Performance Review
What are the Performance Review procedures?
We encourage you to talk with your mentor, department chair, department evaluation
committee chair, and colleagues about the faculty evaluation procedure. The specific
university requirements and faculty responsibilities for evaluations, tenure, and
promotion are found in the Collective Bargaining Agreement, Articles 12, 14, 15, and 16,
and in our local guidelines. Note that some departments require additional documents
when conducting a performance review. You may want to maintain a portfolio that
organizes your accomplishments into the categories of teaching, scholarship, and
service, so that you can reference it during the evaluation process and applying for
tenure and promotion.

What are BU’s requirements for tenure?
The guidelines for applying for tenure are found on the S:Drive under BU Documents
then Tenure Guidelines.
For your rights and responsibilities see the APSCUF Collective Bargaining
AgreementArticles 12 and 15.

What are BU’s requirements for promotion?
The guidelines for applying for promotion are found on the S:Drive under BU
Documents then Promotion Guidelines.
For your rights and responsibilities see the APSCUF Collective Bargaining Agreement
Articles 12 and 16.

How can I get organized for yearly evaluations, tenure and promotion?
In order to keep track of your accomplishments at Bloomsburg University, consider
creating and maintaining a portfolio that includes the items listed in the guidelines for
tenure and promotion.
Consider watching this slidecast, entitled Get Organized for Evaluations, Tenure, and
Promotion. It offers many useful ideas on what records you should keep and how you
might create a portfolio to keep track of your teaching, scholarship, and service.
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You may also want to contemplate the following essays that provide useful tips on how
to thrive in academia:
Billie Hara, Open Letter;

Gary Olson, How We Value Faculty Work;

Rob Jenkins, The Five Characteristics of Successful New Faculty Members;
and
Michelle Toews and Ani Yazedjian, The Three-ring Circus of Academia

Special Thanks To Dr. Lisa Stallbaumer-Beishline (History) For Creating This Document
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Open Letter to 2010-11's First-Time Tenure-Track Professors
By Billie Hara

Today at ProfHacker we begin a new series on the transitions
we experience and move through in higher education. One of the biggest (shocking, startling,
unsettling, stress producing) transitions is from graduate student to full-time tenure-track assistant
professor. And that's our post today: "An Open Letter to Next Year's Full-Time Tenure Track
Assistant Professors."
Working in higher education can be difficult, and as graduate students, we think we understand
those difficulties. We think we've been trained to handle whatever comes our way. Then we get the
tenure track position, and, well, the transition from grad student to faculty member isn't always
pretty. Today the voices of experience--those of us current assistant professors, those who are ending
their first year right now--have perspectives incoming faculty members might need hear. What we
want to provide today are words that we wish we'd received before we started our first year as
assistant professors.
A few weeks ago, in preparation for this post, I asked my on-line blogging and twitter friends--folks
who went on the job market and into first jobs at the same time I did--what one piece of advice they
wish they'd received before they started their first tenure track position. Here are their anonymous
replies to the question: If you could offer one piece of advice to an incoming faculty
member, what would it be?


Go to lunch with other faculty members, especially if there's a campus space/faculty/staff lunch
room/club -- It's how you can get to know people from other departments who may well be your
lifeline, information source, shoulder to cry on, inspiration, team-teaching/research partner....
Also you can make friends.



Don't be afraid to say no to service, even when you think you should take on the task. Pick your
service load limit (using male colleagues as your standard, since they do less service and get more
credit), and stick to that limit.



Make everything into research.



Get in the habit of writing regularly.



Don't be surprised if your writing production falls significantly the first semester. You are
transitioning on many levels, and you might not have the mental energy to create.



Schedule writing time and protect it like you would the time you teach, or a doctor's appointment,
or something else you value highly.



Check out Advice for New Faculty Members by Robert Boice and From Dissertation to Book
by William Germano.



Remember to feed your soul with something you really love or enjoy. Without recharging, it's
hard to keep writing, teaching, serving on committees, and doing all the other things we're
supposed to do as faculty members.



Make sure you engage in a hobby or two, something that's very different from your daily working
activities.



Try to limit your administrative work until post-tenure.



Don't believe all the horror stories you hear about personalities within departments. Not everyone
(anyone!?!) will want to fire you. In fact, they hired you: they want you to succeed.



Get a mentor who can help you navigate the local culture; if your department doesn't already do
this, ask for one.



Trust yourself. You know more than you think you do.



Find your own mentor (or mentors) even if the department assigns you one.



Don't put everything you do in the context of tenure; do the job well, and you make your tenure
case.



Get to know your new colleagues on your own terms, as much as possible. That is, try not to let
people's reputations--good or bad--predetermine your relationship with them.



Don't read all the horror stories (forums, chatrooms, etc.). In fact, steer clear of the negativity that
can pervade academia.



No matter how mind-blowing the thing you just heard (or were asked to do), wait three days
before deciding its magnitude.



Get everything in writing. Keep a copy of your job ad for future reference. If changes are made to
your job description, get it in writing.



Breathe. Also, smile and nod, especially when you are worn out.



Be a good, generous listener. Equally important: be perceived as a good, generous listener.



You don't have to do it all at once.



For the first year, put your personal wellness first: choose fitness, healthy socializing, whole foods,
and sleep.



Exercise, exercise, exercise.

And finally,


Study documents such as departmental by-laws, union contracts, and the faculty handbook as
though your tenure depended on it--because it might! On a reasonably well-functioning campus,
written policy will trump gossip/speculation about what 'really' goes on. You can also learn a fair
amount about the history of your institution through these documents--policies often bear witness
to the departmental/institutional battles of yesteryear. (I've always found that comforting: Policy
X is this way, not because people are idiots, but because it was the only way to solve impasse Y. As
long as there's a reason..) Finally, remember that your department probably wants you to succeed.
The path to promotion and tenure isn't like crossing a DMZ.

How about you? What do you wish someone had told you your first year as a tenure-track professor?
What one piece of advice would you offer next year's incoming group? Please leave suggestions in
comments below.
[Creative Commons image by Jule Berlin.]
The Caveat: my department, college, and university did a fabulous job with the tenure-track new
hires last fall (of which I was one). My colleagues were prepared, sensitive, and knowledgeable,
and they knew to anticipate many of the obstacles I found myself stumbling over. However, this
post isn't about them. It's about next year's first-year tenure track assistant professors and what
we can do to help them have a good year.
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How We Vallue Facu
ulty Wo
ork

By Gary A.
A Olson
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ned to how so
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faculty members
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misrreport their accomplishm
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ments on theirr vitas and an
nnual evaluattion forms. "I
have one professor wh
ho lists shortt pieces he wrrites for our d
departmentaal newsletter under his
'Publicatiions,'" said on
ne chair, "an
nd another wh
ho counts coaaching Littlee League as 'S
Service.'"
Do the faculty membeers mean to be
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g? Maybe, orr maybe not. But the end rresult, the
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b
cateegories of wo
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o a related su
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universities vaalue
the variou
us types of fa
aculty work.
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hy of academiic
values, esspecially wheen it comes to
o service and
d research."
Another chair
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added, "I'm sometim
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a the items tthat appear o
on a curriculu
um vitae and
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where theey get listed."" A third com
mmented thatt some professsors seem to
o believe thatt all activitiess
have equa
al value. "Wee've got to do
o a much bettter job of men
ntoring our ffaculty," she cconcluded.
Most prob
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academ
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ualize "servicce."
Of the thrree typical kiinds of servicce—communiity service, in
nstitutional sservice, and sservice to thee
profession—the first one
o is the least valued in a university ssetting, and tthe last one is the most

valued. Often, however, vitas and tenure cases do not clearly distinguish between those very different
types of work.
Institutional service—chairing or serving on departmental, college, or university committees and
councils—is the most easily understood. After all, it is a standard work assignment, the sort of task
expected of every academic.
The confusion over service usually arises from a conflation of community and professional service.
The highest value lies in service to the discipline. Whether you are an editor of a scholarly journal,
officer of your national professional organization, coordinator of a scholarly conference, manuscript
reviewer for a press or journal, external reviewer for tenure and promotion, or contributor to the
discipline in some other capacity, those activities typically receive the most credit in deliberations
over tenure, promotion, and performance review.
Volunteering as a Boy Scout leader, serving as a museum docent, or working in a soup kitchen are all
admirable and important contributions to society, but not the kind of service that universities give
much credit for.
Giving a public talk at the local library on your area of expertise is an excellent way to enhance towngown relations, but it is not equivalent to giving a talk to your peers at a major professional
convention, where your talk (or at least your proposal) is likely to have undergone rigorous peer
review. The two talks may even be on identical subjects, but one carries much more weight.
Similarly, giving a talk at your own institution is not the same as being invited to give a presentation
at another university—unless, of course, the invitation at your home institution arose from some
formal vetting process, as in a distinguished lecture series.
It's not that community service is insignificant. Certainly, civic engagement has become an important
theme in higher education lately, and a positive one. The question is not whether we should pursue
such projects in our courses or individually, it's how we report them to our supervisors.
Engaging in community-service projects might well say something about your character and your
willingness to contribute to society, but it says little about your contributions to your students or
your discipline—the two principal responsibilities of our profession, and our raison d'être.
Civic engagement can become a more valued activity if your project is specifically linked to the theme
and content of a course you are teaching or research you are conducting. A good example: when a

professor of social work organizes a class project around assisting residents of a local homeless
center in order to demonstrate to the students how to apply concepts learned in class. Another
example: when an adult-literacy specialist volunteers to tutor people in a local learning center while
simultaneously gathering data for a research study on the efficacy for adult learners of certain
pedagogical techniques.
Years ago I served as a volunteer in a private hospital for abused women, and while I employed
techniques related to my work as a university English professor—teaching the patients how to keep
journals, for example, that could later be used in group and individual therapy sessions—my work
there had nothing to do with my teaching or scholarship. It played no role in deliberations over my
tenure, promotion, annual evaluations, or merit pay rankings, nor should it have.
In fact, some institutions actively discourage faculty members from undertaking too much
community service. A provost told me that when he was a dean at a fairly prestigious private college,
the administration made it clear that community service would not count in faculty evaluations. "We
wanted our faculty to focus on their research and, most importantly, on our students," he said. "We
emphasized that their community work was their own business and that the college would not
reward it."
Some professors also blur the lines in reporting on their research. A dean once told me that one of
her faculty members actually listed editing his church's newsletter on his CV under the heading
"Professional/Scholarly Activities."
"He contends that this work should count because he is an English professor and editing is
something English professors do," she said, with amusement.
Another common blurring of lines occurs when professors lump all of their publications in one
section of their CV without making any distinctions between those that were peer-reviewed and
those that were not. I have seen faculty members list book reviews and opinion pieces published in
the local newspaper under their "Publications" section, as if they were equivalent to peer-reviewed
articles.
The chairs at the meeting I attended mentioned several similar bad practices:
• Listing items under "Books" that were not really books, such as pamphlets, study guides, and
instructors' manuals;

• Not making clear whether a book or article you list on your CV is in print, in press, or under review;
and
• Listing nonscholarly presentations (a talk before the Rotary club) along with scholarly
presentations.
Other faculty members fail to make a distinction between contracted research and scholarly
research.
A civil engineer who accepts a contract from the local city government to conduct research about
improving traffic flow through a busy intersection might be employing her research skills, but such a
project is a service to the community (and one for which she is compensated). It's not a contribution
to the knowledge of civil engineering as a discipline.
While both activities have value, contributing to the knowledge base of one's field is substantially
more important in the academic value system than helping the city solve a traffic problem.
Some professors may well pad their vitas intentionally. But most of the mistakes that professors
make in reporting their work are probably the result of misunderstanding the hierarchy of academic
values. You need only ask yourself one question: "To what extent does the activity or
accomplishment contribute to the knowledge and progress of the discipline?"
Using that rubric, we can easily see that editing a scholarly journal trumps editing the neighborhood
newsletter, organizing a scholarly conference beats organizing a school event, publishing a peerreviewed scholarly monograph surpasses publishing an instructors' manual for a textbook, and
publishing a peer-reviewed article reporting on scholarly research tops being paid to conduct
research for a local company.
The key to reporting your accomplishments accurately is to remember academe's hierarchy of values.
Gary A. Olson is provost and vice president for academic affairs at Idaho State University and coeditor, with John W. Presley, of "The Future of Higher Education: Perspectives From America's
Academic Leaders" (Paradigm). He can be contacted at golson@isu.edu.
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The Five Characteristics of Successful New Faculty
Members
By Rob Jenkins
No doubt all you brand-new faculty members at two-year colleges who read my August column—and
probably most who didn't—have gotten off to a strong start in the classroom. After all, teaching is
your strong suit. Now you're probably wondering, what about the rest of the job? How do I make the
most of those 25 working hours a week (theoretically) that are not spent in front of a whiteboard?
The truth is, when it comes to getting your career off on the right foot, what you do outside the
classroom is just as important as what you do inside it, if not more. Certainly you will be formally
judged on your teaching, but you will also be judged, both formally and informally, on your
performance as a department member and campus citizen. And those judgments will be more public
and likelier to stick with you.
Based on my own experiences as a "newbie" (four times), as well as my observations as a department
chairman and an academic dean, I've identified five characteristics of faculty members whose first
few months set a positive tone for their entire careers:
Be humble. You might be surprised at how many new hires show up believing they're smarter than
their colleagues, or thinking they already know more about how the institution ought to function
than do people who have been there 20 years.
You should assume that, as a rookie, you know nothing about the culture of the institution or the way
it runs, much less the way it ought to run. Spend the first few months watching and listening to the
people around you, observing how they conduct themselves and how others respond to them. From
that you will learn much about how to behave—and how not to.
Seek out an experienced faculty mentor, someone who's been at the college at least three or four
years. Avoid members of the "old guard" who appear jaded, disillusioned, and burned out; you don't
want their attitudes to rub off on you. Look for someone who knows the ropes but hasn't yet
considered using them to hang himself/herself.

(Note: Your department chair may assign you a mentor, but if that relationship is unsatisfactory, feel
free to seek out another one on your own. You may very well start with a mentor and end up with a
friend.)
Be willing. I mean willing to do just about anything, within limits.
The list of tasks you will be asked to perform as a new hire is virtually endless, as your department
head "volunteers" you for various unpleasant assignments (because asking you is less risky than
asking someone with more seniority) and harried colleagues seek to shift some of their workload
onto you. You will be expected to serve on departmental committees, represent the department on
collegewide bodies, sponsor student organizations, judge contests; the list goes on.
Add to those chores the ones that everyone has, like grading exams and advising students, and the
load can quickly become daunting.
That's why I say "within limits." It's important to be able to say no, especially when all of those other
tasks begin to interfere with your primary responsibility of teaching, or leave you with no personal
life. But it's equally important to say yes whenever possible, because, quite frankly, that's how you'll
endear yourself to colleagues and administrators.
Occasionally I encounter new faculty members who refuse to do anything "extra," anything for which
they aren't (in their minds) getting paid. They're determined not to be "exploited" by "the system."
The truth is, in a community-college setting, I don't even know what constitutes "extra." There's a lot
to be done and sometimes no clear delineation between one's official duties and everything else.
That's why we expect people to be willing to pitch in and do whatever it takes to serve, well, the
system—meaning students, the department, and the institution. If you think that's exploitation, then
I suggest you talk with doctors and lawyers about their first-year experiences on the job.
Be organized. That's the only way anyone can cope with the myriad tasks described above, plus
teach five courses, while still maintaining some semblance of sanity.
Organization means, first of all, time management. I highly recommend using some sort of daily
planner, whether print or electronic. Enter your classes and office hours first, then add other
recurring commitments, such as regularly scheduled department or club meetings. Keep track of any
new entries as well, including appointments with students, committee meetings, and campus events.

Then you can see the gaps in your schedule and plan to use that time for things like grading papers,
working on committee assignments, and eating.
Being organized also means keeping track of your paperwork. There's no profession quite like
teaching when it comes to generating paper, much of which is vital to the job: class rolls, drop/add
slips, course syllabi, tests, handouts. And nothing can be more frustrating, time-consuming, and
potentially embarrassing than spending 10 or 15 minutes looking for that one piece of paper you
need. So take time to set up a filing system that works well for you. Then follow it. Don't just throw
your papers haphazardly across your desk the minute you walk into the office (unless, of course, that
happens to be your system).
Be collegial. Be friendly, open to sharing ideas and materials, and willing to help out a colleague in
need. Your collegiality must extend not just to other faculty members but also to everyone else on the
campus, including librarians, admissions counselors, and custodians.
It's especially important for new faculty members to cultivate a good working relationship—even a
friendship, if possible—with the one person who has the most influence over their immediate
happiness. No, I'm not talking about the department chair. I mean the department secretary. In fact,
that's probably the single best piece of advice I'll give in this column, because having to deal every
day with a department secretary who doesn't like you is the definition of misery for a new faculty
member.
And why wouldn't the department secretary like you? Perhaps because you disregarded my next and
final admonition.
Be low-maintenance. No one enjoys being around people who are always needy, who always
expect others to go out of their way but rarely reciprocate, whose lives are always fraught with some
sort of drama. Yet a surprising number of new faculty members fit that profile. (Some not-so-new
ones, too.)
Remember, while your colleagues might not mind helping you out occasionally, they probably won't
like doing it regularly. Department chairs expect to provide a certain amount of mentoring, but they
have better things to do than hold your hand for the next 10 months (or 10 years). And, trust me on
this, department secretaries divide faculty members into two categories: those who are highmaintenance and those they like.

So make your own copies rather than just leave your handout on the secretary's desk. Don't go to
your department chair with a problem you can solve yourself or with a little help from a friend or
mentor. Do more favors than you ask for.
The reputation you forge during your first year, fair or not, will stay with you at least as long as you're
at the college. Maybe longer. It's worth a little extra time and effort (maybe a lot extra) to make sure
that reputation is a good one.
Rob Jenkins is an associate professor of English and director of the Writers Institute at Georgia
Perimeter College. He writes occasionally for our community-college column. If you would like to
write for our regular column on faculty and administrative careers at two-year colleges, or have a
topic to propose, we would like to hear from you. Send your ideas to careers@chronicle.com.
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Abstract The three-ring circus of academia is made up of research, teaching, and service.
It is also characterized by continuous action that must be facilitated by the academic
ringmaster. Academic life is more difficult than most anticipate because the responsibilities
are time-consuming, diverse, and conflicting. Therefore, this article focuses on strategies
faculty members can develop to meet these pressing demands. Specifically, we begin with a
discussion of how to balance research, teaching, and service. We then highlight strategies
faculty members can use in becoming an effective academic ringmaster. We conclude with
a discussion of life outside the “big top.”
Key words college teaching . faculty development . junior faculty . research productivity .
tenure
What is the three-ring circus of academia? The three-ring circus of academia is made up of
research, teaching, and service. Research is similar to the high-wire acts and acrobats. It is a
necessary “act.” It is what draws many people to the circus and amazes them. Similarly,
research is what brings prestige to the university (Wolverton 1998).
Teaching, on the other hand, can be analogous to the work of the animal tamers. The
skills that are required to train these animals to do tricks are appreciated. However, the
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animal acts are often overshadowed by the acrobats unless the animals are out of control.
Relating this more directly to teaching, although teaching is extremely valuable, it is not a
sufficient condition for receiving tenure; and it often goes unnoticed unless one is a poor
teacher (Milem et al. 2000; Wolverton 1998).
Continuing our circus analogy, service obligations are similar to the clowns. They are a
distraction between the main acts (teaching and research), but would be sorely missed if
they were not part of the show. In other words, service is expected and important to the
functioning of the institution (Ballantine 1995); however, it is not highly regarded when
making tenure decisions, and it certainly will not compensate for poor teaching or limited
research productivity (Mullen and Forbes 2000).
Furthermore, the three-ring circus is characterized by continuous action that must be
facilitated by the ringmaster. Similar to the ringmaster, faculty members are required to
simultaneously focus their time on multiple “acts.” Being the academic ringmaster is more
difficult than most anticipate because the responsibilities are time-consuming, diverse, and
often conflicting (Gunter and Stambach 2003). Simultaneously focusing on these multiple
“acts” has become even more difficult in recent decades because of the changing nature of
academia (Ballantine 1995; Fox 1992; Mallard and Atkins 2004; Milem et al. 2000).
Specifically, universities and colleges are receiving less state and federal funding leading to
an increased reliance on external funding to support their institutions (Austin 2002). As a
result, there is increased pressure on faculty members to secure external funds.
Although some would expect that the time involved in meeting these increasing research
demands detracts from the time spent on teaching, Milem et al. (2000) found that faculty
members today are spending more time on both research-related and teaching-related
activities. In addition, Mallard and Atkins (2004) found that service demands have remained
the same. Moreover, faculty members are required not only to engage in these activities; they
are expected to perform well in all three areas (Ballantine 1995). Consequently, they need to
develop strategies to meet the pressing demands required to be effective ringmasters.
Therefore, this article focuses on becoming the ringmaster of the three-ring circus of
academia. Specifically, we begin with a discussion of how to balance research, teaching,
and service. We then highlight strategies faculty members can use to become effective
academic ringmasters. We conclude with a discussion of life outside the “big top.”

Becoming the Ringmaster: Balancing Research, Teaching, and Service
The majority of faculty members work more than 50 hours per week to meet the demands
of academia (Jacobs and Winslow 2004). Most of this time is spent on the labor intensive
activities of teaching and research. This leads to a question about the relationship between
research and teaching. Some researchers believe that research and teaching are unrelated
(Fox 1992; Hattie and Marsh 1996). Teaching and research are seen as conflicting activities,
and thus spending more time on research means spending less time on teaching and vice
versa. Others, however, see research and teaching as complementary activities (Kremer
1990). This means that one’s teaching can inform one’s research and research can inform
one’s teaching (Smeby 1998). While most studies find that teaching and research are
unrelated, their conclusions are based on examining how faculty members allocate their
time to these activities (Milem et al. 2000).
We argue that, while the time demands are conflicting, engaging in both research and
teaching makes one a stronger faculty member. For example, teaching may influence
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faculty members’ research. Specifically, class preparation can allow faculty members to
explore the literature and generate new research questions (Marsh and Hattie 2002; Smeby
1998). Class discussions can also stimulate alternative ways of thinking about one’s
research.
In addition to teaching informing research, being engaged in research can enhance one’s
teaching. In fact, students respond more positively to faculty members who are actively
involved in research because they are able to incorporate current literature, may be more
excited about the subject matter, and appear more credible (Neumann 1994). Furthermore,
teachers who are engaged in research have higher expectations for students than those who
do not conduct research (Hattie and Marsh 1996). They are also more likely to promote
critical thinking and help students develop a better understanding of the complexities
associated with research instead of training them to accept, at face value, what they read in
their texts (Marsh and Hattie 2002).
Although most studies focus on balancing research and teaching, faculty members must
concurrently fulfill their service obligations. While service is an integral part of faculty life,
it is also the least important for receiving tenure (Mullen and Forbes 2000). Therefore, it is
important for faculty members to serve their institutions; but they must also protect the time
they devote to research and teaching. However, too much time spent on service is a concern
for tenure track faculty members, especially for female faculty and faculty of color who
may be expected to serve on diversity-related committees in addition to their regular service
obligations (Adams 2004).
Even though new faculty members are often aware of the multiple “acts” required in
academia (research, teaching, and service), they may be unaware of how they, as the
ringmaster, should focus their time on these “acts” in order to receive tenure and promotion
(Koblinsky et al. 2006; Mullen and Forbes 2000). While these expectations will vary
among institutions, and sometimes within them, it is important for new faculty members to
have a clear understanding of the tenure process (Acker and Armenti 2004; Mullen and
Forbes 2000; Sorcinelli 2000). For example, if the institution has written guidelines
regarding the expectations for research, teaching, and service, those should be used to
determine how one should allocate time.
We also recommend that new faculty members have conversations with tenured colleagues
and administrators. Doing so will allow new faculty members to clarify issues that may not
be explicitly stated, as well as begin to develop meaningful relationships with the tenured
faculty members in their department and their department chair. Furthermore, it is necessary
to revisit continually the criteria for tenure and promotion as the expectations may change
over time (Acker and Armenti 2004; Austin 2002; Mullen and Forbes 2000). Understanding
these expectations will enable new faculty members to become effective ringmasters.
One characteristic of all effective ringmasters is to be able to draw attention to the
appropriate acts at the appropriate times. This ability requires an acute understanding on
the part of the ringmaster regarding both the overall flow of the circus and the specific
line-up of acts. Similarly, the effective academic has a keen awareness regarding the goals
he or she would like to accomplish and an understanding of the steps it will take to
accomplish those goals. Yet, beyond understanding, the effective academic must have the
skills to implement the activities that will allow him or her to reach the aforementioned
goals. In the following sections, we discuss strategies for effectively focusing one’s
attention on the “acts” of research, teaching, and service. These strategies represent best
case scenarios; not all will be possible to implement given departmental and institutional
constraints.
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Research
Just as in a three-ring circus, one’s research agenda should have several “acts” going at the
same time and in different rings so one can easily redirect attention among “acts.” More
specifically, Zanna and Darley (1987) suggest having several research projects at different
stages of development (e.g., data collection, data analysis, writing, etc.). In other words, to
become an effective ringmaster, faculty members need to have several “acts” in the first
years of academic life. Ideally, these should include publishing manuscripts based on the
dissertation, implementing new research projects, preparing grant proposals, and submitting
proposals to professional conferences.
Given that one component of tenure review is scholarly productivity, a suggested
starting point for new faculty members as they settle into a new position is to prepare their
dissertation for publication. However, the preferred format for disseminating one’s work
can vary between disciplines. While some disciplines prefer that faculty members transform
their dissertation into a book, others believe it is more desirable to publish empirical
articles. Thus, new faculty members should speak with tenured colleagues and
administrators to determine if it is more beneficial to seek to publish the dissertation in
its entirety or break it into parts and publish each part as a separate article.
In addition to publishing the dissertation, it is also necessary to develop and implement a
new research agenda. New faculty members at teaching-oriented institutions may find this
difficult given that the resources available differ from those they had as graduate students at
their research-oriented institutions (Austin 2002). In their new institutions, they may have
to adjust to higher teaching loads; limited, if any, graduate student assistance; limited or
insufficient start-up packages; and inadequate research funding (Carroll 2003; Koblinsky
et al. 2006). As a result, faculty members have to be creative in how they accomplish
scholarly activities with limited resources.
One strategy for accomplishing scholarly activities would be implementing research
projects that require minimal funding. For example, many institutions have internal funds
that can be used to implement pilot projects. Pilot projects enable faculty members to
collect data for publication, which then allow them to develop a track record that will aid in
securing funding from external sources. Although many institutions have an office or staff
person who can assist in this process, the task of finding an appropriate external funder can
take more time than most faculty members anticipate.
In the interim, faculty members also have to be creative in how they pursue their initial
research projects. One way to maximize one’s efforts may be to integrate scholarship, teaching,
and service. For example, the first author was able to integrate all three by using a servicelearning assignment in a family diversity course, requiring the students to write a paper
reflecting on their experiences, conducting a content analysis of the students’ papers to
determine the effectiveness of the assignment, and co-authoring a manuscript with a graduate
student (Toews and Cerny 2006). By engaging in the scholarship of teaching and learning,
faculty members are able to improve their teaching strategies and practices while at the same
time contributing to their scholarly productivity. However, it is important to note that
institutions vary in the credence they give to the scholarship of teaching and learning. Thus,
new faculty members should determine if this type of scholarship is valued at their
institutions before pursuing such endeavors.
Although the above example involved working with a graduate student, another way
faculty members can maximize their efforts is by involving competent undergraduate
students in the research process (Lancy 2003; Page et al. 2004). This can be accomplished
by bringing one’s research interests into the classroom, which can pique students’ interests
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in the subject matter. Once their interest is aroused, students can enroll in an independent
study course where they can gain a first-hand understanding of research methods and
critical thinking skills (Ishiyama 2002; Ware et al. 1998). An additional benefit of student
involvement is that it can increase faculty members’ research productivity (Page et al. 2004;
Ware et al. 1998). An important caveat is that faculty members’ productivity can be
compromised if appropriate care is not given to selecting students.
Another strategy for maximizing research productivity would be to prepare conference
proposals. This allows one to begin developing the framework for future manuscripts
(Carroll 2003). Furthermore, presenting one’s work to peers in this way provides an
opportunity to receive feedback from reviewers as well as conference attendees. While
presenting at conferences allows faculty members to showcase their research, it also
introduces them to others’ research and may stimulate additional research questions
(Mallard and Atkins 2004).
Perhaps a more difficult strategy, but one that can maximize scholarly productivity, is to
develop collaborative relationships. While many talk about the importance of collaborating,
it may be difficult to implement because it can sometimes mean having to develop expertise
in a new area. We contend that, while this can take more time in the development and
implementation stages, the payoffs can supersede the initial investment. For example, we
developed a project that incorporated the first author’s expertise in family relationships and
the second author’s expertise in ethnic identity to examine how personal and interpersonal
variables predicted the transition to college. Although we spent considerable time
familiarizing ourselves with the literature regarding college students’ adjustment, the result
is that we are now more productive in our scholarly output.
One critical component of being a productive scholar is allocating one’s time
appropriately. This is particularly relevant given that time spent on research is positively
related to scholarly productivity (Marsh and Hattie 2002). In fact, Mallard and Atkins
(2004) found that release time was the strongest predictor of scholarly productivity, as
measured by the number of refereed journal articles, conference papers, and books.
Therefore, if possible, new faculty members should seek to negotiate release time before
accepting a position.
While the institution may not allocate release time, faculty members should purposely
set aside time within their weekly schedules to devote to scholarly activities. Although the
specific strategies vary among individuals, it is often easier to spend time on research once
one has allocated time for research (Gunter and Stambach 2003). For example, blocking out
certain times each day to focus on research-related activities is advisable (Boice 1992). In
addition to blocking out time, it is important to create “to do” lists specifying what one
hopes to accomplish during that time (Boice 1992). Specifying particular tasks allows one
to experience a sense of accomplishment in a manner similar to what one might experience
after completing a lecture (Carroll 2003).
With respect to creating “to do” lists, it is important to categorize tasks in manageable
units (Boice 1990). Often faculty members think in terms of the end product rather than the
specific tasks necessary to accomplish their goal. This can influence one’s motivation as it
is easier to focus on the tasks for which we feel a more immediate sense of
accomplishment. Faculty members must train themselves to view the research process as
similar to the teaching process in that it is composed of a series of tasks that lead to a final
outcome. For example, instead of noting “work on manuscript” one might list “write
literature review; write methods section; run analyses; write results” and so on. In this
fashion, one is able to experience a sense of accomplishment at each stage in the process
and recognize how one is moving closer to achieving the end product (Boice 1990).
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While many faculty members can set aside time for research, not all follow through
when faced with the daily demands of teaching. For example, time must be devoted to
preparing classes, interacting with students, grading assignments, and writing exams. The
consequences of not completing these tasks are more immediate and apparent (Boice
1992; Carroll 2003). Thus, it is often easier to succumb to the pressures associated with
teaching as these often appear urgent. As a consequence, faculty members might
compromise the time they have set aside for research in order to meet their teaching
responsibilities.
One strategy for ensuring that time set aside for research is actually spent on research
would be to cultivate a system of accountability, such as research circles or readings groups
(Carroll 2003; Gillespie et al. 2005). Specifically, Carroll (2003) suggested that these
groups “can provide the deadlines and immediate feedback that many faculty need for
completing projects and exposing their work to a higher level of scrutiny” (p. 26). This
accountability is beneficial as faculty members are more likely to postpone completing
research related tasks because there are no immediate ramifications. However, given that
research productivity is highly valued, the long-term consequences of neglecting this
commitment can be detrimental to one’s academic career (e.g., merit, tenure; Wolverton
1998).
Teaching
Although most new faculty members feel fairly confident in their high-wire skills (i.e.,
research training), for some, animal taming (i.e., teaching) may seem like an “act” for which
they have not been trained (Austin 2002). Yet, it is important to note that many have at least
some exposure to teaching-related “acts” prior to assuming a faculty position. We argue that
new faculty members should not discount the value of prior experiences relating to
teaching. Specifically, even new faculty members who have very limited teaching
experience can rely on the content they have learned in their classes and can model the
example of successful teachers they have encountered.
Furthermore, before accepting a new position, faculty members should try to negotiate
the courses they teach (Sorcinelli 2000). For example, if a new faculty member has
previously taught a course while in graduate school, he or she could request to teach that
same course at the new institution. Faculty members could also request to teach multiple
sections of the same course or negotiate their teaching schedules so they teach on a certain
number of days per week and devote other days completely to research. A final strategy, but
one that can be difficult to maintain, especially if one is always in the building, is to meet
with students only during specified office hours or by appointment.
Even for faculty members who have had previous teaching experience, many are not
prepared for the challenges of teaching multiple classes. Specifically, many new faculty
members feel overwhelmed with the diversity of courses they teach (Koblinsky et al. 2006).
In most departments, academics are continually challenged by the demands of having to be
both a generalist and a specialist, in that they are expected to have a specific area of
research, but are required to teach on a broad range of topics, often outside their specific
area of expertise (Ballantine 1995; Marsh and Hattie 2002). As a result, faculty members
must devote the time necessary to develop that general understanding. This time must be
balanced with the time necessary to stay current in one’s fields of inquiry. While a laudable
goal would be to find ways to overlap one’s teaching expertise with scholarly expertise, this
is not always possible. Thus, academics must find practical ways to negotiate this tension.
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One way faculty members can ease the transition to teaching multiple classes would be
to take advantage of opportunities for collaboration when developing courses. For example,
although faculty members engage in discussions about scholarship, they are less likely to
discuss pedagogy (Boice 1992). Therefore, we would suggest that new faculty members ask
to examine colleagues’ teaching materials for the courses they will teach (Sorcinelli 2000).
This information can be helpful in terms of planning course activities and can also inform
new faculty members about the instructional climate as they relate to student expectations.
In addition, faculty members can search the Web for the syllabi of others who are teaching
similar courses.
One potential danger for new faculty members when it comes to teaching is focusing an
exorbitant amount of energy on class preparation. This is particularly relevant because
research finds the amount of time spent on teaching related activities is not related to
quality of instruction and in fact depresses publication productivity (Fox 1992; Marsh and
Hattie 2002). While we are not encouraging faculty members to dismiss their teaching
responsibilities, we are simply arguing that oftentimes new faculty can be inefficient in their
use of time as it relates to instruction. For example, it is suggested that faculty members
should spend no more than one and a half to three hours of preparation for each class hour
(Boice 1992; Wankat 2004). While this may not be possible for new faculty members, it is
an important goal toward which to strive.
Once faculty members have established a teaching routine, they can focus on integrating
their scholarship and teaching. One way to accomplish this integration would be to find
ways to overlap one’s teaching expertise with one’s scholarly expertise. However, this is
not always possible. Another strategy is teaching a special topics course. Such courses can
be a useful tool for exploring a research topic in greater depth. Preparing the course will
allow the faculty member to become more familiar with the literature, and teaching the
course can raise potential research questions and provide a forum for the discussion of
related issues (Marsh and Hattie 2002; Smeby 1998).
Service
In between negotiating multiple “acts” and learning new skills, new faculty members are
also faced with service responsibilities, which are analogous to the clowns. Although
clowns are an integral part of every circus, they are often a distraction between the main
acts (teaching and research). Similarly, too many service responsibilities can detract from
scholarly productivity and quality instruction. However, some service responsibilities can
provide opportunities to interact with students outside of class, form relationships with
colleagues across campus, and learn about the institution (Adams 2004).
Learning about the institution is especially important given that research indicates new
faculty members may not be familiar with the governance process (Koblinsky et al. 2006).
Therefore, faculty members may want to be on committees where they will learn more
about issues that will facilitate their transition or expose them to relevant university issues,
such as search committees or committees drafting policies and procedures (Adams 2004).
However, faculty members should seek to avoid committees that might address contentious
issues (e.g., departmental restructuring, financial allocations) or those whose members
might be at odds (Adams 2004). In addition, it is important to know the time involved in
each committee assignment prior to volunteering to serve on that committee. For example,
some committees meet once a year, but may require a considerable amount of work in the
weeks prior to the meeting. On the other hand, some committees meet on a more frequent
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basis, but preparation time is limited. Finally, to protect one’s tenuous position, it is best to
avoid chairing a committee until after tenure.
Another way to balance one’s service responsibilities would be to integrate
scholarship and teaching with service. One strategy would be to only accept community
presentations related to one’s research expertise or topics which one has already prepared
for a class. This would involve less preparation time because faculty members are
familiar with the topic. Faculty could also provide service to the profession by serving as
reviewers for conference papers, manuscripts, and grant proposals. This type of service
allows the faculty member to generate new ideas while also benefiting the professional
community.

Life Outside the Big Top
Although becoming an effective ringmaster is crucial to one’s success in academia, it is
important to remember that life does exist outside the “big top.” This is particularly relevant
given that faculty members feel they do not have enough time to complete their numerous
teaching and research responsibilities (Austin 2002; Colbeck 1998; Gunter and Stambach
2003). In fact, Colbeck (1998) reported that all faculty members in her study felt “they had
more work to do than they could reasonably accomplish” (p. 663). As a result, the
additional time needed to meet the increasing research and teaching demands often occurs
at the expense of personal and family time (Gunter and Stambach 2003; Hattie and Marsh
1996). Faculty members, particularly women, tend to sacrifice time spent relaxing,
exercising, sleeping, and socializing in order to meet these demands (Acker and Armenti
2004; Gunter and Stambach 2003).
Furthermore, some faculty members never feel as if they are doing “a good enough job”
(Acker and Armenti 2004, p. 16). As a result, they often work harder and longer, which is
detrimental to their physical and psychological health (Acker and Armenti 2004; Colbeck
1998; Gunter and Stambach 2003). Specifically, previous researchers have found that
faculty members, particularly women and tenure-track faculty, report high levels of stress,
illness, fatigue, health difficulties, and social isolation (Acker and Armenti 2004; Gunter
and Stambach 2003; Moyer et al. 1999). Despite these physical and psychological health
concerns, they are expected to “look relaxed and on top of things rather than frenzied,
fatigued, [and] malcontent” (Acker and Armenti 2004, p. 13). By denying the struggles they
face, faculty members miss opportunities to receive moral support from one another (Acker
and Armenti 2004; Moyer et al. 1999). This can exacerbate one’s feelings of isolation, thus
making it more important to develop strategies to nurture one’s life outside the “big top.”
One such strategy is for faculty members to schedule personal time in the same way they
schedule research and teaching activities. For example, faculty members should write
personal time into their weekly calendars. They should also make appointments to spend
time with family and friends or schedule a weekly lunch “date” with a friend or colleague.
Another strategy is to schedule time to pursue recreational interests. It is also important for
faculty members to recognize their needs and thus not feel guilty for taking this muchdeserved personal time (Acker and Armenti 2004). Furthermore, similar to the circus, one
perk of academia is taking time off between “shows.” Faculty members should use this time
effectively to rest, rejuvenate, and evaluate their work without the deadlines and pressures
that are faced during the academic year.
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Conclusion
The changing nature of academia has required faculty members to become more efficient in
meeting the increasing demands of research, teaching, and service. Our primary goal was to
focus upon and summarize strategies for becoming an effective academic ringmaster. We
provided suggestions for developing one’s research agenda while providing quality
instruction, meeting one’s service obligations, and maintaining a life outside academia.
We believe, if one is able to become the ringmaster of his or her own three-ring circus,
one’s academic career can indeed become The Greatest Show on Earth®!
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