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Dear Dr. Hemenway: _Qk

I can speak for the members of the Area Advisory Committee for Physical and
Engineering Sciences in saying that we were ve? pleased that you met with us to discuss
this year's Area Committee work and ask our advice about improvements. After you left

the meeting our discussion continued, and several points were raised that I would like to
pass OrL.

The most interesting point we discussed was the interaction between outside letter
and letters of tenured departmental faculty. Apparently the practices are not uniform
across departments as to whether faculty do censult or may consult the outside letters.
Opinion was expressed that we should form our own opinions without leaning on outside
experts and parrotting their judgements. One mewber related that an outside referee
even commented once that if we couldn't tell from up close whether a candidate was
worthy of tenure or promotion then he could not be expected to do so from a distance.
Others pointed out that with our widely dispersed and Lighl specialized research it is nol
reasonable to expect a substantive or penetrating analysis of the research of each one of
our colleagues without some outside interpretation. It was suggested that our attempt to
validate the scholarly accomplishments of U.K. faculty in a national arena is an importan
element in our striving to raise U.K.'s standing among the best research universities.
However, one member asserted that at the very top echelon of universities hardly any of
this broad-based consultation and judgement happens at all. If true, our heavy reliance o
outside experts becomes an admission of our inferiority and bewilderment, It’is often tru
that an undeserved negative comment or misinterpretation in an outside letter can be
rebutted internally to limit wanton damage to a candidate's case. This line of discussion
reached no final recommendation except to caution Chairs to see that their facul
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been guided in their research by the candidate and whether that record was considered
normal, weak or exemplary in that department,
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The referees should be provided with copies of at least the most significant
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Excuse my wordiness. Ihope these thoughts are useful.
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Keith B. MacAdam
Professor of Physics
Comumittee Chairman
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May 10, 1991

Dr. Robert Hemenway
Chancellor, Lexington Campus
111 Administration Bldg.
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Dear Dr. Hemenway:

| am writing in response to your request for suggestlons from Area Committees of ways in which
promotion dossiers could be improved.

The Physical and Engineering Sciences committee recommends, as a basic principle, that the
candidate and his department chairman be encouraged to include any information, in whatever
form is appropriate, that would aid in identifying and understanding the candidate’s academic
accomplishments. For example, the candidate could include a statement describing his major
contributions, as he sees them, in the areas of research, teaching, and service.

The following are more specific comments and suggestions.

Teaching

o Other than student teaching evaluations we have little information regarding the effective-
ness of the candidate as a teacher. Information allowing comparison of student evaluations
across the department and the college is often included. This information should always be
included.

e Although this is done to some extent now, it would be useful if a more systematic effort were
made to obtain evaluations of the candidate’s teaching from former students, particularly
in undergraduate courses.

o Information on the supervision of graduate students should be included.

e Publications with graduate students should be indicated.

Research

e Occasionally a dossier is accompanied by what seems to be an excessively large sa'mple of
the candidate’s publications. It would seem more realistic to have the candidate indicate
what he considers to be his five “best” publications, as is done in proposals to the National
Science Foundation. These could be sent to the reviewers and included in the dossier.

e In some cases it is especially important to have a reasonable idea of the extent of a can-
didate’s contribution to joint work. This may be difficult to determine but, at least, the
candidate could include a statement indicating who contributed which ideas to-the work.

| hope these comments and suggestions will prove useful.
Sincerely,
" Ronald Gariepy
Committee Chair



