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Overview and Methodology 

The following Provost’s Evaluation for the year 2009-2010 is submitted at the request of the Board of Trustees.  The instrument utilized for this survey was altered only with the addition of a singular question that asked respondents if they would like to review the Provost’s stated goals for FY2011.  The rationale in keeping the instrument unaltered was to be able to garner insights from the longitudinal data.

The survey was conducted on-line by e-mailing each eligible faculty member a web link to complete the survey.  Eligible faculty had three weeks (opened Feb 9, 2011 closed end of Mar 1, 2011) and were given two separate reminders in addition to the initial invitation to complete the survey.  179 of the 658 eligible faculty members accessed the Provost’s survey. A total of 163 elected to participate, resulting in a gross (accessed) return rate of 27.05% and a net (participated) return rate of 24.77%.  This represents a decreasing trend as compared with the following return rates in the previous years (Data provided by institutional research):
	Year
	Gross Accessed Response Rate

	Spring 2011
	27.2%

	Spring 2010
	34.5%

	Spring 2009
	41.4%


* Please note that gross (accessed) return rates were utilized in reporting the response rates as this was the first year that participants had to agree to participate.   
The declining response rates are a concern but the campus is in a state of transition and this may be a partial explanation.  

A 5-point Likert scale was used to respond to the items (1 = Not Effective to 5 = Highly Effective). The survey instrument had 38 questions divided into three focus areas: Total Campus Enterprise, Academic Goals, and Personnel, Faculty Relations and Campus Issues. Demographic information, along with open comment sections, was also included in the survey. The quantitative results of the survey can be seen in Table A: Provost’s Survey Quantitative Data.  Table A provides a quantitative review of the Provost’s job performance for the 2009-2010 academic year.  

Each focus area (Total Campus Enterprise, Academic Goals, and Personnel, Faculty Relations and Campus Issues) was analyzed based on demographic information. No significant differences were found between genders, college/academic units, and years of service in the responses for the three focus areas. Opinions taken from the comments section were typed as written and will be provided to the Provost/Academic Vice-President.  These comments are summarized in the Qualitative Analysis of Open Ended Comments section of this report. The report concludes with an Executive Summary.


Demographic Overview

163 faculty members stated their intent to participate in the survey with 13 indicating that they would not like to participate.  There were 5 missing values with respondents not indicating their intent to participate or not participate.  57% of the respondents identified themselves as males with 43% being females.  There was a balanced representation of respondents that had been on campus for less than or greater than ten years.  45.1% of the respondents identified a WIU association of less than 10 years while 55.9% of the respondents indicated that they had been on campus longer than 10 years.
The following was the response breakdown by college:

· College of Arts and Sciences:  33.1%

· College of Business and Technology:  15.7%

· College of Education and Human Services:  18%

· College o Fine Arts and Communication:  9.6%

· University Libraries:  2.8%

* Please note that these values do not sum up to being 100% because some participants chose not to report their campus affiliations.
On being asked about the frequency of interaction with the Provost, 44% of the respondents stated that they interact with him 1-3 times a year, while 28% indicated that they interact with him 1-3 times a semester, 21% stating that the interaction was 1-3 times a month, 1% indicating that it was 1-3 times a week, and 6% indicating that they never interacted with the Provost.   With nearly half of the faculty interacting with the Provost a minimum 1-3 times a semester (28 + 21%) it is easy to recognize that the Provost has made himself very accessible.
Overall Effectiveness
Over the past three years, the mean in reporting the overall effectiveness of the Provost has improved.  The following table represents the mean scores and standard deviations over the past three evaluations:

	Year
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	2007 - 08
	2.86
	1.3

	2008 - 09
	2.93
	1.4

	2009 - 10
	3.11
	1.49


In a follow-up when faculty were asked if the Provost actively promotes policies that support the short- and long-term mission of the university, the respondents once again indicated an increase in the mean scores from the previous years.
I.  Total Campus Enterprise
This metric was assessed on the basis of four evaluative constructs.  The following tables reflect the Provost’s performance over the three years on these components.
Facilitating an environment for excellence in scholarship, teaching, and student learning.

	The Provost actively promotes an environment for excellence in: 
	Mean 2007-08
	Standard Deviation
	Mean 2008-09
	Standard Deviation
	Mean 2009-10
	Standard Deviation

	Scholarship
	3.20
	1.3
	3.18
	1.3
	3.26
	1.39

	Teaching
	3.09
	1.3
	3.14
	1.3
	3.29
	1.42

	Student Learning
	3.26
	1.9
	3.27
	1.3
	3.30
	1.37


Supporting the short term and long-term strategic planning initiatives of the university.  

	The Provost actively promotes policies that support the mission of the university relative to: 
	Mean 2007-08
	Standard Deviation
	Mean 2008-09
	Standard Deviation
	Mean 2009-10
	Standard Deviation

	Short term strategic planning
	3.22
	1.3
	3.14
	1.3
	3.46
	1.32

	Long term strategic planning
	3.15
	1.4
	3.08
	1.4
	3.28
	1.39


Supporting the University’s academic mission to the local community, the Western Illinois region 

	The Provost actively promotes the University’s academic mission to: 
	Mean 2007-08
	Standard Deviation
	Mean 2008-09
	Standard Deviation
	Mean 2009-10
	Standard Deviation

	The local community
	3.12
	1.3
	3.07
	1.5
	3.15
	1.49

	The Western Illinois region
	3.07
	1.3
	3.04
	1.5
	3.12
	1.51

	Beyond the region
	2.90
	1.4
	2.86
	1.5
	2.94
	1.51


Fostering an academic environment that is rewarding for faculty and students.

	Overall, the Provost fosters an academic environment that is rewarding for: 
	Mean 2007-08
	Standard Deviation
	Mean 2008-09
	Standard Deviation
	Mean 2009-10
	Standard Deviation

	Faculty to work
	2.77
	1.4
	2.84
	1.4
	3.01
	1.50

	Students to learn
	3.17
	1.2
	3.13
	1.3
	3.33
	1.39


Comment:
Analysis of the four measures of the Total Campus Enterprise indicates that the Provost has had better evaluations in 2009/10 than in the previous two years.  Even in the instances where the mean had dipped in the previous year, the current year indicates a correction in the mean values.  While this is a positive development, the highest mean among all of the four measures for total campus enterprise is 3.46 for short-term strategic planning in the current evaluative period.  The means for promoting excellence in scholarship, teaching, and student learning along with those for fostering an academic environment that is rewarding for faculty and students top out at 3.33 (Fostering an academic environment that is rewarding for students to learn) and will need to be improved to actively engage the university community and enhance morale.
II.  The following tables represent the Provost’s performance regarding Academic Goals 
	The Provost actively promotes policies that foster the activities of your department or academic unit.
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.64
	1.4
	2.98
	1.4
	3.03
	1.45


	The Provost manages the University’s resources well
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.99
	1.3
	3.02
	1.3
	3.35
	1.42


	The Provost actively promotes resource development for Academic Affairs.
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	3.13
	1.3
	3.17
	1.3
	3.26
	1.44


	Overall, the Provost fosters faculty success.
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.87
	1.4
	2.94
	1.4
	3.11
	1.46


	Overall, the Provost fosters the academic mission of Western Illinois University
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	3.1
	1.3
	3.09
	1.3
	3.28
	1.43


	The Provost works effectively with President and Deans to allocate resources for your department or academic unit to achieve Western Illinois University’s mission.
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	Provost with the President
	3.14
	1.4
	3.33
	1.4
	3.69
	1.33

	Provost with your Dean
	2.64
	1.4
	3.01
	1.4
	3.27
	1.48


	The Provost works effectively with other administrators anticipating future needs (i.e., technology, infrastructure, or student services) of:
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	Faculty
	2.83
	1.4
	2.75
	1.4
	2.94
	1.52

	Students
	3.03
	1.3
	2.99
	1.4
	3.22
	1.47

	Staff
	2.87
	1.4
	2.87
	1.5
	3.08
	1.53


	Regarding the Quad Cities academic programs, the Provost provides leadership in:
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	Planning
	3.12
	1.5
	3.09
	1.6
	3.42
	1.51

	Developing
	3.05
	1.5
	3.06
	1.6
	3.39
	1.55

	Implementing
	3.01
	1.5
	3.04
	1.6
	3.34
	1.52

	Assessing
	2.93
	1.5
	3.05
	1.6
	3.29
	1.54


Comment:
In evaluating the questions pertaining to the Provost’s performance regarding academic goals, responses indicate that the Provost has the best mean scores for each of the items on this past evaluative period than in the previous two evaluations.  Even in instances where he had experienced lower means on items in the previous year (such as “The Provost actively promotes resource development for academic affairs” in the 08/09 cycle) the current evaluative scores reflect a bouncing back with the highest mean scores from all three evaluation periods.
Especially noteworthy are the improved scores in the perceived working relationship between the Provost and the President and the leadership provided for the Quad Cities campus.  On the other hand, the Provost was not perceived to work as effectively with others, such as faculty (mean 2.94), students (mean 3.22) and staff (mean 3.08).

III.  Provost’s Performance regarding Personnel, Faculty Relations, and Campus Issues

	The Provost fosters the highest academic standards for students at Western Illinois University
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	3.13
	1.3
	3.17
	1.3
	3.26
	1.44


	The Provost allocates resources so that your department or academic unit’s faculty can accomplish their research mission
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.77
	1.4
	2.86
	1.4
	2.88
	1.47


	The Provost works effectively with Student Services to foster policies for:
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	Student Leadership
	No Data
	No Data
	3.39
	1.5
	3.8
	1.35

	Co-curricular Participation
	
	
	3.30
	1.5
	3.75
	1.38


	Regarding faculty, the Provost’s management practices promote:
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	Excellence
	2.74
	1.4
	2.77
	1.5
	3.03
	1.52

	Diversity
	3.65
	1.3
	3.56
	1.4
	3.81
	1.2


	Regarding staff, the Provost’s management practices promote:
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	Excellence
	2.85
	1.5
	2.79
	1.6
	3.24
	1.52

	Diversity
	3.6
	1.4
	3.46
	1.5
	3.83
	1.27


	Regarding student activities, the Provost’s management practices promote:
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	Excellence
	3.23
	1.4
	3.12
	1.6
	3.48
	1.5

	Diversity
	3.78
	1.3
	3.62
	1.5
	3.9
	1.27


	The Provost ensures that university policies, procedures, and available resources are transparent to:
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	Faculty
	3.93
	1.5
	3.06
	1.5
	3.27
	1.55

	Staff
	3.05
	1.5
	3.23
	1.5
	3.51
	1.52

	Students
	3.15
	1.5
	3.33
	1.5
	3.7
	1.44


	The Provost is accessible to concerns from:
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	Faculty
	3.2
	1.5
	3.25
	1.5
	3.36
	1.56

	Staff
	3.21
	1.5
	3.39
	1.5
	3.66
	1.56

	Students
	3.42
	1.4
	3.54
	1.5
	3.86
	1.42


	The Provost provides effective leadership in the areas of:
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	International Education 
	2.93
	1.38
	3.08
	1.47
	3.13
	1.58

	Life Long Learning
	3.11
	1.44
	3.13
	1.49
	3.15
	1.56

	The Centennial Honors College
	3.14
	1.4
	3.22
	1.43
	3.41
	1.59


Comment:

The data evaluating the Provost’s performance regarding Personnel, Faculty Relations, and Campus Issues shows a similar pattern as that in evaluating his performance regarding academic goals.  Once again, the Provost had his best year in terms of the mean scores across the board.  Even in instances where he had declining means on a couple of items last year, such as “Regarding student activities, the Provost’s management practices promote excellence” and “Regarding staff, the Provost’s management practices promote diversity,” the mean scores rebounded to their highest level. This upward trend overall did not hold true for only one item: “The Provost ensures that University policies, procedures, and available resources are transparent to:  Faculty.” Although the mean had the highest value of 3.93 in the 2007/08 cycle followed by a mean of 3.06 in 2008/09, the item did receive a modest rebound to 3.27 in 2009/10 further supporting the upward trend in survey responses.
IV. The Provost’s Overall Performance

	The Provost supports faculty governance at all levels.
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.95
	1.4
	3.02
	1.4
	3.26
	1.45


	The Provost consults the faculty adequately before making important decisions.
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.55
	1.5
	2.61
	1.4
	2.86
	1.46


	The Provost makes effective administration appointments. 
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.49
	1.4
	2.58
	1.4
	2.75
	1.54


	The Provost fosters cooperation among university colleges.
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.76
	1.4
	2.87
	1.4
	3.19
	1.57


	The Provost works effectively with the Union to administer the college bargaining agreement.
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.8
	1.4
	2.96
	1.5
	3.28
	1.45


	The Provost provides effective supervisory leadership to the Dean or Director of your college or academic unit.
	Mean

2007-2008
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean 2008-2009
	Standard Deviation
	Mean

2009-2010
	Standard Deviation

	
	2.54
	1.4
	2.92
	1.5
	3.23
	1.52


Comment:
It is noteworthy that in every measure evaluating the Provost’s overall performance, mean scores improved across the board over the three evaluative cycles.  It must also be noted, however, that the highest mean score among these variables was 3.28 on evaluating the Provost’s effectiveness in working with the union to administer the collective bargaining agreement.

Cumulative Comment on the Quantitative Analysis of the Provost’s Performance:

Of the 38 survey questions there were 50 evaluative statements assessing the Provost’s performance, ten statements had a mean score higher than 3.5, 35 statements had means between 3.0 and 3.5, with 5 with means between 2.75 and 3.0.  The lowest mean value was 2.75. 
The Provost received the highest ratings of effectiveness on questions 22 (M = 3.90), relating to practices that promote diversity, 24 (M = 3.86) accessible to concerns from students, 21 (M = 3.83) management practices promoting diversity among the staff, and 20 (M = 3.81) promoting diversity among faculty. These scores clearly indicate that the Provost is recognized as an individual promoting diversity across campus while being accessible to the student body. 
While a great majority of faculty respondents rate several areas of the Provost’s performance as effective, there are some areas of concern regarding his effectiveness. Some faculty respondents rated the Provost as less than effective (M < 3.0) in some components of the survey. Specifically, his management practices were rated as less than effective in making administrative appointments (#29/M = 2.75).  The Provost was also rated as less than effective in consulting faculty adequately prior to making important decisions (#28/M = 2.86).  The faculty who responded to the survey also rated the Provost as less than effective in allocating resources to the Departments/Academic units to enable faculty to accomplish their research mission  (#18/ M = 2.88).
While the results suggest that the faculty who responded to the survey perceived the Provost to be less than effective in a few areas, it’s important to note several general trends.  As stated in the comments section, for the large part this was a period of positive overall evaluations for the Provost.  The discernible patterns of responses relative to last year’s data indicate improvement in nearly all areas of evaluation.  Most of the questions were within two tenths (plus or minus) of the previous year’s survey results.  The largest change in either direction was question #19 about the Provost working effectively with Student Services to foster policies for student leadership and co-curricular participation.   The response change was a 0.45 increase in perceived effectiveness in this area.  
An important consideration when interpreting these quantitative data is the wide range of the standard deviations.  Many of the standard deviations are in a range of 1.2-1.6, based on raw data from a 5-point Likert scale.  This large dispersion of scores suggests that the faculty perceive a wide range of effectiveness relative to the effectiveness in the Provost’s job performance.

Lastly, the Provost’s overall mean rating of effectiveness was 3.11 showing a significant increase in the overall perceived effectiveness from last year (M = 2.93). and an overall discernible upward trend in faculty survey responses.

Generally, the quantitative survey data demonstrate what areas faculty members perceive are important, what Provost Thomas’s areas of strength and weakness are, and how the Provost’s leadership has affected them over the last year.  In this sense, the survey has fulfilled its function.


Table A: Provost Survey Quantitative Data

	Q 
	Question Text
	Mean (Average) Score
	Standard Deviation*
	N 

(# of respondents per question/

(no opinion/no answer**)

	
	
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10

	1.
	The Provost actively promotes an environment for excellence in:

i. Scholarship

ii. Teaching

iii. Student learning
	3.20

3.09

3.26
	3.18

3.14

3.27
	3.26

3.29

3.30
	1.3

1.3

1.9
	1.3

1.3

1.3
	1.39

1.42

1.37
	234 (23/6)

233 (24/5)

206 (45/11)
	208 (9/7)

209 (6/9)

195 (18/11)
	150 (2/1)

149 (2/1)

149 (6/2)

	2.
	The Provost actively promotes policies that support the mission of the university relative to:

i. Short term strategic planning

ii. Long term strategic planning
	3.22

3.15
	3.14

3.08
	
3.46

3.28
	1.3

1.4
	1.3

1.4
	1.32

1.39
	193 (56/15)

189 (59/13)
	185 (25/14)

181 (29/14)
	151 (13/2)

151 (13/3)

	3.
	The Provost actively promotes policies that foster the activities of your department or academic unit.
	2.64
	2.98
	3.03
	1.4
	1.4
	1.45
	249 (12/2)
	176 (7/41)
	150 (1/1)

	4. 
	The Provost actively promotes the University’s academic mission to:

i. The local community

ii. The western Illinois region

iii. Beyond the region
	3.12

3.07

2.90
	3.07

3.04

2.86
	3.15

3.12

2.94
	1.3

1.3

1.4
	1.5

1.5

1.5
	1.49

1.51

1.51
	161 (87/16)

150 (93/18)

133 (108/22)
	145 (61/18)

145 (62/17)

124 (77/23)
	150 (27/6)

150 (27/8)

150 (2/1)

	5.
	The Provost manages the University’s resources well.
	2.99
	3.02
	3.35
	1.3
	1.3
	1.42
	192 (59/9)
	190 (21/15)
	150 (12/6)

	6.
	The Provost actively promotes resource development for academic affairs.
	3.13
	3.10
	3.31
	1.3
	1.9
	1.46
	191 (59/8)
	165 (41/18)
	149 (26/9)

	7.
	Overall, the Provost fosters faculty success.
	2.87
	2.94
	3.11
	1.4
	1.4
	1.46
	239 (16/4)
	210 (3/1)
	150 (2/2/)

	8.
	Overall, the Provost fosters an academic environment 

that is rewarding for: 
i. Faculty to work 
ii. Students to learn
	2.77

3.17
	2.84

3.13
	3.01

3.33
	1.4

1.2
	1.4

1.3
	1.50

1.39
	246 (12/3)

202 (52/6)
	213 (3/8)

191 (22/11)
	151 (2/1)

151 (12/1)

	9.
	Overall, the Provost fosters the academic mission of Western Illinois University.
	3.10
	3.09
	3.28
	1.3
	1.3
	1.43
	221 (32/8)
	210 (5/9)
	150 (2/0)

	10.
	The Provost fosters highest academic standards for students at Western Illinois University.
	3.13
	3.17
	3.26
	1.3
	1.3
	1.44
	212 (36/8)
	155 (13/49)
	149 (7/1)

	11.
	The Provost works effectively with the President and Deans to allocate resources for your department or academic unit to achieve Western Illinois University’s mission.

i. Provost with President

ii. Provost with your Dean
	3.14

2.64
	3.33

3.01
	3.69

3.27
	1.4

1.4
	1.4

1.4
	1.33

1.48
	162 (82/14)

194 (53/7)
	123 (66/28)

164 (28/25)
	150 (32/10)

149 (16/5)

	12. 
	The Provost works effectively with other administrators anticipating future needs (i.e. technology, infrastructure, or student services) of:

i. Faculty

ii. Students

iii. Staff
	2.83

3.03

2.87
	2.75

2.99

2.87
	2.94

3.22

3.08
	1.4

1.3

1.4
	1.4

1.4

1.5
	1.52

1.47

1.53
	212 (42/4)

152 (92/12)

143 (98/15)
	177 (24/16)

134 (58/25)

115 (68/34)
	150 (14/2)

149 (39/8)

149 (49/12)

	13.
	The Provost works effectively with Student Services to foster policies for:

i. student leadership

ii. co-curricular participation
	No data
	3.39

3.30
	3.80

3.75
	No data
	1.5

1.5
	1.35

1.38
	No data
	82 (93/42)

83 (92/42)
	146 (67/18)

146 (70/19)

	14. 
	The Provost allocates resources so that your department or academic unit’s faculty can accomplish their research mission.
	2.77
	2.86
	2.88
	1.4
	1.4
	1.47
	233 (20/4)
	179 (7/31)
	151 (5/0)

	15.
	Regarding Quad Cities Campus academic programs, the Provost provides leadership in:

i. Planning

ii. Developing

iii. Implementing

iv. Assessing
	3.12

3.05

3.01

2.93
	3.09

3.06

3.04

3.05
	3.42

3.39

3.34

3.29
	1.5

1.5

1.5

1.5
	1.6

1.6

1.6

1.6
	1.51

1.55

1.52

1.54
	94 (133/30)

94 (133/30)

92 (133/31)

86 (139/31)
	68 (95/54)

67 (95/55)

68 (95/54)

62 (99/56)
	151 (67/22)

151 (69/21)

149 (68/23)

151 (73/23)

	16.
	The Provost supports faculty governance at all levels.
	2.95
	3.02
	3.26
	1.4
	1.4
	1.45
	223 (29/5)
	172 (18/23)
	148 (10/1)

	17.
	The Provost consults the faculty adequately before making important decisions.
	2.55
	2.61
	2.86
	1.5
	1.4
	1.46
	229 (21/5)
	174 (14/25)
	151 (9/0)

	18.
	Regarding faculty, the Provost’s management practices promote:

i. Excellence 

ii. Diversity
	2.74

3.65
	2.77

3.56
	3.03

3.81
	1.4

1.3
	1.5

1.4
	1.52

1.20
	237 (18/1)

219 (34/4)
	195 (5/13)

184 (17/12)
	151 (2/0)

150 (11/4)

	19.
	Regarding staff, the Provost’s management practices promote:

i. Excellence

ii. Diversity
	2.85

3.60
	2.79

3.46
	3.24

3.83
	1.5

1.4
	1.6

1.5
	1.52

1.27
	123 (111/23)
116 (111/26)
	104 (72/37)

109 (69/35)
	151 (44/14)

151 (44/14)

	20.
	Regarding student activities, the Provost’s management practices promote:

i. Excellence

ii. Diversity
	3.23

3.78
	3.12

3.62
	3.48

3.90
	1.4

1.3
	1.6

1.5
	1.50

1.27
	135 (104/19)
139 (100/19)
	99 (79/35)

99 (80/34)
	148 (38/12)

149 (46/13)

	21.
	The Provost makes excellent (2007- 08)/effective (2008-09) administrative appointments (question rephrased)
	2.49
	2.58
	2.75
	1.4
	1.4
	1.54
	198 (52/6)
	163 (31/19)
	151 (19/4)

	22.
	The Provost fosters cooperation among university colleges.
	2.76
	2.87
	3.19
	1.4
	1.4
	1.57
	185 (58/12)
	132 (55/26)
	150 (41/8)

	23.
	The Provost ensures that university policies, procedures, and available resources are transparent to:

i. Faculty

ii. Staff

iii. Students
	3.93

3.05

3.15
	3.06

3.23

3.33
	3.27

3.51

3.70
	1.5

1.5

1.5
	1.5

1.5

1.5
	1.55

1.52

1.44
	238 (16/1)

152 (90/15)

143 (94/18)
	186 (9/18)

121 (61/31)

114 (65/34)
	150 (4/1)

150 (44/12)

150 (41/13)

	24.
	The Provost is accessible to concerns from:

i. Faculty

ii. Staff

iii. Students
	3.20

3.21

3.42
	3.25

3.39

3.54
	3.36

3.66

3.86
	1.5

1.5

1.4
	1.5

1.5

1.5
	1.56

1.56

1.42
	230 (21/6)

131 (99/26)

116 (114/26)
	183 (16/14)

100 (77/36)

94 (78/41)
	150 (6/1)

150 (60/16)

149 (55/14)

	25.
	The Provost works effectively with the union to administer the collective bargaining agreement.
	2.80
	2.96
	3.28
	1.4
	1.5
	1.45
	210 (37/10)
	131 (36/46)
	150 (25/5)

	26.
	The Provost provides effective leadership in the areas of:

i. International education

ii. Life long learning

iii. The Centennial Honors College
	2.93

3.11

3.14
	3.08

3.13

3.22
	3.13

3.15

3.41
	1.38

1.44

1.40
	1.47

1.49

1.43
	1.58

1.56

1.59
	141 (98/15)

125 (112/19)
121 (109/23)
	117 (64/32)

103 (75/35)

98 (79/36)
	151 (42/10)

151 (48/12)

151 (53/15)

	27.
	The Provost provides effective supervisory leadership to the Dean or Director of your college or academic unit.
	2.54
	2.92
	3.23
	1.4
	1.5
	1.52
	182 (64/8)
	158 (35/20)
	149 (24/7)

	28.
	Overall, I rate the Provost:
	2.86
	2.93
	3.11
	1.3
	1.4
	1.49
	248 (0/8)
	188 (3/21)
	149 (1/1)


*
The question number in the table above does not correspond to the survey question number referenced within the body of the document.

** 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. A t-test is used to assess 
*** 176 faculty members answered at least one question. “No answer” 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 always add up to 176.

Qualitative Analysis of Open Ended Comments:

As part of the 2010-11 Annual Faculty Survey of the Provost, 163 faculty respondents provided 88 comments in three general areas and an additional section about overall performance: Total Campus Enterprise (comments = 29), Academic Goals (comments = 26); Personnel, Faculty Relations, and Campus Issues (comments = 18), and Additional Comments or Suggestions about the Provost’s performance (comments = 15).  Of the 88 comments, 66 were considered to be negative or critical, 15 were positive, and 7 were neutral in some general manner or not relevant to an evaluation of the Provost.
All survey respondents were asked if they wished to review the Provost’s stated goals for FY11 as the first question on the survey. One hundred thirty-seven of the 173 faculty members who began the survey indicated they would review Dr. Thomas’s goals. Only 93% (163) of those who began the survey actually agreed to participate in it. Comments were analyzed in terms of the category in which they were presented. Provost Thomas has received a print copy of all comments as well as qualitative analysis of those comments.

Total Campus Enterprise

There were 29 responses related to Total Campus Enterprise, 3 that were positive, 24 that were generally negative, and 2 that were neutral. Of these responses, the positive comments supported the Provost’s leadership and abilities as a mentor and resource, his overall effectiveness and “diversification of the campus in terms of faculty and staff,” and his abilities to foster “an efficient and evolving academic environment.” Those who were critical of the Provost’s performance indicated concerns related to too many administrators, micromanagement on the part of the Provost, difficulties in getting answers to specific questions from the many new and inexperienced staff in the Provost’s Office, and increases in scholarly requirements without concomitant increases in necessary resources. Several respondents mentioned their concern with the perception of faculty that the Provost is overly influenced by the Associate Provost and Contract Administrator and suggested that Dr. Thomas “needs to establish himself as a leader independent of his subordinates.” Others indicated a perceived lack of credibility demonstrated through “actions that do not match what is said or written.”  Comments from at least two respondents focused on the use of student evaluations and the lowering of expectations that may come as a result of “teach[ing] to the evaluations.” One respondent’s neutral comment suggested that the university’s commitment to sustainability should be reflected in planning documents. One respondent saw tutored study as a punishment of faculty when class sizes drop below 10.

Academic Goals
This section consisted of 26 comments of which 5 were positive, 18 were generally critical or negative, and 3 were neutral.  Individual respondents were positive about Dr. Thomas’s support for the nursing program and Women’s Studies and praised the Provost for “being wonderfully frank and productive in his visits to department meetings.” A faculty respondent pointed to the FYE program and stated that it was not meeting its goals and perhaps should be offered only during fall semesters, while others reflected that they did not see any effect on academic goals as a result of the Provost’s input and posited that “Our academic standards have gone down since he arrived.” Several comments focused on the difficult budget issues affecting the university with respondents offering praise and criticism for the Provost’s role in addressing these issues. Respondents praised the Provost for being “a careful steward of fiscal resources” and the fact that he “initiated the Faculty Travel Award” as well as his “efforts during the contract negotiations.” The effects of resource limitations, however, were tied specifically to needs for updating computers to support faculty productivity, especially for new faculty, and to the inability of the Libraries to meet academic goals. Tutored study was specifically criticized as being a poor management tool.

Personnel, Faculty Relations, and Campus Issues
Of the 18 received in this category, 3 comments were positive or partially positive, 0 were neutral and 15 were negative. Several respondents praised the Provost for his accessibility, his response to feedback, and his “passionate” interest in higher education and the success of WIU. He is “visible and present at the appropriate meetings, councils, and committees consistent to his position.” Criticism was, however, aimed at being unable to “connect with faculty or to evidence that he is the faculty writ large, that he is their spokesperson in the President’s Cabinet, [or] that he is fighting for money to support research and improve facilities.” Several respondents made points about “lack of active engagement with faculty, staff, and students” and a perception, whether accurate or not, that the Provost has low credibility among faculty in part because faculty are afraid to engage in open criticism for fear of reprisals to individuals, schools, or colleges. One comment referred to “a strong tendency to want to pay well below-market salaries to new faculty. . . not understand[ing] what it takes to improve faculty quality.”

Several respondents addressed the issue of diversity. Most comments on diversity were critical of an overemphasis on diversity of race or ethnicity with too little “support for veterans, gays, and other underrepresented minorities.” A second concern related to diversity was that WIU is “sacrificing quality for diversity” and that the “push for diversity has had a negative effect on excellence.” One respondent praised Dr. Thomas for his efforts to increase diversity but suggested that little “tangible changes in diversity of students, staff, or faculty” have occurred during his tenure. Comments were also critical of the Provost’s impact on the Center for International Education and blame him for a slowing of the “momentum of internationalization on this campus.”

One respondent mentioned a too-heavy reliance on the University Contract Administrator, particularly during the last contract extension negotiation, and another questioned the adding of office personnel in Sherman Hall when departments were told to watch expenditures.

Additional Comments or Suggestions about the Provost’s Overall Performance:

There were a total of 15 comments made in this section, 2 of which were positive, 11 were negative, and 2 that were neutral or irrelevant. One respondent mentioned several of the Provost’s positive characteristics—“smart, intelligent, cunning, forthright, charming

 . . . [who] strongly believe[s] in fairness”—and suggested that “there are terrible difficulties ahead . . . . If you can’t lead us out of this historic morass, lead us through it.” Another stated that “Overall performance of the provost is excellent,” but many others were critical of his overall performance in terms of micromanaging, needing to delegate responsibilities to his deans, and a need for more support within academics. Low faculty and staff morale, “severe sanction[s] by the Provost,” and “ignoring faculty/shared governance” were also included among the negative responses.

Qualitative Conclusions

The 2009-2010 survey of the Provost’s performance received only slightly more than half of the number of comments provided in the 2008-2009 survey. Of the 88 comments received, 75% of the comments were negative (compared to 50% in 2009-2010), 15% were positive (compared to 21% in 2009-10), and 8 % were neutral (28%). Faculty provided comments in three areas and overall performance, many of which indicated a general sense of discouragement related to low faculty and staff morale, the perception that the Provost micromanages academic departments and deans, and faculty distrust of the Provost, including a sense that he responds very negatively to those who disagree with him. Respondents commented positively on pursuing greater diversity for WIU but felt that such diversity has been limited to considerations of race and ethnicity. In general, comments indicate generally negative perceptions of the Provost on the part of faculty who opted to provide comments, which may need correction before more positive regard is accorded the Provost.

Executive Summary
Faculty who opted to provide comments regarding issues presented in this survey expressed an overall sense that many faculty are feeling quite negative about the Provost’s performance. There are significantly fewer positive and neutral comments. This may mean, however, that those who feel strongly negative about an issue were more inclined to comment on their concerns. Responses to the survey generally indicate where concerns of faculty are focused as well as the strengths and weaknesses the Provost brings both to his overall performance and to finding solutions for important concerns.
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