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Abstract

Purpose – Annual performance evaluations of faculty are a routine, yet essential, task in higher education.
Creating (or revising) performance criteria presents an opportunity for leaders to work with their teams to co-
create evaluation metrics that broaden participation and minimise inequity. The purpose of this study was to
support organisational leaders in developing equitable performance criteria.

EDI
43,9

88

© Jessi L. Smith, Sylvia Mendez, Jennifer Poe, Camille Johnson, Dale K. Willson, Elizabeth A. Daniels,
Heather Song and Emily Skop. Published by Emerald Publishing Limited. This article is published
under the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence. Anyone may reproduce, distribute,
translate and create derivative works of this article (for both commercial and non-commercial purposes),
subject to full attribution to the original publication and authors. The full terms of this licence may be
seen at http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/legalcode

The project reported here was funded by the National Science Foundation (No. 2117351). Any
opinions, findings and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this manuscript are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation. We are grateful to
the West Virginia ADVANCE team for their collaboration and coaching and to Dr Kelly McNear for her
feedback on a previous version.

The current issue and full text archive of this journal is available on Emerald Insight at:

https://www.emerald.com/insight/2040-7149.htm

Received 14 February 2024
Revised 16 April 2024
18 June 2024
Accepted 19 June 2024

Equality, Diversity and Inclusion:
An International Journal
Vol. 43 No. 9, 2024
pp. 88-102
Emerald Publishing Limited
2040-7149
DOI 10.1108/EDI-01-2024-0013

http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/legalcode
https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-01-2024-0013


Design/methodology/approach –Weadopted the “dual-agenda” dialogues training that draws on concepts
of collective self-efficacy and intersectionality for department leaders to co-create annual review criteria with
their faculty members at one university. We used qualitative and quantitative data to assess the training and
conducted an equity audit of the resulting annual review criteria.
Findings – Survey results from faculty members and departmental leaders (n 5 166) demonstrated general
satisfaction with the process used to create new criteria, perceptions that their criteria were inclusive and
optimism about future reviews. Those with greater familiarity with the dialogues process had more positive
perceptions of the inclusivity of their department’s criteria and more positive expectations of future reviews.
The examination of eight indicators of equity illustrated that the resultant criteria were transparent and
holistic.
Originality/value – This study builds on the relatively little research on faculty members’ annual
performance evaluations, focussing on inclusive dialogues that centre equity and diversity. Results highlight
the value of providing department leaders with evidence-based tools to foster system-level change through
equitable evaluation policies. A toolkit is available for adaptation of the “dual-agenda” leadership training to
both co-create annual review criteria and improve equity and inclusion.

Keywords Performance reviews, Leadership, Higher education, Collaboration, Inclusion, Faculty evaluation

Paper type Research paper

Most professional workplaces include annual performance evaluations. At best, these
evaluations are an opportunity for reflection, celebration, course correction and mapping
future needs and goals. At worst, they are a space where hasty judgements, bias and distrust
can significantly impact organisational culture, affecting employee productivity, job
satisfaction, morale and career progression (Arvey and Murphy, 1998). Creating
evaluation criteria can take many forms depending on the organisation’s structure. Within
universities in the United States of America (USA), shared governance is the prevalent
structure in which faculty members, students, staff and administrators jointly govern.
Situated within this collaborative structure, we describe the implementation of a technique
for department leaders to use with their faculty members to co-create annual performance
evaluation policies. Through dialogue, leaders can align criteria with institutional goals,
promote fairness and recognise diverse contributions.

Academic leaders often enjoy great agency to define the expectations for performance
evaluations (Campbell and O’Meara, 2013; O’Meara et al., 2015). Although unions or human
resource departments may mandate some criteria, interpretation and implementation are
frequently left to the department chair. In the USA, department chairs are often middle
managers who must vacillate between sense-making of university expectations and sense-
giving of those expectations to their faculty members (Hughes et al., 2022). Moreover, though
the principles of shared governance value faculty member collaboration in creating
evaluation policies and processes, meaningful engagement of overtaxed faculty members in
policy creation is difficult (Milligan, 2016). There is often little time for deliberate and
inclusive policy work due to competing demands on faculty’s time (e.g. Misra et al., 2012),
which made worse during the global pandemic (e.g. Krukowski et al., 2021). Therefore, one
advantageous aspect of the current approach was the use of inspirational change strategies
that emphasised the greater purpose and opportunities ahead whilst staving off a corrosive
focus on the perceived obstacles associated with policy change (Bass and Riggio, 2006).

Equity, inclusion, transparency and performance evaluations
Within USA higher education contexts, performance evaluations of faculty members can
take several forms. For example, formal evaluations for faculty members on track for tenure,
retention or promotion typically involve decision-making at multiple levels, including peer
evaluation. Other evaluations, such as those for merit pay, may fall solely on the chair. No
matter the type of evaluation, the criteria not only convey expectations for job performance
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but also communicate the values of the institution (Hardr�e and Cox, 2009). Performance
evaluation processes also have the potential to maintain the status quo of white, male,
heteronormative definitions of merit (Blair-Loy and Cech, 2022). Historically, universities
were established by and for the privileged class (Bonilla-Silva and Peoples, 2022). As a result,
universities today are often gendered and racialised organisations rife with structural
inequalities despite explicit commitments to diversity, equity and inclusion (Kaiser et al.,
2013; Niemann et al., 2020). Such organisational structures, including performance evaluation
criteria, are part of the complex explanation for why racial minority and women-identifying
faculty members do not progress in their careers as often as their white, male counterparts.
For example, in the USA, there are fewer racial minority and women-identified faculty than
proportionally expected as full professors (e.g. Colby and Fowler, 2020), and they are not often
in top academic leadership positions (e.g. Fox Tree and Vaid, 2022; Whitford, 2020).

Faculty member evaluation policies are key to creating an organisational culture
aligned with a university’s mission (O’Meara, 2005). For example, service work by faculty
members is often not highly valued in evaluation, even though it is essential to the
university’s functioning. Moreover, service is an equity issue because women and faculty
members of colour performmuch of this time-consuming and emotionally intensive service
work (e.g. J€arvinen and Mik-Meyer, 2024). Although policy alone cannot change an
entrenched academic culture (e.g. Barratt-Pugh and Krestelica, 2019), inclusive and
equitable tenure and promotion processes are critical to systematic transformation
(Mitchneck et al., 2016). For these reasons, most research has centred on retention,
promotion and tenure policies (e.g. Cate et al., 2022; O’Meara, 2005). However, we suggest
annual performance evaluations are an equally important lever for change. For example,
where annual performance evaluations are used to determine merit pay, inequitable
policies may damage the financial standing of minoritised and marginalised faculty
members and contribute to pay gaps (e.g. Casad et al., 2022).

We draw from well-developed research on promotion/tenure evaluation structures to
inform our innovative approach to leading inclusive and equitable annual faculty-member
performance evaluation criteria construction. We used the American Council on Education’s
(ACE) report on equity-minded promotion/tenure reform (O’Meara et al., 2022), which outlines
the importance of holistic assessment using the principles of “transparency, clarity,
accountability, context, credit, consistency, flexibility, agency, and representation”within the
context of academic work related to scholarship, teaching, service and institution building.
With these foci in mind, we adopted the evidence-based dialogues dual-agenda technique to
engage department chairs in the work of co-creating new annual performance evaluation
criteria with their faculty members.

The dialogues dual-agenda technique
The dialogues dual-agenda process was developed at West Virginia University (WVU) as
part of their National Science Foundation (NSF)-funded ADVANCE program (Latimer et al.,
2014). The “dual-agenda” approach intends to deliver on two goals: (1) completing a
department-level task (e.g. writing a strategic plan) and (2) enhancing inclusion, equity and
perceptions of fairness (Latimer et al., 2014). This “win-win” dual-agenda technique
emphasises a “co-creation” approach and supports open conversations in which minoritised
and marginalised voices are brought to the forefront, thereby simultaneously creating a
positive work climate that supports equity and diversity and completing the assigned
department’s task (Bird and Latimer, 2019). The facilitation-based process is underpinned by
the power of collective self-efficacy – a group’s shared understanding that levering members’
talents and capacities to co-create processes leads to optimal outcomes (Bandura, 1997). The
advantage of this co-creation technique is that it strengthens departmental relationships

EDI
43,9

90



amongst diverse faculty members and department chairs by generating trust, establishing
consensus on goals and catalysing action by demonstrating inclusive techniques, practicing
good communication strategies andmaking intentional space for everyone to participate and
reflect (Holmes et al., 2016). The result of co-creation through dialogues is improved gender
dynamics and increased equal opportunities (Bird and Latimer, 2019; Latimer et al., 2014).
Dialogues are especially effective in majority-male departments (Latimer et al., 2014) and has
been used at other USA universities focussed on a range of topics, including Institutional
Review Board (IRB) processes, strategic planning, promotion/tenure criteria and hiring
(Jackson et al., 2023). To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to adapt this dual-agenda
dialogues programme to generate annual performance evaluation criteria. Our adaptation
included a unique focus on department leaders working in fields with historical
underrepresentation of women-identified and faculty of colour in science, technology,
engineering and mathematics (STEM) and social and behavioural sciences (SBS), with the
intent to scale to other department leaders at one USA university.

Project overview
Our goal was to examine the subjective experiences and outcomes of the adapted dialogues
process for department leaders and faculty members to co-create annual performance
evaluation criteria. The need for such criteria was driven by a new Board of Regents policy
mandating the separation of annual reviews from promotion/tenure criteria. Until this point,
no unit had any stand-alone criteria; department leaders thus faced the challenge of creating
criteria from scratch. Taking advantage of the timing for the mandated policy work, the
project unfolded in three phases: (1) train department leaders in the adapted WVU
ADVANCE Dialogues programme and create a toolkit to adopt the process for their own
unit’s use; (2) survey faculty members and departmental leaders on their experience of the
process and opinions on their created criteria and (3) code the generated criteria documents
for transparency, accountability, context, holistic assessment and broad considerations of
faculty work with a rubric inspired by the ACE (2022) audit resource.

Phase 1 methods: leadership training
Participants
A total of 14 department leaders (of 15 possible) in STEM/SBS departments across two
colleges engaged in the dialogues leadership training (described below) over four days, with
12 completing the training. All but two of the department leaders were the current chairs of
the unit. Participants were primarily male (78.6%) and white-identifying (64.3%).

Procedure
Partnering withWVU, we adapted the dialogues training to a virtual format, given pandemic
concerns. The high-engagement training began with nine hours of virtual engagement over
three days before the start of the fall 2021 semester. The training used a comprehensive and
interactive flexible facilitation technique that allowed for anonymous, iterative feedback and
group-level discussions about annual performance criteria, review processes and how
evaluation connects to an inclusive department culture. In this way, the dual agenda
supported the construction of the inaugural annual review criteria and demonstrated co-
creation strategies to improve equity, diversity and inclusion.

Each session beganwith ground rules and a connect activity (e.g. pick a virtual button and
discuss why you chose it), followed by a warm-up brainstorm (e.g. how many uses can you
think of for a pencil?). Next, leaders engaged in individual brainstorming around a given
question centred around the topic of annual review criteria and process (e.g. “How have
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research practices changed in your subfield over the last 25 years?”, “How is service and
mentoring related to equity, diversity, and inclusion recognized?”). We ensured the
interactive questions were attentive to intersectionality to make visible how criteria can
harm or privilege people with different positionalities (e.g. Hill Collins and Bilge, 2016). We
also followed the “humble inquiry” approach to wording questions (Schein and Schein, 2021).
Participants were put into randomly assigned breakout groups to generate themes that were
then reported to the larger group for discussion. Each three-hour session was organised
around seven steps (Figure 1).

The internal facilitation team consisted of five tenured faculty members, with logistical
support provided by the programme director of Project CREST – an NSF-funded local
programme aimed at creating an inclusive culture of research. The internal facilitation team
took turns leading each step (see Figure 1) and assisting in the breakout rooms. They helped
participants identify existing equity barriers and biases within their current understanding
of annual review processes whilst explicitly focussing on how the annual review should
consider the downstream impacts of COVID-19 on research productivity, especially for
women faculty and faculty of colour.

The final stage was for the department chairs to “practice” their new skills with other
academic affairs leaders. All told, 37 campus leaders participated in the 90-min virtual
practice session. Following the session, the trained department chairs debriefed as a group.
They then received a link to an anonymous open-ended dialogues survey as well as a
certificate and a small gift card as a token of appreciation. We then created a toolkit (https://
tinyurl.com/annualreviewtoolkit) for chairs to reference, which is freely available for use and

Figure 1.
Dialogue steps for
department leader
training session
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includes information on essential steps for engaging leaders in the “dual-agenda” training,
sample agendas for different levels of engagement and links to other tools and technologies
for leaders to facilitate the co-creation of important departmental work.

Results and discussion
Qualitative analysis of the responses illustrated that the dialogues process was positively
received. Exemplar responses to the item “in what ways have you felt heard during this
dialogues process?” included “always felt appreciated and heard,” “very open and inclusive
process allowing anonymous and visible contributions” and “all could participate.”Exemplar
responses to the item “what did you take away from this dialogues training?” included “these
are great ideas for brainstorming in an inclusive manner in the future,” “there is a need for
systemic change in processes and support for annual review as a developmental process” and
“deeper engagement would be helpful and let more perspectives be fully explored.”Exemplar
responses to the final item “how can you use this network of colleagues to support you
moving forward in creating annual review criteria?” included “I’ll bring insights and process
this effort back to my department as we move towards annual reviews this spring,” “work
with both other chairs and deans to make it more collaborative and transparent” and “I
appreciate knowing that others on campus are struggling with the development of new
criteria but [am] finding this opportunity to change reviews to an inclusive process has a lot of
potential.”

Data show the response to dialogues was positive and resulted in a commitment to co-
creating new annual performance evaluation criteria over the coming year. At the end of that
year, when the criteria materials were finalised, faculty members and chair perceptions of the
co-creation process and expectations for how the new criteria would be used in the future
were assessed via an online survey (see Phase 2 below).

Phase 2 methods: perceptions of the creation process and the criteria
Participants
Tenure-track faculty members and department chairs (n5 290) were invited to complete an
online survey to provide “feedback on the annual review creation/revision process.”A total of
149 (n 5 134 faculty members and n 5 15 department chairs) took the survey (response
rate 5 51.4%). Participants completed a consent form prior to participation and received a
$25 e-gift card as a token of appreciation. The university’s institutional review board
approved the survey.

Procedure
Participants were given an anonymous link to either a faculty member or a department chair
survey on Qualtrics. The items were similar across the surveys, but instructions emphasised
“leading” the process vs “participating” in the process. Survey items were counterbalanced,
and when possible, we modelled items after published work-organisation measures (Deci
et al., 2001). The complete survey code book is available upon request. Here, we describe four
constructs of interest. First, we assessed satisfaction with the process using four items
(Cronbach’s α 5 0.926) on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) Likert scale; sample
item “In general, I am extremely happy with the process we used to create/revise our unit’s
annual review criteria.” Second, we assessed perceptions of the inclusiveness of the criteria
using five items (α5 0.827) on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale; sample item
“Our department considered how the review criteria reflect the contributions of faculty from
multiple social groups and backgrounds.” Third, we measured future expectations about
future annual reviewswith six items (α5 0.905) on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree)
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scale; sample item “I feel confident that next year’s annual review process will be fair.”
Finally, we gauged familiarity with the dialogues process using a single item “How familiar are
youwith the dialogues technique fromWVU?” using a 1 (not at all familiar) to 4 (very familiar)
scale. We also asked general logistic questions, including “How often do faculty want to
revisit the annual review criteria documents?” with a forced choice of once every 1, 2, 3, 4 or
5þ years. In addition, participants were asked to provide demographic data and information
about the type of department they were in (e.g. STEM field).

Results and discussion
Our analytic strategy was as follows: (1) present descriptive patterns of the perceptions of the
annual criteria process, (2) explore similarities or differences amongst department leader and
faculty perceptions and (3) gauge associations between familiaritywith the dialogues dual-agenda
training/toolkit and inclusiveness of the criteria produced and future expectations of annual
reviews.

First, our descriptive analyses illustrated in Figure 2 indicate that, on average, participants
were satisfied with the process of creating annual review criteria documents, perceived their
documents to be inclusive and reported positive expectations for future annual reviews. To
probe these patternsmore systematically, we used one-sample t-tests to test themean responses
against the specific “neutral” scale point value. The average measure of satisfaction with the
process used to create annual reviews (M 5 4.86, standard deviation (SD) 5 1.76) was
significantly higher than the scale midpoint (M 5 4.00), t(82) 5 4.47, p < 0.001. The average
measure of the perceived inclusiveness of the criteria (M5 5.21,SD5 1.29)were also significantly
higher than the scale midpoint, t(94)5 9.05, p< 0.001. Finally, positive expectations about future
annual reviews (M 5 5.36, SD 5 1.36) was significantly higher than the scale midpoint,
t(95) 5 9.74, p < 0.001. Together, these findings indicate that participants’ perceptions of the
annual review process were more positive than would be expected compared to neutral.

Next, we explored similarities and differences between the perceptions of the faculty
members and the department chairs. Results showed that department chairs (M 5 5.66,
SD 5 0.92) were significantly more satisfied with the document creation process compared

Note(s): Higher scores indicate greater satisfaction with the process used to create the
documents, perception of the documents as more inclusive, and more positive
expectations about future annual reviews
Source(s): Figure by authors
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Perceptions of annual
review criteria for
document creation
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with faculty members (M5 4.74, SD5 1.83), t(81)5 9.11, p5 0.015. Department chairs also
perceived the documents to be more inclusive (M5 6.28, SD5 0.64) compared with faculty
members (M5 5.04, SD5 1.31), t(93)5 9.25, p< 0.001. Finally, department chairs (M5 6.45,
SD5 0.49) reported more positive expectations about future reviews compared with faculty
members (M5 5.18, SD5 1.03), t(94)5 13.23, p<0.001. Together, these findings indicate that
department chairs had more positive attitudes about the annual review process than other
faculty members. However, given that our sample was necessarily unequally distributed
because there are far fewer chairs than facultymembers, we take caution in interpreting these
results.

Finally, wewanted to gauge associations between familiarity with the dialogues technique,
the perceived inclusiveness of the created documents and expectations for future reviews. As
shown in Figures 3 and 4, the results of the regression analyses showed a significant positive
relationship between familiarity with the dialogues training and positive perceptions of
inclusiveness for the created criteria. Moreover, results also showed a significant positive
relationship between familiarity with dialogues and positive expectations for future annual
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reviews using the new criteria. Because we used a single item to measure familiarity,
associations should be interpreted cautiously. Nevertheless, the results point to a promising
impact of the leadership training on co-creating inclusive criteria. Of course, the actual criteria
themselves are essential indicators of equity and transparency. Accordingly, we next audited
review criteria based on eight indicators of equity.

Phase 3 methods: an audit on the quality of the created criteria
Data collection
Annual review criteria documents in 29 departments were available for examination in 5 of
the 6 academic colleges at the university. The remaining college was given an extension and
was not included in this study.

Procedure
To explore the way equity-minded practices were embedded in the inaugural annual review
documents, a qualitative coding analysis was conducted using The Project CREST Annual
Review Coding Rubric for Equity (Figure 5, see also https://tinyurl.com/annualreviewtoolkit),
which was inspired by the Equity-Minded Reform of Faculty Evaluation Policies Audit

0.89)

0.93)

0.93)

Figure 5.
The annual review
criteria coding rubric
for equity, with overall
construct mean scores
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Resource published by the ACE in 2022. The Audit Resource outlines principle- and policy-
related questions institutions should consider when creating equitable faculty evaluation
policies and procedures. The rubric attends to transparency, accountability, context, holistic
assessment and considerations of teaching, research and creative works, grant activity and
service and leadership in the annual review guidelines and criteria.

Three coders – a professor external to the university, an advanced graduate research
assistant and one of the internal facilitators – independently examined and coded all 29
annual review documents using the adapted audit tool in Figure 5. The a priori goal was to
have people with different perspectives read and interpret the documents to strengthen our
methods. Amongst coders, the external faculty member possessed over a decade of
experience evaluating faculty and was asked to think like an external evaluator. The faculty
member internal to the university had evaluated faculty as a previous department chair and
was asked to think like a chair. The advanced graduate student coder was asked to think like
a brand-new tenure-track faculty member. Each coder was directed to approach this project
from their unique point of view (versus the goal of being highly correlated) to achieve higher
levels of external validity.

To familiarise the coders with the process, they first examined two annual review
documents as practice and then compared their scores and discussed differences in coding to
identify any differences in definitions of terms. As shown in Figure 5, the rubric included 41
statements concerning transparency, accountability, context, holistic assessment and
considerations of teaching, research and creative works, grant activity and service and
leadership. Statements were scored from 0 5 absent, 1 5 addressed but room for
improvement and 25 fully addressed, with higher scores indicating greater equity-minded
practice.

Results and discussion
Coding reliability. Though our a priori goal was to have different vantage points review the
criteria (versus trying to get agreement across all coders), we still calculated the inter-rater
reliability using a two-waymixed consistency, average-measures intraclass correlation (ICC).
The resulting overall ICC was in the very good to excellent range, ICC 5 0.893 (Cicchetti,
1994), indicating coders generally had a high degree of agreement and suggesting the annual
review documents were, by and large, rated similarly across coders. Interestingly, the coders
had very different perspectives on the construct of transparency (ICC 5 0.15), whereas all
other construct ICCs were in the range of 0.61–0.97, which is considered good to excellent in
agreement. We believe this finding is valuable when considering how different career stages
can lead to varying understandings of transparency. What one person might see as obvious,
another might see as oblique.

Descriptive results. The mean and SD for each construct for the university are reported in
Figure 6. The results of the qualitative coding analysis are discussed in descending order of
mean ratings and emphasise the items under each construct that were rated the highest.
Example criteria from our coding for each construct are presented in Figure 7 and a link to all
units’ criteria is available in our toolkit.

Overall, the strongest equity-minded practice occurred in the areas of transparency
(M5 1.41, SD5 0.45; t(87)5 8.61, p < 0.001) and holistic assessment (M5 1.41, SD5 0.35;
t(87) 5 10.78, p < 0.001), which were both significantly higher than the scale midpoint of 1.
Regarding transparency, the coders viewed the annual review documents as generally
understandable andwell organised for faculty members to determine the distinction between
“meeting expectations”, “exceeding expectations” and “outstanding”.

Under holistic assessment, the highest-rated criteria indicated that departments were
open to counting a variety of ways in which faculty members conduct their work. Holistic
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criteria also did not appear to overvalue numeric metrics (e.g. journal impact factors and
student evaluation ratings) or achievement awards. All told, the results suggest
transparency and holistic assessment were the two constructs most present in the
newly created criteria.

Results of the coding showed that service and leadership considerations (M 5 1.23,
SD5 0.37), research and creative works considerations (M5 1.14, SD5 0.35) and teaching
considerations (M 5 1.06, SD 5 0.32) were all rated as addressed, but there was room for
improvement. For service and leadership, most departments strongly valued service to the
campus and their disciplines and recognised the importance of leadership over purely
membership on committees. Regarding research and creative works considerations, criteria
recognised a broad set of research and creative works products and expected peer-reviewed
publications. Finally, for teaching considerations, department criteria valued innovation in
teaching and tended to consider peer-review ratings as an essential component to evaluate
teaching.

Grant activity considerations (M5 0.93, SD5 0.41) were coded on the lower end of equity
with much room for improvement. The highest-rated item under this construct indicated
departments tended to recognise grant submissions along with awards but with little
information on the valuation of different stages (proposal vs post-award) and roles (PI vs co-
PI vs evaluator) of sponsored programme engagement. Context was coded similarly low
(M 5 0.93, SD 5 0.43), with the highest-rated item indicating that faculty were given the
opportunity to explain the significance of their work during the annual review process but
with little attention paid to other important types of contextual issues such as how
evaluations are considered when faculty experience a significant life event or are on
sabbatical leave. Accountability (M5 0.89, SD5 0.97) was rated relatively lowest amongst
all eight areas, partly due to most departments failing to identify appeals processes within
their documents. However, this construct was not significantly different from the midpoint of
the scale, suggesting it was just relatively lower than the other constructs.

Source(s): Figure by authors
Note(s): The average rating from the three coders is presented
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In summary, the audit of the annual review criteria documents showed that, by and large, the
documents conveyed transparency and considered equity, diversity, and inclusion (EDI) and
holistic assessment, with some room for improvement in specificity within specific areas of
faculty members’ work (e.g. service and grant activity), for process information related to
accountability and taking into context a given faculty member’s workload.

General discussion
Annual performance evaluations are a hallmark of most professional workplaces. In some
organisations, criteria are determined by top-down processes, whilst in others, criteria are

“
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“ “
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”

Figure 7.
Exemplar annual
review criteria by

construct
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developed in collaboration with peers, managers and direct reports. In three phases, the
current project described the implementation of the dialogues training programme designed
to help department chairs work with fellow faculty members to develop equitable, inclusive
and transparent annual review criteria and then assessed perceptions of the resulting
training and annual review criteria. First, we examined the efficacy of implementing the
dialogues facilitation process with department leaders. Using a train-the-trainers
methodology, most department chairs in STEM and SBS at one university completed 9 h
of training and then showcased what they learnt with other chairs and campus leaders. A
toolkit (https://tinyurl.com/annualreviewtoolkit) was developed with the leadership training
procedures and shared broadly with the campus to facilitate using dialogues-inspired
processes.

Results revealed that department leaders viewed the training experience positively.
Moreover, survey results demonstrated that faculty members also positively experienced the
co-creation and held positive expectations for using the criteria in future annual reviews.
Across the board, more familiarity with dialogues (e.g. through toolkit usage, involvement in
training sessions or the co-creation process itself) was positively associated with greater
perceptions of inclusivity of the newly created documents and with positive expectations for
future reviews. An audit of the created documents showed that created documents were high
in transparency and holistic assessment.

The goal of this project was to forge a new inclusive vision of policy co-creation that is
mindful of and responsive to the needs and desires of both today’s diverse faculty members
and the next generation. With the bulk of performance appraisal research occurring in
industry settings (e.g. Kuvaas, 2006), the current project builds on the relatively little research
on leading change within faculty members annual performance evaluations (e.g. Barclay and
York, 2003). By drawing on concepts of collective self-efficacy and intersectionality, the
adapted WVU dialogues facilitation is a process through which department leaders can use
our open-source toolkit (https://tinyurl.com/annualreviewtoolkit) for adopting inclusive,
evidence-based approaches in service of organisational transformation that broadens
participation and minimises bias and inequity in annual review policymaking.

As leaders and change agents collectively work towards equity in performance
evaluations, we cannot lose sight of the individuals behind the process. We must
remember that a faculty member’s record often reflects the opportunities available to them
and not their work ethic or quality of work (e.g. see Barclay and York, 2003). Using an asset-
based lens for the evaluation of faculty work is imperative (e.g. O’Meara, 2005; O’Meara et al.,
2022).We believe that providing leaders the guidance and support they need to foster system-
level change through co-created equitable evaluation policies is critical to the health of any
organisation and is especially vital for institutions of higher education.
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