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Executive Summary

A survey was conducted of the WIU Macomb and Quad Cities faculty who are eligible for service on Faculty Senate, asking them to evaluate Provost Hawkinson’s performance in 2013-2014. A total of 212 faculty members opened the survey instrument and 187 submitted the survey, out of a population of 635 eligible respondents. They evaluated the Provost’s overall performance on a five point Likert scale at a mean value of 3.09, with a standard deviation of 1.44. The respondents also provided evaluations of the Provost’s performance in the areas of Total Campus Enterprise, Academic Goals, and Personnel, Faculty Relations and Campus Issues. A summary of those responses follows in Table 1. Finally, the respondents were given opportunities to comment on the Provost’s performance, and the comments provided are summarized at the end of this report. Both the qualitative and quantitative responses to the survey indicate a cautious approval of the Provost’s performance in the light of the significant budgetary and demographic constraints facing the University at present. They also provide the Provost some guidance for working more closely with the faculty in articulating and achieving the vision for WIU to become a premier comprehensive University in the region and beyond.

Overview and Methodology

In the spring of 2013, surveys were administered for the 2011-2012 year, addressing the first year in office for both President Thomas and Provost Hawkinson. After those reports were submitted, the Board of Trustees requested that the Faculty Evaluations conducted by the CPPP focus on the current year’s performance. Therefore, this year’s survey was changed so as to address the Provost’s performance in the current academic year (2013-2014). This change was most noticeable in the beginning of the survey, in which the respondents were asked to rank in order of importance to the respondent the Provost’s goals for the current year, and then to read the Provost’s brief essay reflecting on his performance in this year in relation to this year’s goals. A new question was added assessing the Provost’s effectiveness in promoting academic programs at the Macomb campus in addition to the Quad Cities campus. Finally, the options for all of the questions was changed so that if the survey respondents chose not to answer, they were prompted to choose “No Response,” instead of either “No Opinion” or “No Answer”. 

The survey was conducted on-line by e-mailing each eligible faculty member a web link to complete the survey. Eligible faculty members had three weeks to respond (opened January 31st, 2014 and closed February 21st, 2014, 5:00 p.m.) and were given three separate reminders in addition to the initial invitation to complete the survey. 212 faculty or 33.3 % of the total faculty opened the survey (in contrast to 30.9% last year), and 187, or 29.4%, of the total faculty submitted their survey (in contrast to 27.8% last year).  

For the survey questions, a 5-point Likert scale was used (1 = Not Effective to 5 = Highly Effective), with the additional option of “No Response”. The survey instrument asked questions divided into three focus areas: Total Campus Enterprise, Academic Goals, and Personnel, Faculty Relations and Campus Issues. Open comment sections were provided at the end of each focus area. Items requesting demographic information were also included in the survey. Table 1 provides a quantitative review of the Provost’s job performance for the 2013-14 academic year.

Table 1: Provost Performance Quantitative Data:

Survey directions: For each of the following series of questions you will be asked to rate how effective Provost Hawkinson is in performing various aspects of his responsibilities. The scale ranges from 1 (not effective) to 5 (highly effective). If you feel that you do not have enough information to form an opinion please select “No Response.”

NB: “No Response” numbers were not used in calculating the mean or standard deviation.  The labeling of the years in the columns refers to the academic year being evaluated, not the academic year during which the survey was constructed.


	Q #
	Question Text
	Mean (Average)
Score
	Standard
Deviation*
	N
# of respondents per question

	
	
	2013-14
	2011-12
	2013-14
	2011-12
	2013-14
	2011-12

	A1-3.
	The Provost effectively promotes an environment for excellence in:
i. Scholarship
ii. Teaching
iii. Student learning
	

3.08
3.32
3.28
	

3.16
3.34
3.29
	

1.33
1.34
1.31
	

1.27
1.25
1.26
	

185
181
175
	

147
149
144

	A4-5.
	The Provost effectively promotes policies that support the mission of the university relative to:
i. Short term strategic planning
ii. Long term strategic planning
	


3.37†
3.04
	


3.41
3.14
	


1.32
1.37
	


1.16
1.22
	


169
164
	


132
129

	A6-8.
	The Provost effectively promotes the University’s academic mission to:
i. The local community
ii. The western Illinois region
iii. Beyond the region
	

3.18
3.24
2.92
	

3.24
3.31
3.16
	

1.32
1.34
1.36
	

1.27
1.20
1.18
	

148
146
129
	

115
109
93

	A9-10.
	Overall, the Provost fosters an academic environment that is rewarding for:
i.  faculty to work
ii. students to learn
	

3.00†,†††
3.32
	

3.01
3.30
	

1.46
1.32
	

1.41
1.16
	

184
171
	

155
143

	A11.
	The Provost effectively promotes policies that foster the activities of your department or academic unit.
	2.91†,†††
	2.98
	1.45
	1.44

	179
	149

	A12.
	The Provost manages the University’s resources well.
	3.30†,††††
	3.46
	1.34
	1.21
	171
	143

	A13.
	The Provost effectively promotes resource development for Academic Affairs.
	3.19
	3.19
	1.36
	1.22
	148
	118

	A14.
	Overall, the Provost fosters faculty success
	3.01†††
	3.06
	1.44
	1.38
	181
	156

	A15.
	Overall, the Provost fosters the academic mission of Western Illinois University.
	3.24†††
	3.35
	1.36
	1.25
	179
	147

	B1-2.
	The Provost works effectively with _ to allocate resources for your department or academic unit to achieve WIU’s mission
i. President
ii. Deans
	


3.53
3.16†
	


3.47
3.21
	


1.37
1.50
	


1.34
1.36
	


133
158
	


101
117

	B3-5.
	The Provost works effectively with other administrators to anticipate future needs (i.e., technology, infrastructure, or student services) of:
i. faculty
ii. students
iii. staff
	


2.84
3.08
2.97
	


3.01
3.26
3.09
	


1.48
1.42
1.44
	


1.38
1.21
1.32
	


171
145
118
	


134
97
81

	B6-9.
	Regarding the Quad Cities academic programs, the Provost provides leadership in:
i. planning
ii. developing
iii. implementing
iv. assessing 
	

3.34
3.29††††
3.25
3.26
	

3.25
3.22
3.26
3.14
	

1.41
1.43
1.49
1.42
	

1.45
1.45
1.51
1.44
	

76
75
73
68
	

53
54
53
50

	B10-12.
	Regarding the Macomb academic programs, the Provost provides leadership in:
i. planning
ii. developing
iii. implementing
iv. assessing 
	


3.46
3.45
3.37
3.51
	


	


1.59
1.62
1.62
1.71
	


	


186
186
186
185
	



	B13.
	The Provost fosters high academic standards for students at Western Illinois University
	3.32
	3.31
	1.31
	1.27
	172
	144

	B14.
	The Provost allocates resources so that your department or academic unit’s faculty can accomplish their research mission.
	2.68
	2.91
	1.45
	1.38
	179
	148

	B15-16.
	The Provost works effectively with Student Services to foster policies for:
i. student leadership
ii. co-curricular participation
	

3.41
3.28
	

3.45
3.39
	

1.38
1.39
	

1.24
1.28
	

93
93
	

65
66

	C1-2.
	Regarding faculty, the Provost’s management practices promote
i. excellence
ii. diversity
	

2.92
3.52
	

3.04
3.59
	

1.50
1.30
	

1.37
1.18
	

178
163
	

147
126

	C3-4.
	Regarding staff, the Provost’s management practices promote:
i. excellence
ii. diversity
	

3.07
3.50
	

3.26
3.54
	

1.47
1.36
	

1.34
1.13
	

123
111
	

87
81

	
C5-6.
	Regarding student activities, the Provost’s management practices promote:
i. excellence
ii. diversity
	


3.26
3.60
	


3.43
3.64
	


1.35
1.26
	


1.31
1.17
	


125
119
	


92
84

	C7-9.
	The Provost ensures that university policies, procedures and available resources are transparent to:
i. faculty
ii. staff
iii. students
	


3.18†
3.23
3.37
	


3.11
3.32
3.35
	


1.54
1.55
1.49
	


1.44
1.37
1.37
	


178
127
126
	


142
85
83

	C10
	The Provost is responsive to your concerns.
	2.97†
	3.13
	1.53
	1.52
	165
	136

	C11-13. 
	The Provost provides effective leadership in the areas of:
i. international education
ii. life-long learning
iii. the Centennial Honors College
	
3.55
3.21
3.71††††
	
3.28
3.21
3.77
	
1.31
1.42
1.24
	
1.27
1.34
1.13
	
126
121
126
	
85
75
83

	C14.
	The Provost supports faculty governance at all levels.
	3.24†
	3.27
	1.45
	1.42
	168
	130

	C15.
	The Provost consults the faculty adequately before making important decisions.
	2.72††
	2.81
	1.47
	1.49
	167
	135

	C16.
	The Provost makes effective administrative appointments.
	3.00
	2.94
	1.51
	1.39
	157
	115

	C17.
	The Provost fosters cooperation among university colleges
	3.01
	3.32
	1.49
	1.29
	136
	98

	C18.
	The Provost works effectively with the Union to administer the collective bargaining agreement.
	3.40†††
	3.22
	1.34
	1.46
	162
	112

	C19.
	The Provost provides effective supervisory leadership to the Dean or Director of your college or academic unit
	3.12†
	3.16
	1.58
	1.47
	148
	109

	
	Overall, I rate the Provost as
	3.09
	3.20
	1.44
	1.34
	172
	151



*	Standard deviation is a measure of dispersion. In other words, it measures the degree to which responses are spread out around the mean. The larger the standard deviation, the more the scores differ from the mean. Alternatively, if the standard deviation is small, this indicates that the scores were very close to one another. 

**	212 faculty members began the survey. 187 submitted the survey.  In addition, not everyone filled out a response to every question. Finally, “No Response” was offered as a response choice, rather than forcing respondents to always select from the 1-5 Likert scale of perceived effectiveness. Thus, the total number of respondents does not add up to 187. The statistical means were calculated using the number of respondents who responded 1 through 5 on the Likert scale provided. This number is indicated in the third column of numbers in Table 2.

†	The mean response of the faculty of COEHS was significantly lower than the mean (t-statistics exceeded 1.64).

††	The mean response of the faculty of CBT was significantly higher than the mean (t-statistics exceeded 1.64).

†††	The mean response of the faculty of COFAC was significantly higher than the mean (t-statistics exceeded 1.64).

††††	The mean response of faculty having more than 20 years of experience was significantly higher than the mean (t-statistics exceeded 1.64).

Overview of the Survey Respondents

53% of the survey participants who identified their gender were male. This compares with the difference in numbers between men (52%) and women (48%) on the faculty.  Faculty respondents were evenly spread out over the first two experience levels (28% at 1-5 years and 25% at 6-10 years). 37% of the respondents had served for 11-20 years. Only 10% of the respondents had more than 20 years of experience. Of those who indicated their college affiliation, 46% belonged to the College of Arts and Sciences or the Library, corresponding to 30.3% of all faculty members in those two academic units. The next largest group was affiliated with the College of Education and Human Services at 24% (corresponding to 27.2% of the total in that college). The College of Fine Arts and Communications had 25 respondents identify themselves (or 23.4% of that college) and the College of Business and Technology had 23 respondents identify their affiliation (corresponding to 19.1% of that college).  Finally, 43% of the respondents indicated that they had interactions with the Provost at least 1 to 3 times in a semester (compared to 55% last year), while 47% indicated they interacted with the Provost no more than 1-3 times in a year (compared to 36% last year), and 10% said they had no interactions with the Provost this past year.

The respondents were first asked to rank the Provost’s goals for the current year in order of importance to them. The table below (Table 2) shows each goal, and how these goals were ranked in importance by the respondents, from most important (1) to least important (5). 

	#
	Provost’s Goals for 2013-2014	Faculty rank of importance
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total Responses

	1
	Enhanced Learning Culture
Maintain rigor and high academic standards 
Support for Quad Cities Riverfront campus
Continue to expand scope of the Centennial Honors College
Increase course based civic learning, internships and service learning opportunities 
Support undergraduate and graduate research opportunities 
Support special programs for Women in the Sciences and Government
Support scholarly/professional activity
	74
	21
	14
	7
	23
	139

	2
	Enhance Academic Affairs Role in Enrollment Management and Student Success Develop undergraduate, graduate, and international recruitment plans for each department/school 
Continue to expand Distance learning opportunities 
Provide opportunities for non-degree seeking students 
Increase participation in the Building Connections mentorship program
Implementation of revised FYE Review campus-wide advising procedures 
Enhance access, equity, and multicultural initiatives for entire campus community
	18
	40
	31
	42
	7
	138

	3
	Focus on International Recruiting and Educational Opportunities 
Increase the number of international students 
Increase the number of study abroad participation and opportunities 
Develop academic partnerships with international institutions of higher learning 
Strengthen relationships with embassies and host countries
	14
	27
	33
	34
	55
	163

	4
	Facilities Enhancement and Technology Support 
Support for Center for Performing Arts 
Renewed funding for classroom renovation 
Support major capital budget initiatives 
Support initiatives in Agriculture and Horn Field Campus 
Obtain approval, and implement University Technology Strategic Plan 
Continue computer replacement as funds are available
	22
	42
	31
	40
	19
	154

	5
	Fiscal Responsibility and Accountability 
Implement zero-based funding and identify further costs savings to meet challenges
in the FY15 budget 
Identify alternative funding sources 
Develop college priorities in fundraising
	35
	29
	50
	29
	39
	182


Table 2. The Provost’s five (5) goals for 2013-2014, and how they were ranked in importance by the faculty respondents (1 = most important, 5 = least important).
The greatest number of respondents indicated that the goal of enhancing the learning culture was the most important, while the goal of fiscal responsibility was second in terms of goals chosen as most important by the faculty. The goal of international recruiting was most often chosen as the least important goal.
Overall Effectiveness

The faculty gave an overall mean rating of effectiveness for the Provost of 3.09 with a 1.44 standard deviation. The distribution of the responses is shown in Figure 1. 

[image: ]
Figure 1: “Overall I rate the Provost as…” with 1 = Not Effective and 5 = Highly Effective. There were 172 responses and a mean response of 3.09.
When asked if “overall, the Provost fosters the academic mission of the university,” the mean increased to a 3.24, with a standard deviation of 1.36. 

The Provost’s overall rating was correlated with respondent’s ranking of the Provost’s goals, as well as with the demographic data. No significant correlations with the overall rating were observed. However, we note that this year there are several statistically significant differences in the responses to individual questions from the various demographic groups.  There are several survey questions for which the COEHS ratings are significantly lower than the overall rating.  In the discussion that follows and in Table 1, these questions are marked with a single dagger (†). On a handful of questions there were higher responses than the mean from CBT (marked with ††), COFAC (marked with †††), and faculty with more than 20 years of experience at WIU (marked with ††††).

Total Campus Enterprise

Support for Scholarship, Teaching and Students

When asked if the Provost “effectively promotes an environment for excellence in scholarship,” the mean response from the faculty was 3.08. When asked if the Provost effectively promotes an environment for excellence in teaching, the respondents rated his performance at 3.32. The Provost’s performance was rated at 3.28 for “effectively promoting an environment for excellence in student learning.” 
Campus Mission

There were a number of questions in the survey related to the Provost’s effectiveness in carrying out the University’s academic mission, or in his support of others in accomplishing their mission. With regards to short range planning, the Provost’s policies were rated at 3.37† (COEHS faculty rated the Provost at 2.73), while his policies related to long range planning were rated at 3.14. The slightly higher rating for short range planning is reflected in the comments of the respondents, where many people acknowledged the Provost’s ability to maintain budgets and initiatives in the face of the increasingly difficult financial position of the State, but expressed some concern over whether a long-term vision had been clearly articulated. 

With regards to the Provost’s effectiveness in promoting the University's mission to the local community, the western Illinois region, and beyond the region, his actions were rated at 3.18, 3.24 and 2.92, respectively. 

The faculty was asked to rate whether the Provost fosters an academic environment that is rewarding for faculty to work and students to learn. The respondents rated the environment for faculty at 3.00†,††† (COEHS mean = 2.38, COFAC mean = 3.75) , and the environment for students at 3.32. While issues regarding deferred maintenance and restricted faculty travel were mentioned in the comments, a number of comments expressed a perception of unfairness, a perception which is reflected in the statistically significant split in ratings between the responses of faculty in different colleges. 

The following questions concerned how effectively the Provost has managed and provided resources to the departments, colleges and overall university. The faculty respondents rated his performance in supporting their department and or academic unit at 2.91†,††† (COEHS mean = 2.16, COFAC mean = 3.75). They rated his performance in managing University resources at 3.30†,†††† (COEHS mean = 2.72, More than 20 years of service mean = 4.22), and his effectiveness in promoting resource development for Academic Affairs at 3.19. A number of comments expressed displeasure at the centralization of travel awards. Most recognized the Provost’s ability to keep the University functioning despite budgetary hard times. Several comments indicated the need for the Provost to be more aggressive in making the college and department budgets more rational, fair, and efficient.

Overall Ratings

Respondents indicated that overall, the Provost’s effectiveness in fostering faculty success was 3.01†††, (COFAC mean = 3.75), while his effectiveness in fostering the academic mission of the University was 3.24††† (COFAC mean = 3.96). 

Academic Goals
Working with the President, Deans, and other administrators

The faculty were asked to rate the Provost’s effectiveness in working with the President and the Deans to allocate resources to the departments.  The respondents rated his work with the President at 3.53, but somewhat lower with the Deans at 3.16† (COEHS mean = 2.46). Several comments expressed concerns that the Provost was micromanaging the colleges and departments, displaying a lack of trust of the college administration, and might better spend his time working on articulating a broader vision for the University and rationalizing the budgeting process. In contrast, some comments expressed concern there was insufficient oversight of college administration. 

The faculty were asked to rate the Provost’s effectiveness in working with the other administrators to meet the future needs of the faculty, students and staff. The respondents rated his effectiveness in doing so at 2.84 for the faculty needs, 3.06 for meeting the student needs, and 2.97 for meeting staff needs. Again, the comments indicated the lack of resources or a lack of awareness of specific needs as being primary factors for the lower ratings on these questions. 

Academic programs in the Quad Cities and Macomb

Those taking the survey were asked about the Provost’s support of the academic programs at the Quad Cities campus. The number of respondents to these questions varied from 68 to 76. The respondents rated his leadership in planning for the QC academic programs to be 3.34, in developing the QC academic programs to be 3.29††††, (More than 20 years of service mean = 4.57), in implementing the QC academic programs to be 3.25, and in assessing the QC academic programs to be 3.26.

An identical set of questions was asked regarding the Macomb campus (newly developed for this year’s survey). The number of respondents to these questions varied from 185 to 186. The respondents rated his leadership in planning for the Macomb academic programs to be 3.46, in developing the Macomb academic programs to be 3.45, in implementing the Macomb academic programs to be 3.37, and in assessing the Macomb academic programs to be 3.51.

Overall Academic Standards

The faculty were asked to rate the Provost’s effectiveness in fostering high academic standards for students at WIU. The Provost’s performance was rated at 3.32. Several comments expressed the perception that academic standards were being lowered for the sake of maintaining enrollments. The Provost’s rating, which is just higher than the previous year’s rating of 3.31, seems to reflect the continuing optimism expressed in the comments that the FYE program, changing admissions policies, and new scholarship programs are improving the situation at WIU. 

Support for research

When asked to respond to the statement, “The Provost allocates resources so that your department or academic unit’s faculty can accomplish their research mission,” the respondents rated the Provost’s performance at 2.68 (decreased from 2.91 the previous year). The comments indicate wide spread dissatisfaction with the support they receive for carrying out their research agenda, and a sense that the Provost’s budget controls have hindered their ability to do so. 

Working with Student Services

The faculty rated the Provost’s effectiveness in working with Student Services to foster policies for student leadership and co-curricular participation. The respondents rated the Provost’s effectiveness in fostering student leadership at 3.41, and for co-curricular participation at 3.28. Several faculty comments indicated approval of the emphasis on the Honors College. 
Personnel, Faculty Relations, and Campus Issues

Excellence and Diversity

A series of two questions were asked regarding faculty, staff and student activities. The first question was whether the Provost’s management practices promote excellence. The respondents rated the Provost with regard to faculty at 2.92, with regard to staff at 3.07, and with regard to students at 3.26. The second question was whether the Provost’s management practices promote diversity. The respondents rate the Provost with regard to faculty at 3.52, with regard to staff at 3.50, and with regard to students at 3.60. Several commenters questioned the value of the Minority Dissertation Fellowship program in promoting excellence.

Transparency

The faculty was asked if the Provost ensures that policies, procedures, and available resources are transparent to faculty, staff, and students. The respondents rated the Provost at 3.18† (COEHS mean = 2.48) with regard to faculty, 3.32 with regard to staff, and 3.35 with regard to students. Several commenters expressed the sense that the goals of the University haven’t been clearly communicated to the faculty. Others highly praised the Provost for his ability to address and resolve conflicts.

Responsiveness

The faculty members being surveyed were then asked to evaluate whether the Provost is “responsive to your concerns”. The Provost’s responsiveness was rated at 2.97† (COEHS mean = 2.30). Several commenters expressed a sense that the Provost had not listened to or acknowledged their concerns.

Leadership in International Education and the Honors College

The faculty was asked whether the Provost provides effective leadership in the areas of international education, life-long learning, and the Centennial Honors College. The respondents rated his leadership for international education at 3.55 (up from 3.28), life-long learning at 3.21, and the Honors College at 3.71†††† (More than 20 years of service mean = 4.54). 

Faculty governance

The faculty was asked to evaluate whether the Provost supports faculty governance at all levels. The respondents’ rating was 3.24† (COEHS mean = 2.58). The faculty was then asked if the Provost consults the faculty adequately before making important decisions. The respondents rated his performance at 2.81†† (CBT mean = 3.57). 

Some comments emphasized the sense that faculty were being blamed or even punished for the financial difficulties of the University. 

Administrative appointments 

The respondents were asked to evaluate whether the Provost makes effective administrative appointments. They rated his effectiveness at making appointments at 3.00. 

Cooperation among colleges and with the UPI

The survey respondents rated the Provost’s effectiveness in fostering cooperation among colleges at 3.01, and his work with the UPI in administering the contract at 3.40††† (COFAC mean = 4.04). There were some comments questioning the relationship between the Provost and the UPI.  Some of those commenters felt the Union bears much of the responsibility for an unsatisfactory relationship. 

Supervisory leadership

In response to the statement, “The Provost provides effective supervisory leadership to the Dean or Director of your college or academic unit,” the respondents rated the Provost’s performance at 3.12† (COEHS mean = 2.38). A few comments were made regarding whether the Provost is taking on too much supervision of the Colleges and Departments. Several comments called for greater supervision of the Deans. 

Qualitative Analysis of Open Ended Comments:

At the end of each of the three sections in the survey, the respondents were asked to add any additional comments they might have regarding the Provost’s performance in those areas. In addition, the respondents were asked to provide any additional comments about the Provost’s overall performance.

Total Campus Enterprise

A major issue of concern for the respondents was how the Provost is handling the University’s budget. These comments speak for themselves. “It's difficult to separate the budget problems caused largely by the state and the performance of the Provost.  Major steps are required to make it through this budget situation, and no one is going to like them.  While I think the Provost is probably doing what he can with what he has, it still must be said that it's not an enjoyable time to work at Western and I think that some of that goes back to this centralization of the travel budget and the bureaucratic nightmare of spending department funds.” … “…the choices that are made with regard to the student learning environment does not mesh with the goals of student recruitment and retention.  It is difficult to help with student recruitment and retention when we don't have the support for scholarship.  It is difficult to enhance student learning without the funding support to improve academic conditions or maintain the equipment currently being used for classroom/laboratory purposes.” … “Note (sic) once in the last 10 years has my department budget been different.  It has been the exact same budget for 10 years in a row.  This means that not once has the provost or the dean looked at the budgeting process and thought about how it could be better.  You just get what you got the prior year, and it doesn't matter how your program changes during that time.  More students, fewer students, more faculty, fewer faculty, new or old.  You just get the same.  It is a stupid way to budget, but that's what we do.  We don't look at SCH production or faculty ratios or anything.  Your budget is what it was last year.” … “The budgets have been cut so much that the faculty cannot perform their jobs. We are a signature program and bring in lots of tuition dollars but we still receive a substandard budget.” 

Several comments indicated a need for greater transparency in the process of budgeting. “There needs to be more transparency.  It is clear that the university needs to take steps to reduce the budget due to the state's dire financial situation.  I think most people understand that.  We also understand this is a very complicated problem...and everyone thinks that their needs/wants are more important than anyone else's.  That being said I think proposed changes/cuts at the university, college and department leaves would be more readily accepted if $ amounts were tied to the proposal.  If people could see what the savings would be, it would be easier to understand.  For example, in Department A we will not fill two support staff positions.  The savings is $X in salary and $X in benefits.  Additionally, we will reduce one faculty member at $X in salary and $X in benefits.”

A significant issue that arose in this year’s survey was the perception of unfairness in treatment by the Provost. “The Provost has not used consistency among the various departments in terms of faculty hires, initiatives, etc.  Why does WIU tolerate keeping those departments that are smaller than some classes in other departments?” … “It does not appear that the Provost is aware of all that the faculty in the programs that are considered to be successful have on their plate. Rather, it seems as though everyone is treated the same across the board...thus, those in successful programs (which is (sic) takes quite a bit to have a successful program) are asked to do even more, which puts these programs at risk.” … “The provost’s management of funds is short -sighted. In not addressing inequalities within departments and being hesitant to develop graduate programs he has lost valuable faculty members and risks further losses. When former students are requesting graduate programs and are getting accepted into other programs in the state because we don't offer one we are loosing (sic) what could be a valuable source of income.”

Some comments expressed support for the Provost’s attempts to provide greater oversight over the quality of faculty research. “I am glad to hear that the Provost is cracking down on vanity press publications and predatory publications. If we truly seek to become a recognized leader in higher education, we must employ and promote faculty who are contributing to their disciplines, not simply those who can afford to pay to have their works published.” 

Most respondents were cognizant of the serious constraints faced by the Provost in carrying out his duties, and commended him on handling them with aplomb. “The Provost is dealing with many issues that are beyond his control.  Those areas that he can influence or manage, he has done so and been highly effective.  In those areas where I have not rated him as highly effective, those ratings are influenced by constraints that the Provost cannot currently avoid or remove.  The Provost has proven to be highly effective in preparing priorities for the use of scarce funding.  There just are not enough funds to cover what is needed to earn highly effective ratings in all categories.  Based on how well he and his team do with scarce resources, I am confident if additional resources become available, we will be able to make even more progress in the categories above.” … “The provost promotes academic success of faculty and students under difficult financial constraints.  His dedication to quality scholarship and professionalism is very refreshing.”

Academic Goals

A major area of concern remains the state of the campus and the challenge of providing high quality education and carrying out high quality research in such a cash-strapped environment. “Classroom space is non-existent for our department. We beg and borrow wherever we can. Pretty sad. We need up to date classrooms and especially technology. He is not effective in this area either.” … “…summer (a key time for teacher education) has consistently been sacrificied nto (sic) ensure meeting payroll. Faculty are forced to recruit and then placed in position of irritating students wanting to take classes, because the institution is ill equipped (sic) to meet the payroll if classes were to make.  Failing to fill line positions increases workload for faculty to the point that scholarship is diminished, morale becomes non-existent, and critical classes are cancelled.” … “With travel dollars taken out of the hands of the department to distribute, the ability for faculty to present at conferences has been nullified.  I understand the need to cut faculty travel monies... but to cut them AND to have central administration now decide what trips are the best 'bang for the bucks' is not acceptable.” … “I understand that budget times are extremely difficult, but when I look around campus, I can quickly identify reasons why prospective students choose to go elsewhere. Buildings are sorely outdated and resources are lacking. I know the money is not in place to fix these issues immediately, but I also feel like there is a lack of long-term planning for how to change this path. If we don't do this, the campus will continue to fall further and further behind the resoucrses (sic) that many high schools provide their students.” Several comments emphasized the importance of strategic development in times of strained budgets. “With enrollment down on the Macomb campus of 20% over the last 10 years, we can't grow programs without cutting programs in other places.  We don't have the budget or students to support growth of new programs and supporting some of the older programs.”

Another area of concern is the impact recruitment and retention efforts have on academic standards. “It is difficult to say that he fosters high academic standards when the University is accepting students with math and english skills at the level of sixth graders.” … “Failure rates in my 200 level classes and those of my colleagues have never been higher. One has to wonder by what mechanism some of these students are getting into college.” … “This (spg 2014) semester are (sic) retention did improve.  I believe that one main reason that our retention has be (sic) low is that WIU has been admitting too many students who are under-prepared.  Many of our students do not have the background to be successful in college.  I think the Provost needs to work with Admissions and the President to reduce the number of students being admitted to WIU who are under-prepared.”

Related to the issue of admission standards were comments directed toward the need to support professional development of faculty as educators. “WIth the increasing emphasis on recruitment and retention I have been disappointed that there is a lack of emphasis placed on faculty focusing on improving teaching methods and learning opportunities as a way to retain students. I've occasionally heard some "lip service" to teaching, but do not see any actionable plans. For example, most of CITR's workshops concern using Western Online with few on teaching pedagogy. Additionally, I believe I and many colleagues would benefit from information on best practices for teaching students who are at risk. I know there is no magic bullet for retaining these students, but the methods that work for these students are likely not the methods that faculty (who have graduate degrees) found useful when they were students becasue (sic) few of us were probably ever at-risk.” 

The need to support the educational mission was also addressed in the following comment on student services. “I fail to understand how the Provost can be working effectively with Student Services when many offices within Student Services don't have missions nor do they have learning outcomes.  Faculty and Student Service partnerships come from being committed to student learning.  I don't see an entire half of the institution being intentional with what students are learning, which is unfortunate as this is a primary question that is being asked of institutions of higher education..."what will I learn if I go to your institution?" and the response shouldn't just include classroom learning because that isn't the only place that learning occurs.”

Again, a number of comments expressed appreciation for the job the Provost is doing in tough economic times. “These tough times place constraints on our being able to support all of our academic goals at their optimal level.  By prioritizing and planning the Provost and his team have made possible the very best outcomes in this fiscal environment.” … “…until new revenues are forthcoming from the state, the Provost is obligated to balance a continually shrinking or stagnant budget. In that context, I believe the Provost has done remarkably well holding the ship together in the face of unhealthy tendencies by the union to extract more and more from less and less.”

Personnel, Faculty relations and Campus Issues

The repeated theme of the comments in this section revolved around the faculty perceptions of the relationship between the faculty union and the Provost. “The Provost obviously views the Union as an adversary and does NOT support faculty. ” … “The provost hates the faculty union and we all know it.  He can say that he was (once upon a time) the UPI president but, as far as the faculty are concerned, he did so just so he could later attack the faculty union by knowing how it works.” Other comments emphasized the positive outcome of this relationship through the new contract with the Union. “The Provost made good strides in improving the Campus environment by helping complete the contract extension with UPI, and he's been aggressive in developing policies to address our failings in the admissions office and in recruiting and retaining students.” One comment questioned the Union’s position in this relationship. “The survey item "The Provost wors (sic) effectively with the Union..." ought to have a related item asking if we think the reverse is true: "The union works effectively with the provost..." It is a shame that we do not devote any attention at all to evaluating the leadership of the union, from who most crises seem to emminate (sic). The Provost stands against vanity presses - the Union fights for them. The Provost tries to preserve faculty lines - the union fights to cash them into pay raises. Etc., etc., etc. I wish the Union leaders were held accountable for their performance just as the administration is. I beleive (sic) most of the issues we face at WIU is (sic) the direct result of poor union leadership, and the practice of three year appoints of the inner circle to an uncontested slate of candidates. These "leaders" then commit to making the work of the administration (sic) difficult, rather than working with the administration.” 

Other comments focused on the Provost’s perceived lack of attention to the concerns of particular departments and programs, and a lack of a clearly articulated vision or plan. “The Provost has consistently answered questions by saying he would get back to us or one of his associates would get back to us. So far we have not received any answers. He is not supportive of our needs to find classrooms that would allow us to increase enrollments, yet complains that we need more students.” … “The provost's policies regarding increasing the sizes of LEJA classes has detrimentally effected (sic) the ability for Teacher/Student / writing assignments. Who can assign and grade and interact with students in upper level classes when there are 50+ in some classes.” … “[The Provost] has taken not a single, meaningful step to redress gross imbalances in faculty/staffing that exists across campus. … Colleges, departments, units, and programs should have undergone major restructuring a decade or more ago. Instead, new programs and degrees are being added without quality faculty to support them -- or clear constituencies to serve. The Provost's decisions to designate certain "signature programs" appear utterly arbitrary.”

Several comments emphasized the positive strides the Provost has made in making the process of running the University more transparent and of increasing collaboration between faculty and administration. “I greatly appreciate the Provost's campus wide budget meetings and his openness in these meetings. I believe that he is being honest with faculty about the current financial situation. These meetings have made me feel like I have a better understanding of the challenges facing WIU.” … “Cooperation is under fire due to resource constraints and declining enrollments.  Faculty and leadership in some of our sister colleges are under extreme pressure.  Hence, they have proven to be resistent (sic) to change that may put further pressure on their programs.  Though the Provost works to bridge these gaps and allay concerns, the fiscal and enrollment numbers are heavy obstacles to deal with when promoting cooperation. However, the Provost and his team are making every effort possible to find areas of common concern.  In these areas I still see good cooperation. One final note, the Provost does reinforce the key value that leads to cooperation.........a learning environment for academic excellence.  Even in disagreement, my colleagues and I seek to do what we believe provides the best learning opportunities for are students and community.” Other comments urge further efforts at promoting University-wide collaboration. “A major area of concern that remains is how to improve the support for research by faculty, and how to improve support for inter-college initiatives and activities, especially with regard to teacher education. Teacher education is truly a University-level enterprise, but it has been neglected at that level for some time now. And teacher education ties in intimately with WIU's role as a comprehensive regional University.”

Overall Performance

“My main complaint is that the provost lacks articulating his academic mission vision for the university.  If I knew what he wanted to do and actively promoted that vision, then I could support it even if I didn't agree with it.  What we have at this point is a lack of vision, stop gap measures all over the place, and a faculty morale is at an all time low.”

 “The most regular and important contact I have with the Provost is at Faculty Assembly, which I do not like at all.  It's actually an anti-Faculty assembly because the administration's rhetoric has blamed us for financial problems and has only minimally recognized the work we do or the fundamental role we play at this university…. I do appreciate that he is willing to take on the work of Provost during extremely difficult financial times.”

“I have taught for nearly 30 years in a very good and credibe (sic) department which is now being destroyed.  The provost's unreasonable and unsupported action will turn this university into a community college.  He doesn't allow the staff for proper handling of classes…. Sadly I am very close to retirement and, unfortunately, I will be happy to leave after spending alot of time, effort, and money to be apart (sic) of what used to be the best Law Enforcement program in the midwest and probably in the country!”
 
“The provost was first class in the way he handled a particular issue I brought to him. He listened, gave his time and resolved the issue fully.”

“The campus seems to be moving toward centralized management as a way to save money. This centralization limits the ability of faculty and staff to respond creatively and to take initiative in addressing university, college, department, and program level issues. As they become more micro managed, faculty and staff feel less ownership. In the long run centralization leads to less efficiency, lower morale, and increased bureaucracy. The money that is "saved" is then spent on hiring managers. Faculty and staff do not need to be managed, we need to work with leaders to create an environment of trust and appreciation so that each person is able to offer his or her best. The strategies and methods that work in one department or program do not necessarily work for others.”

“Given all the current push and pull of everyday administrative life, the provost does a fine job.  His goodwill can never be questioned even when he makes difficult or unpopular decisions.”

“Given the resource constraints, the challenging demographics, and our excellent team here at WIU, the Provost and his team members in the administration are highly effective in making choices that lead to the best learning outcomes for our students. The Provost and his team have successfully minimized the damage the economic times have delivered and maximized the efficient and effective use of resources to support our primary mission. ”

“If I had one wish, it would be that the Provost would begin to show more trust in others who work with him.  There are a lot of good people working on this campus that do not need to be micro-managed to the extent that we are.  We are all in this together and we all want to see the University thrive.”

“The Provost needs to work more effectively with all Deans.  The Deans then need to work with faculty more effectively.  We're all in this budget crisis together.  We can solve it together.  I am only too aware of the burden that the Provost is under.  The pressure is enormous.  However, chopping summer school when there are strong course enrollments is not a wise move.  Also, there may need to be some restructuring in some colleges.  That needs to be done thoughtfully, not just putting departments together for convenience.  There needs to be more information on the amount of savings from various proposals.”

Conclusions

The Provost’s evaluation by the faculty is a record of roughly one third of the faculty’s perceptions of the Provost’s performance in this year. The need to maintain faculty positions and fiscal solvency has necessitated some hard decisions regarding funding for departments, as well as reorganization of departments within the colleges. A number of faculty expressed their dissatisfaction and frustration because of these and other issues in their ratings and comments. On the other hand, many of the faculty understand the constraints faced by the Provost, and appreciate the process by which he has made his decisions. The results of the survey and the comments quoted reflect this broad spectrum of perspectives on the Provost and his performance. The net result is a rating that continues to reflect cautious approval of the Provost’s performance on the part of the faculty, and a general sense that the best way to improve the University is to continue to work together with a greater openness and spirit of collaboration.
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Mean        3.087209

Median    3.000000

Maximum   5.000000

Minimum   1.000000

Std. Dev.    1.438184

Skewness   -0.129437

Kurtosis    1.652315

Jarque-Bera  13.49677

Probability  0.001173


