciences.  Imposition of the same type of annual review system would seriously hamper the law school’s ability to attract and retain promising junior level scholars.  Several years ago, after examining practices at peer schools, the law school moved away from intensive annual reviews, and toward a system built around a close mid-course review and an emphasis on non-evaluative, on-going mentoring during the other pre-tenure years.  Similarly, among law schools, the use of outside reviewers prior to the tenure decision is rare, and the law school decided against including a requirement of outside review letters during the mid-course review process.

The Law School currently has 43 tenured faculty, of whom 19 are women and 7 of whom are faculty of color.  While there is much that the law school can learn from other schools and departments about mentoring, it is important that the need for differing practices at the schools be recognized in the process examining and recommending changes in mentoring policies campus-wide.
