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The Workshop

This workshop and its materials were adapted from the Georgia Institute of Technology
“ADEPT” program as well as the Montana State University ADVANCE Project TRACS. The
goal of the workshop is to increase people’s literacy regarding bias in the retention, promotion,
and tenure (RPT) process so that they can take conscious, affirmative steps to minimize it. The
workshop has two parts: education and practice. The educational part consists of a PowerPoint
lecture that first presents research on bias in the RPT process and then strategies to minimize
bias. The practice part consists of a simulated RPT meeting where workshop participants will be
assigned roles. Three people will play faculty with different backgrounds and rank who are
holding a RPT meeting. A fourth person will take on an observer role by taking notes on the
simulated meeting and the discussion of the meeting that follows.

The premise of the workshop is that people who will
participate in RPT evaluation meetings together whether in
a unit or on a committee should be trained together so that
they can refer back to the training during actual review
meetings. Therefore, the workshop should be organized into
tables of three to five people and have a seating chart so that
units/committees are trained together when possible.

Plan for the workshop to take three hours even though it
rarely takes that long. That way people have time to sit with and process the information, talk to
each other, and no one will leave early. When inviting people to the workshop be sure to
emphasize that they need to block out the time and attend the entire workshop. Actively
discourage people from showing up late or leaving early.

You do not have to call it a workshop but try to avoid words like “training” since people are
reticent to attend trainings and will show up defensive to a “sensitivity training” or anything that
they expect will make them feel guilty.

In advance of running the workshop, it is important to
1) build an effective presentation,
2) practice it,
3) build a list of participants,
4) schedule the workshop,
5) get people to show up to it,
6) prepare for the workshop,
7) run the workshop, and
8) follow-up afterwards.


http://www.adept.gatech.edu/
https://www.montana.edu/nsfadvance/formsresources/index.html
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Education Part 1: Outline

The Presentation - Judgements and Biases
* RPT Elements: Research,
The presentation should present up to date Teaching,
published research on bias in the RPT Service/Outreach
process. The goal of the presentation is to * Strategies for ensuring an

equitable and inclusive

provide useful, credible information on bias
process

and how to minimize bias for participants so
that they have useful strategies and
information when performing reviews in

their units and committees.

During the interactive educational portion, participants will learn:
1. How biases and norms impact our judgements
2. What biases show up in evaluations of Research, Teaching, and Service
3. How we can mitigate these biases

The simulation portion is adapted for an R2 (high research activity) university setting using
materials created by the Georgia Institute of Technology “ADEPT” program®. Their activities
were “designed to help members of unit-level promotion and tenure committees understand the
subtleties of bias in the evaluation process” and include an abridged curriculum vita and
narrative synopsis of the external reviews and personal statement (see appendix).

*Copyright 2004, Georgia Tech Research Corporation, Atlanta, Georgia 30332-0415. All Rights
Reserved.

During the simulation portion, participants will:

1. Read over the scenario which includes an abridged Dossier Packet with an
abridged CV (see appendix).

2. Three people at each table are assigned to speaker roles and will each read a
part of the Simulation Script. Any others at your table are observers and
receive instructions to make personal observations of bias and take notes.

3. These groups will discuss observations of the “committee meeting” per the
instructions.

4. Interactive report-out on group discussion.

Practice

Be sure that facilitators have several chances to practice running the workshop in front of an
audience so they can receive feedback on their performance and presentation. You might think of
these as a rehearsal so you can have at least one dress rehearsal as well as some private ones. It is
good to both debrief at the practice and ask pointed questions as well as have evaluation forms to
capture feedback. The practice sessions help to hone and sharpen the presentation, this way
obvious questions and confusions will be addressed in advance.


http://www.adept.gatech.edu/
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List of Participants

Determining the audience of the workshop is important. Is it administration? Is it administrative
committees (e.g., dean’s review committee, provost’s review committee, etc.)? Is it a primary
unit committee? It is likely that over time the intended audience will change as you run the
workshop for different audiences and the needs of campus change. However, once you have
determined the audience, creating a “map” of the audience is important. For instance, if the
audience is administrative committees, the first step is building a list of all of the dean’s review
committees and the university’s review committee. Next build lists of everyone that sits on each
of the committees and their best contact information (e.g., email address). This workshop should
be delivered before committees meet to start discussing cases. For example, we conducted them
in the early fall and included department heads with their committees.

Scheduling the Workshop

Atam's
Contact everyone on your lists to find their best availability for the three-hour
E workshop. As you start contacting people, keep track of who has and who has
not responded so that you know who to follow up with and who does not need to
be bothered. Once a critical mass has responded, you can schedule a series of
workshops that will accommodate everyone or almost everyone’s schedules.

The rooms you use for the workshop should have tables and projector capabilities. Participants
will sit in groups at tables by unit or committee. You will need an effective projector for your
presentation.

Getting People to Show Up

Send personal invitations to everyone since group invitations are less effective. Keep track of
who RSVP’s so that you can follow up with people that do not respond. It is important to get
commitments from the deans and the provost to attend the workshops since that will give you
leverage to get busy faculty to attend. You should also ask the deans and the provost to contact
people who report to them, so they are encouraged to attend one of the workshops.

Prepare for the Workshop

. . o O o
Once the attendance is set, you can put together a seating chart. Every table 9
must have three people at a minimum. You, an assistant, or another committee ’d
member might on occasion need to sit at a table to meet the minimum. Five is
the maximum since you do not want more than two observers and the
discussion after the simulation will be less effective.
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You should prepare all of your materials at least a day in advance (see appendix for materials).

You will need:
e The abridged CV and portfolio
o One for every participant
Scripts for the simulation
o Itis best if each character role is
printed on different color paper
e Observer instructions
o Two for every table even if you
will only need one
e Debrief instructions
o One per table
e Abridged RPT criteria for the unit
o One for every participant
e Handouts
o What sorts of supplemental
information do you want people
to take with them?
e [Evaluation forms
o One for every participant
e Refreshments (optional)
o Itis along meeting so you may
want to keep people’s blood
sugar up.

Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry
College of Letters, Arts and Sciences University of Colorado Colorado Springs
Criteria, Standards and Evidence for Reappointment, Promotion and Tenure
July 1, 2020

Promotion to Associate Professor and/or Tenure Review:

The candidate’s record in teaching, scholarly work, and leadership and service will each be
evaluated separately with ratings of not meritorious, meritorious, or excellent. The candidate
must be rated, at least, as meritorious in all three areas but must receive a rating of excellent in
either teaching or scholarly work. The criteria and evidence for meritorious performance in
teaching, scholarly work, and leadership and service is consistent with the Comprehensive
Reappointment review with the additional expectation that development and maturation is
evident in all three areas. Additionally, demonstrated impact of teaching activities should be
described within the dossier submitted by the candidate. The candidate should also provide
evidence (e.g., receipt of peer-reviewed grants or a strong publication/presentation record
appropriate for the sub-discipline) that his or her program of scholarly work has long-term

viability and impact on the candidate’s sub-discipline

Meritorious

| Excellent

Teaching

« Fulfilled assigned teaching duties, with
attention given to content expertise,
instructional design and delivery, and student
engagement
« Course syllabi include learning
objectives and the candidate has
different assessment/evaluation
slra(egles
« FCQ scores near or at the department
averages, with consideration for
course size, rigor, etc.
De: growth and
in teaching as indicated from student
evaluations/feedback (FCQs, mid-
course evaluations), faculty peer
observations, and/or participation in
workshops/conferences focused on
pedagogy
« Demonstrated mentorship to students
outside of the classroom (research
advisor, independent study director,
etc.)

The requirements for Meritorious and the
additional criteria:

* Demonstrated proficiency in content
expertise, instructional design and delivery,
and student engagement

* FCQ scores above department averages

* Participation in thesis or dissertation
committees

+ Accomplished significant improvements to
instructional design (e.g., design a new course
to increased breadth and depth of department
curriculum, implement new pedagogical
strategies, etc.)

* Innovations in teaching or creative
instructional development

* Demonstrated impact outside of the
candidate’s immediate setting (college,
campus, or national recognition of teaching
practices)

e Arrive in the room at least a half hour prior to the workshop to set up.

Make sure the tables are set correctly and be prepared to move them around. Separate

[ ]
tables that allow for small group discussions work best.

e Set up and test the presentation.

e Be sure to have contact information for technical support in case there is a problem.

e Have extra batteries for your clicker or a backup clicker.

e Every table should have a number or name so you can direct people to the correct table
according to your seating chart.

[ ]

Put your handouts and evaluation forms at every seat on the tables.

e C(Create organized stacks of the material for the simulation so that you can put that
material down on tables quickly and unobtrusively during the break.

Sample Budget

This budget shows the amount of time and cost of materials needed to implement the outlined
training. It is based on 15 departments having faculty undergoing review and 8 colleges. The
administration time is for support staff to coordinate communications, scheduling and material
preparation. The faculty time (facilitator) is estimated for updating materials and delivering the

training.
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Hours/ Cost/
Part Activity Item Number |Unit Total
Preparation | Communications about trainings Admin time 5 § 20| 8§ 100
Scheduling trainings Admin time 7.5 § 20| 8 150
Refreshments (optional) Catering 14 § 75| % 1,050
Educational |Preparation/updating of materials | Facilitator time 6 $ 100 | $§ 600
Production of materials Printing 96 § 15| § 1,440
Delivery of materials Facilitator time 14 $ 100 | § 1,400
Simulations | Preparation/updating of materials | Facilitator time 6 $ 100 | $§ 600
Production of materials Printing 96 § 10| 8§ 960
Delivery of materials Facilitator time 14 § 100 | $ 1,400
TOTAL = § 8,400
Total #
Committees # of committees of People Meetings
4 people per department (with DH) 15 45 5
6 people per college (with Dean) 8 40 8
11 people on the University 1 11 1
TOTAL = 96
# of meetings = 14
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Run the Workshop

Agenda:
1. Participants arrive and are directed to their specified table (5min)
Ice breaker/introductions (10min)
Summary of workshop and trigger warning (5min)
Educational portion (75min)
Break (10min)
Simulation (10min)
Discussion (15min)
Wrap up (5Smin)
[total time 2hr 15min]

e A e

Outline of educational material
Introduction
e Outline of workshop
o Emotional anecdote
e Why this matters?
e Snapshot of professoriate nationally and locally (your campuses)
o Critique pipeline metaphor
e Structural barriers in pipeline

Outline of the presentation
e How inequities impact RPT
o Cognitive biases (selective attention, attentional biases)
o Implicit bias demonstration (e.g., the Implicit Association Test)
o Implicit associations of women in science
e Suspicions of this research

RPT Elements (research on bias in each of the following)
e Scholarship
e Teaching
e Service
o Note: see bibliography for evidence

Additional Considerations
¢« COVID 19

Strategies for ensuring equitable process
e Reviewing the evidence
o Recognize impact of vagueness
o Look at our own language to see vagueness
o Different types of biases at review: hiring, years of service, norms, awards,
citations, evaluation letters, etc.
e How to structure meetings to minimize bias
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A few tips and suggestions to keep in mind:
e [t is always a good idea to start with introductions. You might include an ice breaker such
as asking participants to share something most people do not know about them.
e  When introducing the workshop, set expectations:
o Make clear that the educational part is a long didactic slideshow and people
should not interrupt you (but say it nicely) to avoid arguments or pushback.
o Give a trigger warning because some people find the presentation triggering.
o Emphasize that the workshop is not meant as a criticism of anyone and that we all
have implicit biases.
o Address the model of justice used in the workshop.
o Point out that the model of gender used in the workshop is overly binary by
design even though we recognize gender is far more complex.
o Think through any other potential concerns your specific audience will have.
(e.g., library faculty, are generally not on the tenure track so that should be
addressed).
e Try to keep your energy up since it is a long lecture and people can lose focus.
e Place the material for the simulation at every seat during the break. Use different color
paper for each “role” in the simulation.
e Go over instructions for the simulation.
o Go over the materials on the table.
o People should all start at once in the time you allow.
o They should read the abridged dossier first and then read the script. Be sure they
read their scripts out loud. They should not change the script.
o Outline the observer’s role.
o Remind them that there are directions for the discussion and emphasize what they
should focus on in the discussion.
o Keep track of the time and keep the groups focused and moving through the
different parts of the simulation.
e Have a list of points you want to make during the general discussion at the end of the
workshop so that if groups do not make those points, you can make them yourself. Some
tips for facilitating the discussion:

o You can start the discussion by asking each group to report back on their
discussions.

o Ifthey did not address the “if-then” contingency plan, be sure to ask about that.

o Focus on issues that the groups found egregious, such as some of the especially
biased statements the characters make and ask them what they would do in that
situation.

o It is important to have some suggestions for the groups, such as “I would ask the
person if that is in the RPT?” It is important to not create a dynamic where it is
you against them. Instead focus on objective criteria that everyone must follow.

o Often times, one group will start talking to another which fosters excellent
dialogue. If that does not happen organically, you might look for points of
convergence where you can encourage the groups to talk to each other.

10
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o You may want to suggest to the participants ways to use the workshop, such as “If
something like this comes up, you can say to your colleagues, ‘Remember how
this was addressed in that workshop?” That way it is not you against them, but
shared knowledge about mitigating bias.”

o If people push back on the workshop and challenge you, it is better to not disagree
with them so that you end up arguing, instead try to redirect their point in a
productive direction. “That is a great point, what the research tells us...”

Finally, remind people to fill out the evaluation forms.

Follow up Afterwards

11

Sending out emails thanking people for participating in workshop is an opportunity to
remind them about the importance of the workshop, the work your committee is doing,
and to share additional information, such as PDFs of your handouts.

If you did not get 100% attendance of your intended audience, you can follow up with
each of those people to schedule a make-up workshop.

Check in with units/committees to see if they have adopted the information and
suggestions you provided during the workshop. You can send them the handout again and
offer a follow up meeting to support them.

Plan for next year’s workshops. What audiences do you still need to reach?

Review evaluation forms to understand strengths and identify areas for improvement.
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Appendix

Evaluation Form
RPT Bias-mitigation Workshop Evaluation
In what ways, if any, was this workshop informative?

What elements of this workshop do you see as being beneficial to improving the RPT culture at
UCCS?

What suggestions do you have for improving this workshop for RPT reviewer members?

What other thoughts or feedback do you have regarding this workshop and its content?

12
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Simulation Materials

Abridged Version of RPT Criteria

Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry
College of Letters, Arts and Sciences | University of Colorado Colorado Springs
Criteria, Standards and Evidence for Reappointment, Promotion and Tenure
July 1, 2020

Promotion to Associate Professor and/or Tenure Review:

The candidate’s record in teaching, scholarly work, and leadership and service will each be
evaluated separately with ratings of not meritorious, meritorious, or excellent. The candidate
must be rated, at least, as meritorious in all three areas but must receive a rating of excellent in
either teaching or scholarly work. The criteria and evidence for meritorious performance in
teaching, scholarly work, and leadership and service is consistent with the Comprehensive
Reappointment review with the additional expectation that development and maturation is
evident in all three areas. Additionally, demonstrated impact of teaching activities should be
described within the dossier submitted by the candidate. The candidate should also provide
evidence (e.g., receipt of peer-reviewed grants or a strong publication/presentation record
appropriate for the sub-discipline) that their program of scholarly work has long-term viability

and impact on the candidate’s sub-discipline.

Meritorious

\ Excellent

Teaching

* Fulfilled assigned teaching duties, with
attention given to content expertise,
instructional design and delivery, and student
engagement

e Course syllabi include learning
objectives and the candidate has
different assessment/evaluation
strategies

e FCQ scores near or at the department
averages, with consideration for
course size, rigor, etc.

o Demonstrated growth and maturation
in teaching as indicated from student
evaluations/feedback (FCQs, mid-
course evaluations), faculty peer
observations, and/or participation in
workshops/conferences focused on
pedagogy

e Demonstrated mentorship to students
outside of the classroom (research
advisor, independent study director,
etc.)

13

The requirements for Meritorious and the
additional criteria:

* Demonstrated proficiency in content
expertise, instructional design and delivery,
and student engagement

* FCQ scores above department averages

* Participation in thesis or dissertation
committees

» Accomplished significant improvements to
instructional design (e.g., design a new course
to increased breadth and depth of department
curriculum, implement new pedagogical
strategies, etc.)

* Innovations in teaching or creative
instructional development

* Demonstrated impact outside of the
candidate’s immediate setting (college,
campus, or national recognition of teaching
practices)
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Scholarly Work

e Demonstrated progress in establishing
an active research program at UCCS,
with evidence such as:

o accepted or published peer-reviewed
manuscript(s) with UCCS student co-authors
o awarded grants from internal funding
agencies and submitted proposals to external
funding agencies

o presentations at discipline-specific
professional conferences (may include student
co-authors)

o student presentations at local venues, such
as CSURF, Mountain Lion Research Day,
Graduate Student Research Showcase

e Active research program that includes
mentorship of undergraduate and
graduate student(s)

e Successful receipt of internal seed
funding (Undergraduate Research
Academy, CRCW)

e Generally positive letters from
external evaluators

The requirements for Meritorious and the
additional criteria:

* Multiple accepted publications with UCCS
student co-authors and awarded grants from
external funding agencies

* Strong support from external reviewers

Leadership and Service

o Regular attendance and contributions
to department meetings

o Service at the department level

e Service on a committee outside of the
department (may be college,
university, or system-level committee)

o Evidence of community or
professional service

The requirements for Meritorious and the
additional criteria:

Significant service at the department
level (e.g., spearheading a new
initiative or taking a major leadership
role)

Chairing a committee within the
department or college

Strong evidence of professional
service (several manuscript reviews
for peer-reviewed journals or serving
on a review panel for an external
funding agency, such as NSF)

14
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ABRIDGED Dossier Packet for: Dr. Samia Manasur
Candidate for Tenure and Promotion to Associate Professor

College: Letters, Arts & Science Department: Chemistry and Biochemistry

Years of Service at the University of Colorado Colorado Springs: 7

Assignment of Effort: 40% Research, 40% Teaching, 20% Service

Packet Contents
1. Abridged Curriculum Vita

2. Narrative synopsis of Digital Measures Folders “02ExternalReviews” and
“07PersonalStatement”

15
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Samia Manasur
Candidate for Tenure and Promotion to Associate Professor

Abridged Curriculum Vita

Educational Background

B.S. Biology, SUNY-Buffalo

Ph.D. Biochemistry, University of Wisconsin-Madison
Post-Doc Chemistry & Biochemistry, Notre Dame

Academic Employment

Assistant Professor: Current

Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry, University of Colorado Colorado Springs
Post-Doctoral Assistantship

Biosciences Institute, Oxford University

Publications

Refereed: 7 articles, 4 in past two years (with students), 2 from post-doc experience, 1 from Ph.D.
work (co-authored with R. Pilkens)

Conference Proceedings: 14, 5 in past two years

Conference Presentations
12 seminars, 8 at other universities

Funding

e Start-up package was used to develop experimental apparatus and acquire supporting
computer control and data acquisition.

e Awarded the UCCS Committee on Research and Creative Works (CRCW) for $7500 in
my second year.

e NSF Engineering Research Initiation (ERI, $200K for 2 years) submitted in my third year,
not funded.

e $50K NIH RO03 grant awarded in my fourth year.

e 3-year, $300K NIH R21 grant submitted in the fall, awaiting results.

Research Overview

My doctoral advisor, Dr. Ross Pilkens, is a leading expert in the measurement of electrochemical
response of various cells to external stimula such as mechanical force, imposition of electrical and
magnetic fields, and effects of rapid temperature change. I have continued this research in a broad
sense, having focused on effects of cryogenic preservation of tissue during my post doc,
subsequently delving into development of in situ measurement systems for measuring cell
responses under a wide range of stimuli.

Graduate Student and Post Doc Supervision

e 4 MS students in-progress, 1 MS graduated (won first place in the UCCS Mountain Lion
Grad Slam 3- Minute Thesis Competition)

16
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Teaching

CHEM 1401 and 1411, general chemistry I and II, respectively.

CHEM 2201 and CHEM 4221, an introductory biochemistry course and an upper- division
undergraduate course focused on topics of biochemistry including amino acids and cell
biology, respectively.

CHEM 5731, graduate course in bioinformatics.

Teaching Evaluations

Service
[ ]

Many students cite my degree of organization as exemplary, and my teaching evaluations
for upper-division and graduate courses are very strong.

I have received mixed response from students in my introductory level courses, especially
during my first year at UCCS; several students complained that I seem unaccustomed to
American styles and fashion, and that my manner is frustrating in combination with
difficulty to comprehend the lectures. I took steps to address those concerns in recent
years, and feel my more recent evaluations reflect that effort.

Chair, Cell Behavior sub-committee, Division of Biochemistry, American Chemical
Society

Organizer of sessions at two major international symposia

Member, College of Letters and Sciences Committee on Faculty Development
Member, University Committee on Women in Academia: Future Directions
Member, Faculty Assembly Women’s Committee

Member, Research Capacity Team of ADVANCE Project CREST

Honors and Awards

17

B.F. Sloan Prize for one of five best papers in a given year, Journal of Chemistry and
Biochemistry, Manasur, S.R. and C.K. Wyler Affecting Cellular Electrochemical
Communication by Mechanical Stimuli

Recent winner of LAS Outstanding Teaching Award which included a $500 stipend and a
$500 increase in base pay.
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Narrative Synopsis of Digital Measures
Folders “02ExternalReviews” and “07PersonalStatement” for Dr. Samia Manasur —
Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry, LAS.

Samia Manasur, Ph.D. in Biochemistry from the University of Wisconsin-Madison, was hired as an
assistant professor by the Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry at the University of Colorado
Colorado Springs. Manasur’s research field has long been central to the university; she joined
many colleagues who do similar and complementary work in chemistry and related departments
across campus. Her start-up package was slightly better than average; she had four offers to
consider at leading universities. During her first semester at UCCS, Manasur was immediately
asked to participate in a campus committee charged to study why so few women are employed in
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) fields within the university. In her
second and third years, she was invited to serve on two similar committees at the university level.

During her first three years at UCCS, Manasur produced an extraordinary number of publications

in respected journals in her field, including one prize-winning paper. She wrote most of her papers
with a small group of faculty and graduate students, but some represented collaborations with just
one or two individuals, typically graduate students.

Manasur’s funding level as an assistant professor was within the average range for her field and
slightly higher than the departmental average. She was able to secure a lab budget based on a
National Science Foundation (NSF) grant for new faculty in her area as well as some training
grants for individual graduate students. She also partnered with colleagues in developing novel
methods for sensing cell responses to drug delivery on a moderate grant from a pharmaceutical
company.

In her fourth year, she won a NIH R03 award for $50,000 which puts her on track to receive
additional funding from the NIH, including promise for her recently submitted NIH R21 award for
multi-year funding. Also in her fourth year, Manasur won an Outstanding Teaching Award which
shows her commitment to students and teaching at UCCS.

Her undergraduate and graduate students generally awarded her good teaching scores. Evaluations
for the intro-level undergraduate course earned some negative comments from a few students about
her casual attire; as a result, Manasur upgraded her wardrobe and began to wear tailored clothing.
She attracted excellent graduate students to her lab, encouraging some undergraduates to continue
graduate study at the university and welcoming new graduate students. At the end of her third year,
she was nominated for a college teaching award by the undergraduate coordinator with a
recommendation from the graduate director who cited her “dedication” and “long hours of working
in her lab along with graduate students.”

18
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In addition to her work on women’s issues, Manasur was appointed to a number of unit and college
committees concerning visiting speakers, honors, and searches. She became especially active in
networking activities sponsored by the Faculty Resource Center for junior faculty in sciences, and
she helped organize a training on grant-writing for new faculty. Issues concerning women in her
unit, and to some extent in sciences more generally, fell on her shoulders, as manifested by
numerous invitations by STEM chairs and deans at UCCS to address student and alumni groups.

Manasur became pregnant during her fourth year and her baby was due in late summer. She
consulted with her chair about stopping the tenure clock for the AY immediately following the due
date, anticipating significantly less research productivity while she cared for her newborn. He
encouraged her to “stop the clock,” and pointed out to her that she had established a body of work
and a set of achievements comparable to or exceeding others in her field within the Department of
Chemistry and Biochemistry and her years of service. He expressed confidence that she would
resume her usual level of productivity in her sixth year, and he and Manasur agreed she would stop
the clock.

At the beginning of her seventh year, Manasur’s case came up for review in her department. The
letters of reference in her promotion and tenure dossier were generally good, except for one taking
issue with her celebrated paper. The one negative review avoided addressing Manasur’s entire
scholarly output; instead, the reviewer took an extremely hostile approach to the argument of the
celebrated paper. One member of the promotion and tenure committee noted that this review was
so detailed that it could have been published as an oppositional argument in a journal along with
Manasur’s paper. This reviewer also commented negatively about Manasur’s style of presenting
papers at meetings of a professional society, raising some suspicions of a personal grudge. Another
reviewer commented as much on the value of Manasur’s service to the profession, especially for
women in her field, as on the value of her scholarly research.

The departmental promotion and tenure review committee is split about whether to emphasize the
negative external review or the one privileging service.
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Roles: Each person reads the script from the perspective of one of the following characters. It
is best to print a script for each person/role on different color paper (e.g., Terry on blue, Alex
on purple, Chris on green). Put the role description at the top of the script.

Committee Chair (Terry) — You are a mid-career scholar who has served on many promotion and
tenure committees, but this is your first time as chair. You considered stopping your tenure clock
when you had children, but decided against it. You are fair-minded about stopping the tenure clock.

Member 1 (Alex) — You are newly tenured following the normal tenure timeline. This is your first
time serving on a promotion and tenure committee. You generally feel it is important to protect and
uphold procedures.

Your Role: Member 2 (Chris) — You are a senior professor who has served on many promotion
and tenure committees. You are critical and have a somewhat skeptical attitude overall.

RPT Committee Meeting for Samia Manasur

1. Committee Chair (Terry): OK, I think that about wraps it up for Johnson’s case. I'm
fairly sure I have good notes on everything we just discussed, so I’ll draft up our letter and
send it to you both in a day or two. Now let's move on and consider Manasur's case for
promotion and tenure.

2. Member 1 (Alex): Sounds good to me. Let’s start with her research. From my vantage
point, Samia is a good scholar. Look at this award for her research.

3. Member 2 (Chris): It's an impressive award, but we should consider the sum total of
research.

4. Committee Chair (Terry): She has more publications in good journals than any other
untenured biochemistry faculty in our department.

5. Member 1 (Alex): Sure, she has significant quantity, but she also had an extra year to get
papers out given that “stop the clock™ deal. If you average her publication record over the
actual time she’s been here and her h-index rating, I don’t think it clearly points to future
excellence.

6. Member 2 (Chris): I don’t think that's how it works, Alex. I doubt the extra time helped
that much; it’s not like she was getting a lot of writing done with the new baby. Although I
would like to see more citations.

7. Committee Chair (Terry): No, that’s definitely not how it works. Stopping the tenure
clock means just that, it’s not a bonus year. We must average across 6 years of service,
Alex.
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8. Member 1 (Alex): Fine, fine...maybe we should focus more on quality then. Does her
best paper, the prizewinner, represent a significant contribution to the field?

9. Member 2 (Chris): Are you suggesting that the paper isn't as good as most reviewers
have noted?

10.Member 1 (Alex): Let's look at the second reviewer's comments. He doesn't think it
contributes much to the field.

11.Committee Chair (Terry): All the other reviews are positive. I wonder if the negative
reviewer is impartial, given the tone of the letter and his focusing on that one paper. I
heard this guy is known for writing negative letters.

12.Member 1 (Alex): His review does seem like it's a response to only one of Samia's
papers, but the most important consideration ought to concern the range of research
products over the past 7 years.

13.Member 2 (Chris): I agree all reviews have to be weighed carefully. The most positive
one spends more time considering Manasur's service to the profession and campus rather
than discussing her research. Do we really care that she does so much work for FAWC?

14. Committee Chair (Terry): Obviously, good service alone will not earn promotion and
tenure. A tenure candidate has to demonstrate a more remarkable profile in research.

15.Member 2 (Chris): The letters don't demonstrate a profile of remarkable research. The
most positive one is from a former student of her mentor. Other letters praise the research
without understanding it. The negative reviewer is the only one who seems to know the
area.

16.Member 1 (Alex): How do you know the positive reviewer has a personal connection?
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17.Member 2 (Chris): I sat on an NSF panel with someone who knew Samia from graduate
school. I believe this letter is from her.

18.Member 1 (Alex): OK, if you all see the negative letter as trumping the other letters,
maybe I could go along with that.

19.Member 2 (Chris): Well, it seems that Manasur's work has yet to prove its value.

20. Committee Chair (Terry): Clearly, her work is good, but there could be red flags. Let's
consider teaching.

21.Member 1 (Alex): I agree that the general impression of the six letters is that her work is
very good.

22.Member 2 (Chris): Yes, Manasur's work has clearly been recognized as significant by
some in her field, but what about that very negative letter?

23.Committee Chair (Terry): Alex is right that the general context of all the letters should
be important. The quality of Manasur's work deserves recognition. Let's talk about
teaching.

24 . Member 1 (Alex): Yes, even though one person finds one paper to be somewhat
controversial, I think we should set aside such an extreme judgment and look at the bigger
picture.

25.Member 2 (Chris): OK, but does that mean we discount the concerns that the negative
letter raises?

26.Committee Chair (Terry): We can if the reviewer seems to be biased. His basic
complaint is that in the celebrated paper Manasur was only re-doing work already done by
her mentor, who really deserves credit for her ideas.

27.Member 1 (Alex): I think this reviewer can't believe a young woman of color is capable
of scientific insight.
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28.Committee Chair (Terry): Exactly. The excellence of Manasur's research ought to earn
her promotion and tenure. Let's discuss her teaching.

29.Member 1 (Alex): Yes, I agree that Samia's research is very visible. We need her to keep
up momentum in that area. She really puts us on the map.

30. Committee Chair (Terry): If she doesn't get tenure here, some other department will hire
her. We have to cover her area, or we won't be able to offer the MS in this area.

31.Member 2 (Chris): Alright, if you see this as a strong record, I won't object to a positive
assessment of her research. Should we move on to teaching?

32.Member 1 (Alex): I can't believe that some students have the audacity to comment on her
clothing. Let's make sure we judge her teaching accordingly.

33.Member 2 (Chris): The students are right. She's in America, so she should dress like an
American. I'm glad she's changed her wardrobe.

34.Committee Chair (Terry): Manasur has a teaching award. She's been a good
undergraduate teacher, and she is critical to the graduate program. She attracts the best
grad students.

35.Member 1 (Alex): She's a good teacher for upper-division undergraduate and graduate
students, even if first- and second-year students seem less comfortable with her.

36.Member 2 (Chris): Maybe it's her accent that bothers students. I sat in on one intro
course, and I had trouble understanding everything she said.

37.Member 1 (Alex): I am not sure how we take her accent into consideration. We need to
calibrate her teaching effectiveness. Considering all course scores, her teaching for the
intro courses is average for our department. And, as Terry said, in graduate courses she
does very well.
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38. Committee Chair (Terry): Ok, we can see she isn’t the best teacher for first-year
students, but in general she is a good teacher. Let's talk about service.

39.Member 1 (Alex): That’s a fair point. Her teaching scores have steadily improved over
time and that other faculty also have low scores in those introductory courses.

40.Member 2 (Chris): I'll concede that her teaching is currently acceptable, but I hope she
improves even more. I guess we're moving on to service.

41.Member 1 (Alex): Absolutely. Her students' written comments and the peer reviewers
make it clear that Manasur has tried some innovative techniques in the classroom. The
RPT requires us to weigh evidence of teaching excellence beyond just FCQs and she
checks several of those boxes.

42.Committee Chair (Terry): We can note those details in our letter where we describe her
teaching record when taken as a whole. Let's discuss her service.

43.Member 1 (Alex): Clearly we don't need to say much about her service, which seems
exemplary, both in the university and to the profession.

44 Member 2 (Chris): But has she really contributed in any substantial way to influential
committees on campus or among her disciplinary peers? All I see is her interest in
women's issues, like that ADVANCE and FAWC, and basically tutoring other junior
faculty how to write grants when they should already know how to do that. She also
spends too much time socializing with students when she should be working on her own
research.

45.Committee Chair (Terry): One could make the argument that given the
underrepresentation of women in this field, women's issues are important. Besides, it was
the President who put her on many of these committees, invitations she could hardly
refuse.



PROJECT CREST

46.Member 2 (Chris): Her committee work has not been on the department's most
important committees, but I suppose it's been useful for each committee to have a
woman.

47.Member 1 (Alex): Actually, I think she has been on more university-level committees
than others who come up for tenure.

48.Committee Chair (Terry): Yes, she has done a better job than most in service and has
a mix of average and very good scores in teaching, while she has also made significant
national impact in terms of her research. It's clear that her record justifies promotion and
tenure.

49.Member 1 (Alex): I'm not sure if I completely agree, but I don't have time to talk about
it now because I have to teach. Terry, I guess we have to meet again before we come to
a decision.

50. Committee Chair (Terry): I think her service is very valuable, like her research and
teaching. I see that the majority of us agree that she should be promoted and tenured.

51.Member 2 (Chris): Doesn't it seem like everything is marginal?: mixed teaching scores,
ambiguous service, and research that one of the biggest names in the field thinks is
imitative and overblown?

52.Member 1 (Alex): I disagree with that summary. Terry, I think our review should
reflect that we are not in accord.

53.Committee Chair (Terry): It is always a stronger case if we support the case
unanimously. Alex and I are more enthusiastic, but that said 2 of the 3 of us see
Manasur's record as appropriate for promotion and tenure. I think our letter should be
positive and supportive but it can include Chris’ reservation and recognize a split vote.

54.Member 2 (Chris): 1 think her service record is marginal, like her teaching. And
considering the controversy about her research, don't you both agree we have to give more
serious thought to her promotion and tenure.
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Observer Instructions

While listening to the meeting, note where in the conversation bias emerged. Take notes below
about what happened and why it was a problem. Be prepared to start a discussion after the
committee meeting concludes.

Post-Meeting Discussion
“What Biases Emerged?”

As a group, your task is to now develop an “if-then” contingency plan to combat bias you
observed in the evaluation of the candidate’s dossier. Led by the observer(s), work together to
identify specific instances of bias and how you could have intervened. Identify a scribe to focus
your group discussion and summarize important discussion points.
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