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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 2014-2015. A total of 171 faculty members opened the survey instrument and 154 submitted the survey, out of a population of 609 eligible respondents. They evaluated the Provost’s overall performance on a five point Likert scale at a mean value of 2.95, with a standard deviation of 1.40. 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 2. 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. Although the means of quantitative responses are generally lower than in past years, the survey indicates a cautious approval of the Provost’s performance in the light of the significant budgetary constraints facing the University at present. As was the case last year, 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, the surveys administered in the past two years were changed so as to address the Provost’s performance in the current academic year. The data in Table 2 include the previous evaluations for comparative purposes. Two minor changes were made to the survey used last year. Firstly, the numerical ranking of the Provost’s goals was reversed (changed from 1 = most important to 1 = least important) so that high numbers were consistently associated with “important” or “agree” throughout the survey. Secondly, the wording for the rankings of the Provost was changed from 1 = Not Effective and 5 = Highly Effective to 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. This change was made so that the questions would be grammatically correct.

The survey was conducted on-line by e-mailing each eligible faculty member (609 faculty were invited to participate) a web link to complete the survey. Eligible faculty members had three weeks to respond (opened January 26th, 2015 and closed February 16th, 2015, 5:00 p.m.) and were given three separate reminders in addition to the initial invitation to complete the survey. 171 faculty or 28.1 % of the total faculty opened the survey (in contrast to 33.3% last year), and 154, or 25.3%, of the total faculty submitted a completed survey (in contrast to 29.4% last year).

Demographic Overview

Of the 154 survey participants, 45% identified their gender as male, 43% identified their gender as female, and 12% did not provide gender data. The majority of respondents were in the middle two experience levels (26% at 6-10 years, 29% at 11-20 years). Faculty respondents were evenly spread out over the first and last experience levels (20% at 1-5 years, 18% at more than 20 years). Some respondents (8%) did not provide their years of service.

Of those who indicated their college affiliation, 43% belonged to the College of Arts and Sciences or the Library, 29% were affiliated with the College of Education and Human Services, 14% were from the College of Fine Arts and Communications, and 13% identified with the College of Business and Technology.

Out of all those taking the survey, 21% indicated that they had interactions with the Provost at least 1-3 times in a semester, while 43% indicated they interacted with the Provost no more than 1-3 times in a year, and 8% said they had no interactions with the Provost in this year. 
Finally, 86% of the respondents indicated they were from the Macomb campus, while 7% indicated they were from the Quad Cities. It is noted that twelve (12) survey respondents chose not to indicate their campus affiliation.

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.

Overall Effectiveness

The faculty gave an overall mean rating of effectiveness for the Provost of 2.95 (1.40 standard deviation), as compared to 3.09 (1.44 standard deviation) from last year’s survey. The distribution of the responses is shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: “Overall, the Provost is highly effective at performing his duties” with 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. There were 147 responses and a mean response of 2.95.
When asked if “overall, the Provost fosters the academic mission of the university,” the mean increased to a 3.20, with a standard deviation of 1.33. 

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 1) shows each goal, and how these goals were ranked in importance by the respondents, from least important (1) to most important (5). 

	#
	Provost’s Goals for 2014-2015	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
	21
	7
	9
	15
	64
	116

	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
	6
	25
	31
	41
	15
	118

	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
	9
	30
	46
	21
	15
	121

	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
	51
	25
	16
	20
	20
	132

	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
	23
	32
	34
	29
	19
	147



Table 1. The Provost’s five (5) goals for 2014-2015, and how they were ranked in importance by the faculty respondents (1 = least important, 5 = most important).
The greatest number of respondents indicated that the goal of “Enhanced Learning Culture” was the most important, while the goal of “Enhance Academic Affairs Role in Enrollment Management and Student Success” was second in terms of goals chosen as most important by the faculty. The goal of “Facilities Enhancement and Technology Support” was most often chosen as the least important goal.

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 3.09. When asked if the Provost effectively promotes an environment for excellence in teaching, the respondents rated his performance at 3.19. The Provost’s performance was rated at 3.29 for “effectively promoting an environment for excellence in student learning.” 



Figure 2. Bar graph showing the weighted average of the rankings of the Provost’s 2014-2015 goals (from 1 = least effective to 5 = most effective).
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 3.25, while his policies related to long-range planning were rated at 2.96.

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 3.17, 3.16 and 3.06, 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 2.82, and the environment for students at 3.18.

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 2.89. They rated his performance in managing University resources at 3.15 and his effectiveness in promoting resource development for Academic Affairs at 3.05.

Overall Ratings

Respondents indicated that, overall, the Provost’s effectiveness in fostering faculty success was 2.90, while his effectiveness in fostering the academic mission of the University was 3.20.

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 3.39, but somewhat lower with the Deans at 2.93.

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 2.72 for the faculty needs, 2.99 for meeting the student needs, and 2.89 for meeting staff needs.

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 64 to 68. The respondents rated his leadership in planning for the QC academic programs to be 2.96, in developing the QC academic programs to be 2.91, in implementing the QC academic programs to be 2.86, and in assessing the QC academic programs to be 2.89.

An identical set of questions was asked regarding the Macomb campus. The number of respondents to these questions varied from 127 to 131. The respondents rated his leadership in planning for the Macomb academic programs to be 3.12, in developing the Macomb academic programs to be 3.07, in implementing the Macomb academic programs to be 3.08, and in assessing the Macomb academic programs to be 3.03.

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 3.24.

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 2.62.

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 3.23, and for co-curricular participation at 3.22.
Personnel, Faculty Relations, and Campus Issues

Excellence and Diversity

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 2.81, with regard to staff at 2.94, and with regard to students at 3.10. The second question was whether the Provost’s management practices promote diversity. The respondents rate the Provost with regard to faculty at 3.44, with regard to staff at 3.32, and with regard to students at 3.50.




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 2.95 with regard to faculty, 3.13 with regard to staff, and 3.24 with regard to students.

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 3.03.

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 3.32, life-long learning at 3.03, and the Honors College at 3.57.

Faculty governance

The faculty was asked to evaluate whether the Provost supports faculty governance at all levels. The respondents’ rating was 3.10. The faculty were then asked if the Provost consults the faculty adequately before making important decisions. The respondents rated his performance at 2.67.

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 2.92.

Cooperation among colleges and with the UPI

The survey respondents rated the Provost’s effectiveness in fostering cooperation among colleges at 2.98, and his work with the UPI in administering the contract at 3.19.

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 3.01.

Table 2: Provost Performance Quantitative Data:

Survey directions: For each of the following series of questions the respondents were asked to rate how effective Provost Hawkinson is in performing various aspects of his responsibilities. The scale ranged from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). If the respondent felt he or she couldn’t or shouldn’t answer, he or she could answer “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**

	
	
	2014-15
	2013-14
	2011-12
	2014-15
	2013-14
	2011-12
	2014-15
	2013-14
	2011-12

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

3.09
3.19
3.29
	

3.08
3.32
3.28
	

3.16
3.34
3.29
	

1.35
1.33
1.32
	

1.33
1.34
1.31
	

1.27
1.25
1.26
	

150
147
141
	

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
	


3.25
2.96
	


3.37
3.04
	


3.41
3.14
	


1.32
1.40
	


1.32
1.37
	


1.16
1.22
	


142
141
	


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
	

3.17
3.16
3.06
	

3.18
3.24
2.92
	

3.24
3.31
3.16
	

1.42
1.38
1.34
	

1.32
1.34
1.36
	

1.27
1.20
1.18
	

133
128
113
	

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
	


2.82
3.18
	


3.00
3.32
	


3.01
3.30
	


1.43
1.32
	


1.46
1.32
	


1.41
1.16
	


152
142
	


184
171
	


155
143

	A11.
	The Provost effectively promotes policies that foster the activities of your department or academic unit.
	2.89
	2.91
	2.98
	1.45
	1.45
	
1.44

	148
	179
	149

	A12.
	The Provost manages the University’s resources well.
	3.15
	3.30
	3.46
	1.30
	1.34
	1.21
	148
	171
	143

	A13.
	The Provost effectively promotes resource development for Academic Affairs.
	3.05
	3.19
	3.19
	1.32
	1.36
	1.22
	122
	148
	118

	A14.
	Overall, the Provost fosters faculty success
	2.90
	3.01
	3.06
	1.37
	1.44
	1.38
	150
	181
	156

	A15.
	Overall, the Provost fosters the academic mission of Western Illinois University.
	3.20
	3.24
	3.35
	1.33
	1.36
	1.25
	149
	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
	



3.39
2.93
	



3.53
3.16
	



3.47
3.21
	



1.29
1.37
	



1.37
1.50
	



1.34
1.36
	



121
132
	



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
	



2.72
2.99
2.89
	



2.84
3.08
2.97
	



3.01
3.26
3.09
	



1.38
1.41
1.43
	



1.48
1.42
1.44
	



1.38
1.21
1.32
	



137
117
103
	



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 
	


2.96
2.91
2.86
2.89
	


3.34
3.29
3.25
3.26
	


3.25
3.22
3.26
3.14
	


1.45
1.50
1.42
1.42
	


1.41
1.43
1.49
1.42
	


1.45
1.45
1.51
1.44
	


68
66
64
64
	


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 
	


3.12
3.07
3.08
3.03
	


3.46
3.45
3.37
3.51
	


	


1.40
1.40
1.38
1.43
	


1.59
1.62
1.62
1.71
	


	


131
127
129
130
	


186
186
186
185
	



	B13.
	The Provost fosters high academic standards for students at Western Illinois University
	3.24
	3.32
	3.31
	1.33
	1.31
	1.27
	142
	172
	144

	B14.
	The Provost allocates resources so that your department or academic unit’s faculty can accomplish their research mission.
	2.62
	2.68
	2.91
	1.38
	1.45
	1.38
	148
	179
	148

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

3.23
3.22
	

3.41
3.28
	

3.45
3.39
	

1.38
1.40
	

1.38
1.39
	

1.24
1.28
	

77
79
	

93
93
	

65
66

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

2.81
3.44
	

2.92
3.52
	

3.04
3.59
	

1.38
1.30
	

1.50
1.30
	

1.37
1.18
	

149
142
	

178
163
	

147
126

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

2.94
3.32
	

3.07
3.50
	

3.26
3.54
	

1.51
1.41
	

1.47
1.36
	

1.34
1.13
	

102
96
	

123
111
	

87
81

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


3.10
3.50
	


3.26
3.60
	


3.43
3.64
	


1.47
1.39
	


1.35
1.26
	


1.31
1.17
	


102
98
	


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
	


2.95
3.13
3.24
	


3.18
3.23
3.37
	


3.11
3.32
3.35
	


1.55
1.55
1.48
	


1.54
1.55
1.49
	


1.44
1.37
1.37
	


149
112
105
	


178
127
126
	


142
85
83

	C10
	The Provost is responsive to your concerns.
	3.03
	2.97
	3.13
	1.48
	1.53
	1.52
	136
	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
	
3.32
3.03
3.57
	
3.55
3.21
3.71
	
3.28
3.21
3.77
	
1.37
1.37
1.29
	
1.31
1.42
1.24
	
1.27
1.34
1.13
	
117
114
114
	
126
121
126
	
85
75
83

	C14.
	The Provost supports faculty governance at all levels.
	3.10
	3.24
	3.27
	1.43
	1.45
	1.42
	145
	168
	130

	C15.
	The Provost consults the faculty adequately before making important decisions.
	2.67
	2.72
	2.81
	1.48
	1.47
	1.49
	149
	167
	135

	C16.
	The Provost makes effective administrative appointments.
	2.92
	3.00
	2.94
	1.44
	1.51
	1.39
	133
	157
	115

	C17.
	The Provost fosters cooperation among university colleges
	2.98
	3.01
	3.32
	1.46
	1.49
	1.29
	125
	136
	98

	C18.
	The Provost works effectively with the Union to administer the collective bargaining agreement.
	3.19
	3.40
	3.22
	1.37
	1.34
	1.46
	133
	162
	112

	C19.
	The Provost provides effective supervisory leadership to the Dean or Director of your college or academic unit
	3.01
	3.12
	3.16
	1.45
	1.58
	1.47
	130
	148
	109

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

	
	Overall, the Provost is highly effective at performing his duties:
	2.95
	
	
	1.40
	
	
	147
	
	


*	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. 

**	171 faculty members began the survey. 154 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 154. 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.

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. The comments have been separated by the section of the survey in which they were submitted, however, many comments addressed other topics or were of a general nature.

Total Campus Enterprise

The CPPP grouped the comments submitted in this section into six categories: 1) leadership, 2) resource management, 3) quality of faculty and staff, 4) academic standards, 5) communication with university community, and 6) academic programs.

Of the thirteen comments regarding leadership, three were positive and ten were negative. A theme among the negative comments related to the management style of the Provost.  Specifically, comments expressed concern pertaining to delegation and management/allocation of fiscal resources.  For example,  “Lack of faculty hires is adversely impacting the ability of departments to deliver a quality experience for students. Faculty morale is low as a result and programs are being negatively impacted.” However, the Provost is praised for his handling of finances.  One of the positive comments articulated,  “The provost and academic vice president has done a great job. He has provided excellent leadership to the university especially during a time of financial challenges (budget cuts).”  “Provost Hawkinson has provided strong leadership for the improvement of academic programs at Western Illinois University. He has played a critical role in implementing the university programmatic initiatives. The provost has represented WIU well with external constituents. Provost Hawkinson has a good administrative style and pursues diversity and inclusion in all of the university's affairs.”

Eleven comments regarding resource management were identified. Some of them related to the lack of money for travel. “…I'm skipping my usual Spring conference this year because I know the university would not pay for it…” “It's hard to support an environment of excellence for faculty scholarship when there is so little money for travel…” Whereas one commenter noted “He has provided support for travel and student workers in my department which has helped.” Other comments expressed concern over the state of the university facilities. “The facilities on this campus are falling apart. I’m embarrassed to show prospective students and parents our facilities.” “We have excellent programs on campus to offer students, but unfortunately, the resources to do so are lacking. We lack adequate technology - the systems are patched together and D2L has a great amount of glitches. It's frustrating when it takes you twice as long to accomplish anything in the system, because it just doesn't work. We also lack an adequate classroom space that fosters the best environment for learning. The classrooms are often cramped spaces that are still tied to the old way of learning through lecture. It does not foster interactive teaching strategies. Sad really.”

Three comments were submitted regarding the quality of faculty and staff. They ranged from “Great in faculty support” to “Good faculty are leaving and the administration is not open to hiring replacements, but they seem to be open to hiring new bean-counters to find ways to "save" money. Eventually there won't be enough faculty to effectively teach the courses. If the long-term goal is to ensure that university teaching is valuable and sustainable, I don't see how the current approach can work.” “Morale among the faculty is not good. There is a feeling that people at the top have little idea what it is like to teach at WIU. The Provost has not taught a class in a very long time and the President never has taught a class at WIU. This means that neither of them know what it is like to walk into a class where many students don't have the books they need (either because they can't afford them or simply won't purchase them), and where, when they do have the books, they won't read them….. And it is one reason why the Admin is considered to be out of touch.”

Five comments were submitted regarding communication with university community. Some expressed concern that the Provost is not aware of and/or sympathetic to the trials faced by faculty. “Spend more time getting to know what your faculty do!” “Provost Hawkinson's tone-deaf address at the fall faculty convocation was emblematic of his approach to his job. Mandating attendance of overworked professional scholars (who have devoted their lives to investigation and knowledge) so that he can lecture them on how difficult his job is shows a stunning lack of empathy for the daily work lives of the people he supervises.” One commenter felt that his communication with UPI was due to their stance on issues.  On the positive side, one commentator stated, “Provost Hawkinson has a collegial and consultative management style. He is both a champion of teaching and research and has taken the lead in enhancing the university's reputation. While Provost Hawkinson's management style is collegial, some of the faculty do not believe that their concerns are being heard and some of his ideas have not been translated into action.”

Three comments were submitted regarding academic programs. One commenter felt that the differences in academic programs should be acknowledged. “It seems that there is a strong effort to standardize the campus, that programs must all look the same. No attempts are made to understand or appreciate the uniqueness of programs and the particular ways different programs contribute to achieving WIU's mission and goals. Emphasis seems to be on how things look rather than how they actually function.” Two commenters felt that academic programs are being weakened in an effort to please the students. “WIU has put student opinion so high up that it has negatively impacted their overall education. When student evaluations are punitive to faculty, faculty will adjust…. We changed our honors requirements many years ago to accommodate grade inflation, now can we start addressing the heart of the issue and work to positively promote faculty growth in teaching without a punitive approach due to student opinion.” “…at WIU, where it seems like the overarching goal is to please students and make them happy so they come to and stay at WIU rather than teaching them and ensuring they are learning real skills and acquiring knowledge.”

Academic Goals

The CPPP grouped the comments submitted in this section into six categories: 1) leadership, 2) academic standards, 3) the Quad Cities campus, 4) communication with faculty, 5) resource allocation, and 6) miscellaneous.

Three comments were submitted regarding leadership. Two reflected negatively on the Provost, “I would not say the Provost provides leadership”, “…He is sincere. He means well. Even so, from my admittedly partial point of view, he is not leading the campus intellectually….” The other commenter praised his leadership efforts, “The provost has aligned academic strategies and continue to build on Western's strengths. He has been able to lead the university in reexamining the university's priorities and he has made very tough decisions in difficult budgetary times….”

Eleven comments were submitted regarding academic standards. Some commenters felt that our standards have been lowered in recent years, as have the number of qualified faculty teaching on campus.  “We are admitting many students who do not have the academic background to put themselves in a position to succeed in college. As a result many students are dropping out. We need to improve our academic standards.” “The common theme across campus is the lack of qualified faculty and the push to do more with less….” “High academic standards requires recruiting and keeping high quality faculty. The consistent under staffing across the university is making both of these difficult. Students suffer through lack of choices and by having less-qualified staff teaching courses.”  “The implementation of programs such as making connections, FYE, etc. make it clear the university is aware that this a problem with ensuring students are successful in their first year and this leads to decreased retention, however, the solutions for this problem seem to be self-contained and not integrated throughout the curriculum….”  On the positive side “the Provost strongly supports faculty and administration in their efforts to maintain high quality of scholarship.”

Two comments were submitted regarding the Quad Cities campus. The commenters did not feel that the Provost was effectively running the Quad Cities campus. “For the QC Campus- Joe Rives appears to be pretty autonomous in running the campus, thus I was unable to provide strong agreement for the provost.” “Again, the QC perceives itself as annoyance more than as an equal partner in the future of WIU.”

Three comments were submitted regarding communication with faculty. One commenter felt that the Provost could improve his listening skills. Another commenter felt that the Provost did not communicate directly with their department.

Four comments were submitted regarding resource allocation. Two of the comments regarded the lack of funding for travel to conferences. Another commenter praised the Provost’s job allocating the limited resources but felt his “long-term contingency planning” was lacking.

One of the three comments that were grouped in the miscellaneous category expressed concern with the procedure surrounding program assessment “In terms of program assessment, minimal and conflicting guidance is provided for how/why departments need to conduct annual assessments. I believe this type of assessment is important, but the current approach seems to be, do what you want and if it's not right we'll tell you (after the fact) - versus an approach that starts with what quality assessment is and how it can be collected…” The other two comments regard Student Services. “Division of Student Services is essentially turning this university in the opposite direction that the President and Provost desire. I see the President and Provost attempting to grow us out of the financial difficulties, and the VPSS failing to provide effective retention measures to stop the bleeding…” “…In regard to the relationship between Academic Services and Student Services, it also seems to me that there's a case of the tail wagging the dog, with Student Services implementing programs that require Academic Services to succeed...”

Personnel, Faculty relations and Campus Issues

The CPPP grouped the comments submitted in this section into four categories: 1) resource allocation, 2) communication, 3) leadership and decision-making, and 4) academic standards.

Two comments were submitted regarding resource allocation, one expressing concern over the lack of funding for conference travel and the other calling the cutting of resources to Unit B faculty “short-sighted”.

Fourteen comments were submitted in the area of communication. Some comments concerned the Provost’s listening skills and his dealings with the UPI. “We don't really support faculty input or governance at WIU. Faculty bear some responsibility. The Provost has to learn to be a more effective listener. Still, he works hard in this area and he cares.” “He does not listen to the faculty of my department. This man is not a leader. He decides something and forces it on everybody he can.” “Provost Hawkinson does not work well with faculty, staff, and our department. He does not listen to concerns, but rather, digs his heels in and remains in outdated thinking and ideas. He has been proven inaccurate on issues and concerns, but will not listen to supporting information. He appears stubborn and set in his thinking - he can't admit when he is wrong.” On the positive side comments included:  “Provost Hawkinson's performance is a dedicated one. He seems to be always busy and always engaged. It seems that his interactions with the Union are undeservedly complicated -- and that seems to be because of the preposterous positions that the Union takes and the high degree of adversarial and confrontational posture the Union maintains…”

Nine comments were submitted regarding the Provost’s process of decision-making. “Provost Hawkinson has a collegial and consultative management style. He is both a champion of teaching and research and has taken the lead in enhancing the university's reputation. While Provost Hawkinson's management style is collegial, some of the faculty do not believe that their concerns are being heard and some of his ideas have not been translated into action.” “While I believe that the Provost has been excellent at promoting the transparency of university policies, procedures, and available resources within the institution, I do not know if those policies, procedures, and available resources are as transparent to other stakeholders who are vital to the University's welfare, including state government and the public at large.” “The University is not a democracy. Shared governance is a useful myth--not that the myth couldn't be better used by faculty and staff to their own benefit. But it is a myth. We should all keep that in mind. It is the only sane way to approach administration. Sherman Hall will do what Sherman Hall wants to do. The bizarre migration (expulsion?) of the Journalism Program from English to Broadcasting is a case in point. No one knows why it is happening.” “In some areas there is a feeling that if you take a strong stand on something and the Provost acts differently, you are stuck on the "wrong side" of the issue. I too often hear people talking about a decision process in which it doesn't matter what faculty/staff think because the Provost will do what he wants.” “Again, the provost seems to work in a vacuum. There have been many issues that departments find out about once the decision has been made, and the provost then denies that he has held back that communication. Students relay the same notion.”

Three comments were submitted in the area of academic standards. One commenter stated we “must hire competent Chairs in departments.” Another commenter said “In regard to promoting faculty excellence, we have really excellent faculty at Western. But in some programs there simply aren't enough faculty to promote educational excellence…” Finally, one commenter felt the administration was more supportive of students than faculty. “…When faculty are expected to cater to student desires that are not conducive to their learning, then the faculty should not be punished for working to help the students understand the value of the methods used to help them…”





Overall Performance

Thirty five (35) comments were submitted in this section of the survey. Twelve of these comments were positive, ten were negative, and thirteen were either not related directly to the Provost or included both positive and negative opinions.

Samples of positive comments concerning the Provost

“The provost is operating in a very difficult fiscal environment, and has managed things as well as anyone could, given the constraints he faces. He tries to implement budget cuts in a humane way, which is to his credit. He has been stuck with solving a lot of problems that are not of his own making, and has exhibited a calm and measured leadership style.”

“He is an effective member of our administration.”

“Overall, Provost Hawkinson has worked closely with the president to increase Western's academic profile. He is a creative intellectual leader who has fostered cooperation with various constituencies. I understand that Provost Hawkinson has been in a finalist in a few university presidential searches. I am certain that it is just a matter of time before he is selected as a university president.”

“Provost Hawkinson is a good man. Perhaps that sounds superficial or less significant than the rubrics employed during this evaluation, but it is my opinion that an evaluation of an individual should address her or his strongest and weakest points. The Provost's passion and compassion, his commitment and his conscience to the institution are the rubrics that best evaluate and describe his fitness for the position. In adverse times, he has remained steadfast in his loyalty to the University, its diverse cohorts, and the learners it serves. He should be congratulated on his work, and thanked for his caring personality.”

Samples of negative comments concerning the Provost

“Very disappointed in his leadership and believe him to be very ineffective. I think we could do better for the students, faculty, and WIU as a whole.”

“Overall, I rate the provost as very poor in his stewardship of the university. He has demonstrated a lack of initiative in moving the university forward. His notions of what a
provost should be doing in today's academic environment are extremely limited. His extreme micromanagement of the budget is not only limiting the abilities of the deans and chairs, they are destructive to improving the intellectual atmosphere of the university and detrimental to the scholarship of our faculty.”

Samples of comments that are not related directly to the Provost or included both positive and negative opinions

“Frankly, we could go ahead and cut CITR entirely if that would mean we get our conference money back.”

“He could be more effective at delegating duties while he is gone. Overall, I think he does a good job.”
“There seems to be a real disconnect between speaking about high academic standards and promoting quality scholarship from faculty, but failure to provide the resources and support for faculty to actually meet these requirements.”

“The provost is in a tough spot and may have an impossible job with the financial situation of the state. It is frustrating being in higher education in Illinois right now. I have no doubt that our provost means well and genuinely hopes to do the right thing. He cares for people and the programs at Western and has always been a kind person. In this, I am certain. However, I think our provost lacks the visibility in his leadership role to create a lot of optimism and hope that he can still move us forward. Unfortunately, his apparent desire to get away from Western will erode the support he may already have.”

Conclusions

The results of the survey and the comments quoted reflect this broad spectrum of perspectives on the Provost and his performance. The quantitative results are, for the most part, lower than last year. However, the comments concerning Provost Hawkinson’s overall performance suggest a cautious approval of the Provost’s performance on the part of the faculty, particularly given the present budgetary constraints facing higher education in Illinois.
Enhanced Learning Culture	Enhance Academic Affairs Role in Enrollment Management and Student Success 	Focus on International Recruiting and Educational Opportunities 	Facilities Enhancement and Technology Support 	Fiscal Responsibility and Accountability 	3.8103448275862069	3.28813559322034	3.0247933884297522	2.4924242424242422	2.9931972789115648	
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