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Part 3: Thematic analysis 

Six themes have emerged from data and are presented herein as findings:   

Theme 1: Marginalized by a monolith of tradition and convention 
Theme 2: The internal mobility of faculty 
Theme 3:  Attributes of faculty evaluation systems 
Theme 4: The nature of faculty work in film and digital media 
Theme 5: The evaluation of faculty work in film and digital media 
Theme 6: Post evaluation considerations 

 
These themes have emerged from a broad range of data and expose fundamental 

problems for faculty in the field of film and digital media as they face the gauntlet of 

performance evaluation.  Each section of Part 3 represents a theme of significance that emerged 

from the literature, from the survey and interviews, and from my self as an on observer and 

participant in this study.  A theme of significance connotes pervasiveness in a broad range of the 

literature, or that a large percentage of participants in the survey gave the same or very close 

responses, or that my own observation compelled a particular perspective about the problem 

situation---all of which are examined in relation to the research problem and research question 

posed in this dissertation.  

Data has confirmed that the research problem---that artistic, scholarly and professional 

work by faculty in the field of film and digital media is not being adequately recognized or 

rewarded as scholarship---is prevalent and seriously jeopardizing the careers of faculty members.  

The research question is---what work and activities by faculty in film and digital media should 

be recognized and rewarded as scholarship during a performance evaluation in an academic 

setting?  The following sections are an analysis of each of the six themes in relation to the 

research problem and research question. 
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Theme 1: Marginalized by a monolith of tradition and convention  

Data supports the argument that artistic, scholarly and professional work by individual 

faculty in the field of film and digital media is not fairly or fully recognized because performance 

evaluation systems are too narrowly focused upon the priority of text-based publication and 

scientific research; and many performance evaluations are being framed by vague, unwritten or 

improvised criteria.  As stated in the research problem and discussed throughout this dissertation, 

in higher education settings there is a trilogy of expectations for faculty work and a traditional 

template that measures faculty performance; and these criteria do not openly or adequately allow 

for the recognition or evaluation of alternative forms of research method or output, such as those 

common to the field of film and digital media.  Consensus does not exist about the scope and 

nature of what constitutes research; or about the criteria to be used for defining, evaluating and 

rewarding faculty scholarship within the arts and other creative disciplines.  

As discussed from historical and theoretical perspectives in Chapter 1, the trilogy and the 

template of expectations pervade and are strongly intact in higher education, yet a wide gap has 

opened and revealed inconsistencies that have marginalized faculty in the field of film and digital 

media from their peers in other, more conventional disciplines.  Data in this chapter demonstrates 

that Boyer’s (1990) tolerant and inclusive view of scholarship and scholarly work by faculty is 

not commonly known by faculty in the field of film and digital media, thus not broadly 

advocated as their theoretical starting point in the struggle for change.  In the basic economic 

terms of dollars and cents, one professor wrote, “those teaching film and video production are 

paid 90% of the salaries of those teaching film theory and criticism” (Respondent #4).  A 

discrepancy in salary is just the tip of the iceberg that constitutes the problem. 
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One explanation that emerged from data that can be viewed as a contributing factor in the 

marginalization experienced by faculty in the field of film and digital media is their lack of 

seniority, matched with a corresponding lack of influence within the institutional power systems.  

One professor wrote: 

…film theory, history and criticism entered Academy curricula in the 1970s.  By contrast, 

more expensive programs in film production could be found only in a few schools 

(mainly in New York and California) before about 1987.  Faculty teaching production, 

therefore, tend to be younger (and thus, on a lower rung of tenure's ladder) than their 

theory-teaching colleagues.  The resulting hierarchy means production faculty are often 

minor players in defining the forms (and venues of peer review) of their own scholarly 

work (Respondent #4). 

Data confirms a perceived inequality in status for hands-on, production faculty in the field of 

film and digital media, in comparison with those others who teach theory courses (the more 

conventional approach to classroom learning). 

Literature has confirmed that a problem of unequal status is not solely unique to faculty 

in the field of film and digital media, as it exists among faculty throughout higher education.  

Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff (1997) describe a “crisis of purpose” in colleges and universities 

as the mission of higher education has become increasingly skewed toward the priority of 

theoretical (text-based) research over other forms of scholarly work, such as artistic, scholarly 

and professional work in film and digital media (p. viii).  When faculty perceive that they are 

being marginalized in the hierarchy of power and influence, or that their intrinsically motivated 

work will not be recognized and that extrinsic rewards might not be reachable, their energies 

could be diverted away from types of research and creative work that do not fall neatly and 
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safely within the strictures of the traditional template---leading to an overall drop in productivity 

and a dissipation of energy (La Pelle, 1997).  The academy has witnessed a decreasing level of 

publication productivity by faculty over the past few decades, and Boyer (1990) reports that 41 

percent of faculty members have never published an article, monograph or book during their 

academic careers (Boyer, 1990; Braxton, Luckey and Helland, 2002).  

Marginalization that is experienced by faculty members in the field of film and digital 

media production can be discerned in my own story.  Applying for a promotion of rank was a 

frustrating and unsuccessful experience for me because the process was blatantly unfair.  It was 

conducted non-transparently behind closed doors, based upon preconceived and unwritten 

criteria while being performed by colleagues with no knowledge or experience with alternative 

forms of faculty scholarship output.  Despite ten years of positive evaluations for teaching, 

research and service at that university, and despite the fact that my work in the field of film and 

digital media had been internationally recognized and successful for its intended purposes 

(television broadcast, corporate client, commercial promotion, artistic expression), the inner 

circle of evaluators from outside my field but within my workplace responded by not changing 

their rigid and unbending old ways of thinking about what constitutes research and how its 

output should appear.  Films and digital media were not considered, recognized or to be 

rewarded as research, period, by those who do more conventional forms of research activities.  In 

that workplace, creative work is held up for scrutiny against a model that pertains strictly to 

written, text-based publications and scientific methods of inquiry.  There were no written or 

specific criteria that remotely pertained to the creation or evaluation of work in video, film or 

any other form of art, and the university committee that was evaluating faculty work for 

promotion was composed of engineers, chemists and others who had zero knowledge about the 
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worth, process, purpose or nature of artistic work in my field.  The inner circle of scrutinizers 

continue to have a very narrow idea of what constitutes research and faculty work (or what does 

not!), and filmmaking and its related fields are not on their list of what is or can be allowed.  I 

thought my situation and my place of employment were uniquely awful, but then through 

rigorous inquiry I discovered that many others had similarly difficult experiences at other 

universities.  Needless to say no one at my place of employment will ever be promoted unless 

they do scientific research and get it published in a prestigious journal---and this rigid 

expectation is what constitutes the problem situation. 

Referring to interview data from this dissertation about the marginalization of faculty in 

the technical (practice) areas within the field of film and digital media, in contrast to the 

theoretical or historical aspects of the field, a professor wrote: 

Colleges with a narrow definition of the liberal arts are often uncomfortable with the fit 

of media production, because of its apparent reliance on technique.  The discipline's 

steady update of hard- and software frequently requires its professors to attend classes or 

seek certification.  Yet seldom are such classes credited to the scholar as continuing 

education or post-graduate work.  Indeed they might be dismissed as mere vocational 

training (Respondent #4). 

As every scholar knows, having one’s academic orientation and expertise described as 

vocational is dismissive, a big insult that implies a lower rung of scholarship within the walls of 

the ivory tower.  The statement implies a theory-practice dichotomy, with an apparent elevated 

preference for theory over practice.  The dichotomy is supported by the hierarchy of power in 

higher education and is enforced by traditional policies that have placed theory-makers above 

practitioners.  In this context, I recall that in my own teaching load, I get only .66 credit hours for 
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teaching a studio practice-based class, while a theory-lecture class gets a full credit hour for each 

hour of teaching.  A studio-based teacher has to teach 18 semester credit hours to constitute a full 

load, while a lecturer in a theory based class only has to teach 12 credit hours per semester.  The 

result is a misunderstood, lower, and marginalized stature for faculty (and students) as they 

pursue the complex and ever-changing requirements for learning and professional practice in the 

field.  To this same point, another professor adds: 

I am not an artist but I am a scholar in a Faculty of Fine Arts that has specific tenure 

criteria that take into account different measures of productive work.  The Faculty of Fine 

Arts has internal awards that are labeled "Research/Creation" and the rhetoric of research 

creation is one that recognizes that 'creative' work is a legitimate form of research.  The 

downside to this is that some forms of 'creative' work (e.g., expressive, personal forms) 

are subtly undervalued…while more conceptual forms of art making are privileged 

(Respondent #6). 

Any distinction that dictates a preference for one stylistic approach or form of creative work over 

another without any apparent rationale or justification imposes yet another variant form of 

marginalization and inequality, to the detriment of all faculty members.   

A wide range of alternative approaches are observed in qualitative research, including 

(non-text) creative art forms (such as paintings, sculptures, musicianship, performance and in 

many others) are not deemed by the mainstream as scholarly work, are not recognized for their 

uniqueness and merits, and are not fairly evaluated for faculty rewards in many institutions of 

higher learning; nor has such work been firmly located upon the continuum of qualitative and 

quantitative research that was suggested by Braxton, Luckey and Helland (2007).  There is even 

a wide range of writing output by faculty scholars in higher education that goes unrecognized as 
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scholarly work according to the traditional template, such as auto/ethnography, textbook writing 

or editing, journalistic writing in any form; scriptwriting, screenwriting or playwriting; grant 

proposal writing; poetic or a myriad other forms of creative, fiction or non-fiction writing; and 

many other forms of text-based publication.  One faculty member, in reference to his particular 

problems with the performance evaluation process as a specialist faculty practitioner in 

screenwriting, wrote: 

There are no formal criteria. I believe this is especially problematic for screenwriters. We 

have a dean who did not even understand that a script that was optioned actually earned 

money. The development process, as arcane and opaque as it may appear to us, is 

completely off the radar of most academics (Respondent #3). 

As described in Chapter 2, the aggressiveness of Lorenz’s rats (1966) and the oppression as 

described by Friere (1998) are reflections of the marginalization, elitism and arbitrary 

withholding of status that are experienced by many faculty in the field of film and digital media, 

sustained and enforced by administrative policies---and the actions of peers.   

The marginalization of work in film and digital media is not limited to the academy.  

Within the industry and business of filmmaking, the commercial enterprise of making films for 

broadcast, and in the distribution and public presentation, there is marginalization of some forms 

of work that are on the borders or outside of expected conventions.  Dick (2006) has produced a 

feature length independent documentary film titled, This Film Is Not Yet Rated, about the 

Motion Picture Association of America’s (MPAA) rating system and its powerful yet insidious 

effect on American culture, business and filmmaking.  As I have used an open approach to 

sources of data that inform this dissertation, Dick’s (2006) film and subsequent writings about 

his film have provided a useful analysis that is relevant to the research problem and question of 
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this dissertation---it examines an example of what can happen in an insulated and non-

transparent environment for evaluating creative work.  The film is about the MPAA’s mandate to 

enforce self-regulatory censorship in the film industry, and the bureaucratic monolith that is 

commonly referred to as the Hollywood studio system.  Dick’s (2006) film reveals that the 

MPAA is a secretive watchdog and gatekeeper that sustains the hegemony of the Hollywood 

studio system as a source of films worldwide.  Bradshaw (2006), writing about Dick’s (2006) 

film, refers to the MPAA as: 

 …a bizarre institution: secretive, cantankerous and paranoid, high-handedly slapping 

certificates on movies ranging from G - all ages allowed - up to an R (under-17s need 

parent or guardian present) and then an R-17 (no under-17s allowed at all)…a 

commercial catastrophe for film-makers hoping to get their product out to the all-

important youth market.  The MPAA never discusses its reasoning, and never reveals the 

identities of its ‘raters’ or members of its absurdly pompous ‘appeals board’ which, in 

certain cases, will grandly condescend to reconsider its verdict, prior, in the vast majority 

of cases, to solemnly announcing that the original decision was correct. 

The film’s director, Dick (2006) suggests an alternative to the existing MPAA rating evaluation 

system for motion pictures, and this alternative may have relevance to the recognition and 

evaluation of faculty work in the field of film and digital media.  Dick (2006) states: 

I personally would think that it’s really important that there be an extensive list of what’s 

in a film so that people could make a decision on their own, children and adults really, in 

terms of sex, violence, drug use, thematic content. I would like to see a rating between R 

and NC-17 where art filmmakers can make films that aren’t stigmatized. The process 

should be open. That won’t hurt anybody. There should be written standards and 



 

 

202 
 
 

202  

certainly there should be some experts, child psychologists and media experts on the 

board. Everything they don’t want should be changed, really (Bradshaw, 2006, p. 1). 

 

Theme 2: The internal mobility of faculty 

What is tenure?  What is a promotion?  Tenure is a professor's permanent job contract, 

granted after a probationary period of six or seven years.  Similar to the lifetime tenure that some 

judges enjoy as a protection from external pressures, academic tenure is intended to protect the 

academic freedom of faculty researchers, to give job security and to provide a sense of 

autonomy.  It is associated with the two more senior faculty job titles, Associate Professor and 

Full Professor.  One criticism of the tenure system in higher education is that it most often 

depends solely on research publications and research grants although the universities' official 

policies are that tenure depends on research, teaching and service (Boyer, 1990).  Although 

tenure is an example of internal mobility for faculty, for the purposes of this dissertation, I am 

primarily focusing upon performance evaluation for the purpose of promotion of rank, although 

the relevance of this inquiry to the tenure review process is presumed to be significant. 

Empirical evidence on internal mobility of workers in relation to performance evaluation 

processes, including the movement of faculty members within academic institutions, is scarce 

(Pergement and Veum, 1995).  Seldin (2006) lists two primary reasons for evaluating faculty 

work and performance for the purpose of determining upward mobility within the workplace: 1) 

to improve performance and 2) to provide a rational and equitable basis for personnel decisions 

(Seldin, 2006).  However, for the most part, literature will label the upward movement of 

workers within an organization with a generic term, a promotion, when in fact there is virtually 

no evidence about what a typical faculty member constitutes as a promotion.  In many 
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organizations, including academic institutions, the notion of advancement and internal mobility 

by the means of promotion exists within a well-established organizational structure.   

The conditions of employment such as wages, benefits, and an upwardly mobile work 

environment are extremely important aspects of any job; and most commonly it is observed that 

employees actively strive to work their way up the organizational career ladder.  Employees 

learn to strive for promotion of rank and to seek its accompanied benefits as a sort of prize that is 

to be won, seeking an ever-upward position within the institutional hierarchy.  Promotion is an 

organizational mechanism that hopes to motivate workers to work harder with the explicit and 

implicit promises of increased wages, receipt of training opportunities, greater supervisory 

responsibilities, more prestige and status, and greater job satisfaction.  Most people commonly 

view their promotion to be a positive occurrence that is to be celebrated, as it indicates that the 

individual being promoted is successful, valuable, and useful (Pergement and Veum, 1995).   

Pergement and Veum (1995) indicate that for most workers a promotion is passive, and 

this model applies to what is constituted as a promotion in an academic institution. Pergement 

and Veum (1995) list eight forms of promotion:  

• A position upgrade;  

• Taking over old supervisor’s job;  

• Elevated to a higher level job in a different section;  

• Chosen to fill a newly created position with greater responsibilities;  

• A structural reorganization and was promoted;  

• Receiving promotion but continued to perform the same duties as before;  

• Lateral move to a different section; and  

• Other 
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The notion of passivity is consistent with the nature of promotion for faculty in 

institutions of higher learning.  Passivity infers that a promoted worker experiences no move to 

another position, but does enjoy increased benefits within the scope of a relatively similar 

position.  If an actual position change were to be required for a promotion, then faculty members 

in higher education are not, by definition, being promoted at all.  The consequences of the 

promotion process might be active---the promoted faculty member will be receiving increased 

wages, is more likely to be trained, is tasked to supervise other workers, and will possibly 

experience other changes more so than are non-promoted faculty members---but the promotion 

itself can be described as passive because faculty are simply being upgraded in title but not in the 

scope and nature of work; they are doing the same duties on the job (Pergement and Veum, 

1995).  The trilogy of expectations in teaching, research and service will remain intact, before 

and after a promotion is awarded.   

The seemingly passive nature of expectations relating to the process of performance 

evaluation and promotion in higher education may be related to the notion of plateauing in the 

organizational behavior literature (Bardwick 1986).  This concept usually refers to the plight of 

workers who, while not at the top of the job ladder, find that direct upward movements in the 

hierarchical ranks of the firm are not as frequent as desired (Pergement and Veum, 1995).  

Although faculty members in this study do not appear to be in dead end jobs and are not 

necessarily at plateau stages in their careers, data from the academic workplace shows that 

promotions usually do not involve moving to another position, but are simply upgrades of a 

current position or involve performing the same duties as before the promotion.   

In an educational institution, like some other corporate or commercial organizations, the 

reward of promotion might be accompanied by a raise in pay, benefits, and responsibility, but 
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probably would not involve a change of job or position within the educational institution, as 

might be the case in a corporate or commercial setting.  The organizational structure that renders 

decisions about promotion of rank in an educational institution is similar to the ranking system 

that is found in the military or in a fire department, and as such promotions are most accurately 

referred to as position upgrade with (possibly) an increase pay as adjusted according to a rigidly 

pre-determined scale.  In an educational institution, a promotion is simply an upgrade of the 

current position and does not involve any significant change in duties.  Unlike a corporate 

environment, an academic promotion does not usually allow the faculty to negotiate new terms 

of employment, such as a request for bonus pay, a bigger share of profits, a change in working 

hours or a bigger office.  Promotion of rank in an educational institution usually does not involve 

any change in position or duties, and are simply an upgrade of the current position, although the 

job title changes from Assistant to Associate to Full Professor.  Data shows that men are more 

likely to be promoted than women and whites more so than blacks or Hispanics (Pergement and 

Veum, 1995).   

Data shows that success in a prior promotion application is an important determinant of 

future promotion, possibly demonstrating that promotion has a direct impact on job attachment.  

Ten of the thirteen faculty members who responded to the research survey for this project were 

successful in at least one previous application for promotion, with one faculty member “in the 

process of applying for promotion and awaiting a decision” (response to survey question # 11).  

Eight of the faculty respondents had successfully undergone a process of performance evaluation 

for promotion “more than one time” (question #5).  Twelve of the thirteen respondents were 

submitting their application dossiers on the basis of a combination of creative and scholarly text-

based work (survey question #6).  It is noteworthy that 0% of faculty respondents to the survey 
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acknowledged a failed attempt for promotion or tenure.  I must assume that at least one of the 

300+ faculty members that were contacted had experienced a rejection or other failure in the 

gauntlet of promotion or tenure review, but no one with such experience responded to my 

survey.  I have access to some data about failed attempts by faculty to secure promotion or tenure 

in court cases that have been appealed, and also by using my own experience as data. 

Researchers in sociology, psychology, business and human resource management have 

written about the structure of the employment relationship, and the notion of a career or career 

management.  The commonly held assumption is that mobility within an organization is 

successful (or not) in the context of compliance (or not) with a set of rules and guidelines that 

reflect the organization’s structure and nature of the employment relationship.  The individual is 

compelled to fit within the organization’s structure, and not vice versa.  Promotion is commonly 

presumed to based upon the firm's evaluation of the worker's productivity, although Asher 

(2007) writes:  

A promotion is not a reward…Most people believe that getting promoted is a reward for 

past performance.  This is absolutely false.  Employers are not rewarding strong 

performers for their past contributions, they are investing in their future contributions.  

The sooner you grasp this fundamental truth, the closer you will be to getting promoted.  

So, no matter what you have done in the past, the boss really doesn’t care.  What she cares 

about is what you can do for her (and the company) in your new position.  Your past only 

serves as an indication of what you might do in the future, one piece of evidence, at best.  

It is only what you may do in the future that drives the promotion decision (p. 1).   

Consequently, Asher (2007) raises the disturbing possibility that hiring, firing, retention and 

promotion are possibly based upon personal characteristics, upon qualities that are unquantifiable 
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such as potential ability, presumed dependability in performance, and personality attributes.   

I cannot minimize or neglect the notion proposed by Asher (2007) that hiring, firing, 

retention and promotion are based upon unquantifiable, personal characteristics.  I will apply my 

open approach to data and use the example of beauty contests to make my point.  I recognize that 

my understanding of the problem and the emerging data is not completely saturated unless I 

venture into realms of scoring and evaluation for events like beauty contests, gymnastics 

competitions, show cat and show horse competitions, and other activities that attempt to 

objectify, measure, and reward abstract notions such as beauty and its ancillary qualities such as 

poise, talent, posture, and others.  This is, of course, in contrast to something such as a hot dog 

eating contest---at least in that event it is clear that the winner is the eater who ate at the most.  

Activities and efforts that attempt to measure the beauty of a woman, or a weight lifting man, or 

a film or a horse illustrates the arbitrary and sub-conscious nature our decision-making processes 

that are in place as we attempt to measure the unquantifiable.  It reinforces the idea of that a 

competitive evaluation of art work of any kind on the basis of merit, worth or norm is ludicrous 

and impossible.  At the end of the day it is simply a matter of (learned) taste and (learned) 

thresholds of open or closed thinking. 

 

Theme 3: Attributes of faculty evaluation systems 

Theme 3 is sub-divided into ten thematic sub-sections (3a through 3j). 

a) Facilitating intrinsic motivation and thriving on evaluation 
b) An inexact process 
c) Honesty is the best policy (unless you want to land in court) 
d) The importance of relevant criteria  
e) Criteria and the evaluation committee  
f) The role of supervisors and administrators 
g) The process of peer review: What is a peer review? 
h) The problems with peer review 
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i) Alternatives to traditional models of peer review 
j) The non-teachable and evaluation 
 

 Developing a high-quality reward system at an institution of higher learning is “not a 

chance activity.  It is must be developed over time through a process that actively involves 

faculty and administrative leaders” (Diamond, 1999 p. ix).  The development and 

implementation of a thorough and well-planned reward system could lessen the likelihood of 

confusion as to priorities, roles, procedures, and requirements; and reduce the extra work, 

frustration, and poor decision making that can result from a poorly conceived system (Diamond, 

1999).   Theme 3 is a discussion of key elements from data to be included and considered as a 

faculty performance evaluation system is being developed at an institution of higher learning.  

Overall procedures and general statements from different programs or schools may have much in 

common, yet there are significant variations in terms of criteria used and the weight given to 

specific activities under consideration (Diamond, 1993b).  Variations can be framed according to 

two fundamental issues: 

• What is to be recognized and constituted as scholarly activity by faculty for institutional 

rewards (Boyer, 1990; Bukalski, 2000).  

• What are the priorities and processes for evaluating scholarly activity by faculty for 

institutional rewards (Diamond, 1993a, 1993b, 1993c). 

There is an overt and inextricable connection between these two fundamental issues.  It would be 

counter-productive to separate the ontology of recognition from the ontology of evaluation.  But 

how can differences, discrepancies and variations that are observed---from one faculty member 

to another within the same discipline, from institution to institution, and from department to 

department within the same institution---be reconciled?  What can be done that represents an 
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improvement? 

 

a) Facilitating intrinsic motivation and thriving on evaluation 

Some institutions appear to be doing a good job of facilitating a workplace environment 

that thrives of evaluation and facilitates intrinsic motivation, at least to a certain extent (La Pelle, 

1997).  One full professor wrote: 

I believe we have an open and transparent process, and valuable mentoring throughout 

the process. Our faculty members come in with the expectation that they will be tenured; 

standards are high and clear; they are given a leave in their 4th year, as well as an extra 

course release in their first year, to ensure that they can do their research. There is 

substantial university-level mentoring as well  (Respondent #2). 

Some faculty member respondents to the survey describe their experience in the performance 

evaluation process as “positive”, but not without mentioning the problem that is being 

scrutinized in this dissertation:  

My experience has been positive but the process, in my experience, is too subjective, 

depending on who is elected to the promotion committees…I do believe valuing creative 

expression is crucial and often misunderstood in our field, especially by those with 

orientations to publication and scientific research (Respondent #9) 

Several faculty participants expressed a view about the importance of clear, coherent and written 

criteria to “spell out” the performance evaluation process at his workplace, regardless of the 

arduous and highly ambitious expectations that are placed upon the faculty member in the field 

of film and digital media:  
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We have a fairly comprehensive departmental document that spells out the expectations 

for tenure.  Applicants must complete work at least equivalent to the scale of one feature 

length film.  Then all the categories of participation are spelled out: there are different 

expectations for author/directors than for crew members, such as DPs and Editors 

(Respondent #8). 

These relatively positive comments can be categorized as the exception, not the norm.   

The norm appears to be an ongoing struggle to achieve change in the attributes of faculty 

evaluation systems---with the intention of reaching a suitable level of equity within an 

environment where scientism, the trilogy of expectations, and the traditional template prevail---

and this journey is not been easy, universally successful or finalized.  One professor wrote: 

I was part of a faculty that led development and acceptance of creative products as 

scholarly research equal to traditional written scholarship.  Prior to that, it was a nightmare 

for production faculty, being looked down upon.  It was a major battle but is now settled 

(Respondent #7). 

The data demonstrate that the performance evaluation process for faculty members in the field of 

film and digital media, on the basis of artistic, scholarly or professional work, in lieu of a text 

based publication of scholarly research, is problematic, at least.   

From my own perspective, the process of performance evaluation at the university level 

was so discouraging and non-transparent that I am doubtful about continuing my career in an 

academic workplace anymore.  I am a good filmmaker and have a lot of professional experience, 

I have been recognized as an effective and motivating teacher of students, and I am very active in 

all kinds of service related activities, but those things do not really count that much during the 

evaluation because there is such narrow emphasis that prioritizes scientific research and 
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publication of (boring?) papers.  I feel that the system is guarded by mean-spirited, anti-creative 

old men who do not care about anything that they did not already know about---meaning there is 

no chance for upward mobility for people like me who do not comply with what those in power 

presume that faculty are supposed to be doing. 

The need for change and the risk from inaction is serious.  If faculty rewards and 

advancement are delayed or thwarted, faculty careers flounder or derail, and intrinsic motivation 

levels dissipate negatively (La Pelle, 1998).  La Pelle (1997) used grounded theory methods 

(Glaser, 1967; 1978) to develop a theory about motivation and de-motivation in the context of 

performance evaluations in the workplace.  The two-part grounded theory that emerged from La 

Pelle’s (1997) study has addressed motivating and de-motivating performance evaluation 

experiences.  La Pelle demonstrates how a highly motivated worker can become a highly de-

motivated worker when an organization and supervisor maintain a poorly designed process of 

performance evaluation.  The first part of the La Pelle’s (1997) theory---Thriving on 

Performance Evaluation---describes:  

…a thriving experience…one that provides enjoyment and continued high motivation at 

work, is heavily dependent on the supervisor’s intentions and skills in setting the state for 

the work and the ongoing evaluation process, at least for people who are intrinsically 

motivated to do their chosen work.  The supervisor must be an expert not only in the 

required job skills, but must be able to provide collaboration and autonomy support, 

situation coaching and supervision, and effective human interactions.  This certainly has 

implications for how organizations should select and develop supervisors in order to 

create thriving situations (Le Pelle, 1997, p. 11).  
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La Pelle (1997) found that comments by participants in her research were envisioning 

performance evaluation as:  

an opportunity for change to happen…a potentially powerful vehicle for learning…a 

renewing of the stuff you talked about at an interview…a true dialog back and forth…a 

mutual evaluation…a mirror held up so you can see what you are doing---the more robust 

the better for your development…a way for the institution to get faculty (employee) to 

play at the top of their game…we are talking about humanness and human relations.  It’s 

about me as a human being needing love, attention, care in an organization, and if get 

even a little bit of it, it will be amazing what I can do (p. 11).  

 

Intrinsic motivation is difficult to teach, inculcate, or measure, and is not directly factored 

in the criteria of conventional performance evaluation systems, yet the opportunity for faculty 

that seek extrinsic rewards on the basis of their work are not equitably available in many 

traditional and conventional institutions of higher learning, so the spiral of complications that 

revolve around de-motivation in the workplace persist.  Many faculty members pursue their 

artistic, scholarly and professional work for more than formal extrinsic rewards.  Instead, they 

pursue an underlying need for a sense of competence and self-determination, with self-

determination being the more fundamental component (Deci and Ryan, 1985; La Pelle, 1997).  

White (1959) argued that people are inherently motivated to obtain competence in dealing with 

the environment as part of the human condition.  DeCharms (1968) believed that people have a 

basic desire to experience themselves as causal agents.  Bandura (1997) argues that self-

perceptions of competence promote subsequent interest in an activity.  Deci and Ryan (1985, 
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1992) maintained that the need for competence and self-determination is the psychological basis 

for intrinsic motivation.   

As La Pelle (1997) places the onus of responsibility upon the supervisor and the 

organization for maintaining (and developing?) an effective and motivating process of 

performance evaluations, Franke (2001) provides guidance for the benefit of tenured faculty, 

department chairs, and academic administrators by listing, explaining and analyzing the 

importance of making defensible decisions in the process of performance evaluation.   

b) An inexact process 

 In comparison with the requirement for precision, accuracy and veracity in scientific 

research, the work that emerges by artists, including filmmakers, is by nature ambiguous and 

emergent.  The analysis and evaluation of work in the field of film and digital media is a 

complex and subjective challenge, perhaps even elusive, because of its ambiguous nature.  

Science prioritizes discovery through the identification and association of laws, principles, and 

formulas that have always existed, expressing its concepts most usually in mathematical terms.  

According to Wait and Hope (2009), science is:  

…finding out how things work; art is creating new things from what is already available--

-although each approach is a mode for discovery…looking for the universal answer while 

art is always crafting a particular answer—often within the context of a framework, such 

as in a photographic landscape or in dramatic tragedy, for example.  For this reason, 

scientific kinds of evaluations can never do the entire job of evaluating in the arts 

disciplines.  Science is looking for single answers; the arts, for multiple answers 

conceived by individual creators as they set their particular goals for specific works or 
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performances. (p. 4-5). 

 No matter how objective a system of evaluation might intend to me, the process can be 

described as an inexact process of observation, measurement, feedback and judgment.  

Evaluation guidelines from the widest range of fields and domains, all of which have a good-

faith intention of providing reference points upon which evaluations should take place, are in fact 

are laden with expectations that work should be clear and realistic, accurate and specific, 

adequate and suitable, amongst others.  These vague and open-ended terms are inherent to the 

perpetuation of the traditional template for evaluating faculty work, but perhaps serve to 

facilitate an un-intended subjectivity that undermines the process of evaluation of work in the 

field of film and digital media (Oral History Association Evaluation Guidelines, 1980; Lim, 

2006: Diamond and Adam, 2000).  Such terms also facilitate a failure in the process by 

disallowing the recognition of differences in the nature of knowledge from one discipline to 

another---that in turn affect the narrow latitude of differences in the practice of research in a 

particular setting.   

 Diamond and Adam (2000) argue that a system for evaluation and recognition of 

scholarship should emphasize the approach of scholarly inquiry rather than solely upon its 

artifacts, placing more value upon one’s approach to an activity and not so much upon the 

activity or end-product itself (p 8).  In that same vein, it can be inferred from Morse et al (2002) 

that constructive rather than evaluative (post-hoc) techniques should be used during faculty 

performance review---such as examining the sensitivity and reflexivity of the researcher (the 

approach) to the particular situation under investigation as a constructive strategy for 

determining validity.  Research by Dweck (1986) found that highlighting performance goals (in a 

competitive reward structure), in contrast to learning goals, could promote defensive strategies 
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that interfere with the seeking of challenges and persistence in the face of difficulties.  There are 

many theoretical propositions about what should constitute a performance evaluation process, 

but the problem and question for this dissertation remain, culminated in Chapter 5, is to 

determine a practical and theoretically grounded set of recommendations about what constitutes 

the best way(s), the most fair and relevant, for recognizing and evaluating the approach and 

artifacts of faculty work in the field of film and digital media.  Many will expect that this 

research should result in a singular and ultimate model to replace the irrelevant template being 

used; but as articulated from the outset and demonstrated in Chapter 5, this simplistic solution is 

not possible nor the intention of this dissertation.   

Most institutions of higher learning aspire to the values of a meritocracy, where 

advancement, rewards, esteem and stature are based upon demonstrated (yet inexact) evidence of 

merit, such as superior skills, innate talent, high test scores, and other perceptions of expertise in 

comparison or in competition with others.  A meritocracy presumes itself to be based on rational 

thinking with predetermined criteria, resulting in a system that is just, productive and fair.  It 

places high value on hard work, attitude, moral character and integrity---as determined by others.  

It is highly valued in higher education for precluding an inexact, nepotistic, arbitrary or unfair 

system for evaluation, advancement and other opportunities and rewards.  According to 

McNamee and Miller (2004): “Americans not only tend to think that is how the system should 

work, but most Americans also think that is how the system does work” (p. 1).  McNamee and 

Miller (2004) argue that meritocracy, the idea that societal resources are distributed exclusively 

or primarily on the basis of individual merit, is a myth.  McNamee and Miller (2004) write: “It is 

a myth because of the combined effects of non-merit factors such as inheritance, social and 

cultural advantages, unequal educational opportunity, luck and the changing structure of job 
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opportunities, the decline of self-employment, and discrimination in all of its forms” (p. 4). A 

meritocratic system may not be entirely desirable (Young, 1961; McNamee and Miller, 2004).  

Young (1961) envisioned a society in which those at the top of the system ruled autocratically 

with a sense of righteous entitlement while those at the bottom of the system were incapable of 

protecting themselves against the abuses leveled against them from the merit elite above.  Instead 

of a fair and enlightened society, the meritocracy became cruel and ruthless.  

An alternative method of scoring, albeit inexact, can be borrowed from the methods used 

at a beauty pageant, cat show, or body builder contest.  In those cases, entirely subjective 

(inexact) sets of criteria are used, under the guise of objectivity.  The Official Guide for judges of 

the Miss America contest (2009) are advised:  

Remember the contestant is competing against herself and must receive a score in a 1 to 

10 point range, using whole numbers only.  The five areas of competition are: 

• Talent 

• Private Interview 

• Evening Wear 

• Lifestyle and Fitness in Swimsuit 

• On-Stage Question 

Judges for the Miss America contest (2009) are advised in official documents to award points 

immediately after each contestant is seen.  Talent is perceived to be an intangible vehicle that 

explains a contestant’s commitment and discipline as she performs on stage.  Official literature 

from the Miss America contest indicates that the evaluation selection of a woman based upon her 

talent should distinguish the contestant’s: 

• True talent and entertainment abilities 
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• Interpretive ability 

• Technical skill level (execution, technique, synchronization, control) 

• Stage presence and on-stage personality 

• Totality of all elements (including costume, props, voice, use of body, choreography) 

 

In the score sheet for judging a Miss American contestant in a swimsuit, the following guidelines 

are provided to judges: 

  SCORING IN LIFESTYLE & FITNESS IN SWIMSUIT 

• The Lifestyle and Fitness in swimsuit is designed to see how well the contestant 

maintains a lifestyle of good physical health, whether she meets the public 

expectation of a titleholder, and whether or not she has the confidence needed to be a 

titleholder.  The contestant’s drive, energy, and presence are to be likewise 

considered. 

• Each contestant is competing against herself and MUST receive a score in a *1 to 10 

point range for all Single Night State and Local Competitions and Preliminary Nights 

of a State Multi-Night Competition (OR a 6 to 10 point range for the Final Night Of 

A State Multi-Night Competition), using whole numbers only.  More than one 

contestant may receive the same score. 

CRITERIA FOR SCORING LIFESTYLE & FITNESS IN SWIMSUIT 

• Overall “first impression;” physical fitness; physical beauty; sense of confidence and 

composure; display of drive, energy and charisma; and does she meet the public 

expectation of a titleholder? 
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How are first impression decisions about beauty, fitness, confidence, composure, energy and 

charisma to be made, confirmed or justified?  Of course, there is no objectivity that is possible 

and the entire process relies upon the personal tastes, biases, proclivities and attitudes of the 

judge(s).  Criticisms about beauty pageants range arguments about the objectification of women 

to the elitist hegemony of blondes in a racist society, but an unfortunate comparison can be made 

with the way that some performance evaluations of faculty work in the field of film and digital 

media are handled; but there is a relevant comparison to be made with the process of evaluating 

faculty work in the field of film and digital media.  My point in providing this data is to illustrate 

the arbitrary and subjective nature of evaluation that could (and does) creep into a faculty 

performance evaluation process when the criteria are generalized; with scoring that is based upon 

the tastes, proclivities and interests of the evaluators.  In those cases, the evaluation process is 

more closely representative of the judge than of the person, place or thing that is under 

evaluation. 

 

c) Honesty is the best policy (unless you want to land in court) 

There can be serious legal repercussions if such an inexact process of evaluation leads to 

misunderstanding, marginalization and implicit bias.   As articulated by an academic 

administrator in the field of film and digital media: 

…at many institutions, evaluation and tenure procedures, especially criteria, are 

deliberately vague.  Sometimes this helps the faculty candidate, and sometimes not.  It 

can lead to abuses, especially in the area of creative accomplishments when faculty and 

administrators are unfamiliar with the artistic venues and standards in a given discipline 

(Respondent #12). 
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Franke (2001) provides five recommendations that concern legal repercussions from a 

problematic turn of events in a performance evaluation.  Franke (2001) writes: “On an ongoing 

basis, provide tenure-track faculty with honest evaluations of their work and prospects for 

tenure” (p. 2).  Candid evaluations are the backbone of defensible decisions in performance 

evaluation. The department chair often plays the major role in evaluating faculty.  Candidness 

and frankness in the context of performance evaluation, implying the value of honesty, is a 

word/concept that continues to re-emerge in the literature and in data interviews.  Franke (2000) 

writes:  

The process requires the chair or other evaluator to (a) know the criteria for evaluation, 

(b) fairly assess the candidate’s work according to the criteria, and (c) candidly and 

effectively communicate the evaluation to the individual…Uncertainties may arise, 

however, if the candidate is in an interdisciplinary program, the department has not 

coordinated any unique departmental criteria with institutional requirements, or the 

institution is raising its academic standards…If the candidate has room for improvement 

(as most of us do), or is irredeemable, the job can be harder. It is critical to rise to the 

challenge, because frank evaluations provide the candidate with feedback that is vital to 

his or her professional development and career planning. An effective evaluation will (a) 

cover the entire review period, not just the most recent few months; (b) apply clear 

requirements for reappointment and tenure; (c) provide specific examples illustrating the 

quality of the individual’s performance; (d) offer appropriate constructive criticism and 

practical guidance; (e) avoid making guarantees or promises about the future; and (f) be 

written in plain English, not diplomatic argot.  Should a lawsuit later be filed, candid 
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evaluations also document the institution’s care with the review process.  Among the 

hardest cases for an institution to win are those in which a faculty member received a 

series of five or six glowing evaluations but was then denied tenure.  Tenure denial 

should never be a surprise to the candidate, and frank evaluations play a key role in 

preparing the individual for a possible negative outcome (p. 2). 

Secondly, Franke (2000) advises supervisors to “be willing to make hard judgments to 

ensure effective shared governance” (p. 1), then adds: 

Shared governance requires the honest exercise of both individual and group judgments. 

Chairs and senior faculty need to lay aside factors such as friendship with a candidate or 

discontent with the administration as they make their recommendations. Departments 

must resist any tendency to defer hard judgments to a campus wide committee or 

administrative authority (p. 3). 

Aversion to conflict, friendship, or the potential for embarrassment should not drive performance 

evaluations. Departments should be prepared to make honest collective decisions, and 

individuals who might succumb to inappropriate factors should recuse themselves from the 

process (Franke, 2000).  

Franke (2000) adds a third recommendation: Consider nonrenewal during the 

probationary period in appropriate cases.  Franke (2000) writes:  

Most tenure-track faculty receive a series of contracts…If, however, it appears during the 

probationary period that the candidate will not meet the standards for tenure, the better 

course is not to renew the individual’s contract. Some faculty and administrators harbor 

the belief that it is preferable to deny tenure than not to renew a contract in the middle of 
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the probationary period. Yet the earlier decision will be both fairer to the candidate and 

better for the institution. From a legal standpoint, a conscientious nonrenewal decision is 

at least as defensible as a tenure denial.  On most occasions, it is more defensible, and the 

stakes are also far lower on both sides (p. 3-4). 

A fourth recommendation by Franke (2000) is to be mindful that all oral and written comments 

can be used as evidence in a tenure-denial lawsuit.  In 1990, the Supreme Court ruled that no 

special academic privilege shields tenure reviews from the normal rules of evidence.  This means 

that faculty and administrators should act on the assumption that all their written and verbal 

communications about any performance evaluation decision will be disclosed in court.  Franke 

(2000) warns: “Everything you say, and most especially everything you write, can and will be 

used against you in a court of law” (p. 3).   

Franke’s (2000) fifth recommendation is that the application of tenure processes and the 

making of tenure decisions should be consistent.  Most candidates who challenge denials on 

legal grounds allege discrimination by the institution.  Franke (2000) writes: 

The most common claims involve gender, race, age, national origin, or disability. The 

crux of these lawsuits is that had the candidate possessed different personal 

characteristics, he or she would have been treated more favorably.  Consistency is the key 

to fairness. Consistency operates along several different planes. First, a stable set of 

criteria, with consistent relative weighting, should be applied to all candidates, and the 

types of material included in the tenure dossier should be comparable for all candidates. 

In addition, the same procedural steps should be taken, so that the same framework of 

timetables, evaluators, and recommendations applies in every case. Unusual programs 

with, for example, a heavy clinical component or an interdisciplinary focus should 
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establish stable procedures in advance of evaluating a candidate for tenure (p. 4-5). 

In virtually all tenure-denial lawsuits, the plaintiff points to inconsistency and deviation from 

established procedures.  Franke (2000) suggests the benefits of simplifying the performance 

evaluation process by collapsing “some of its proliferating layers of review, appeal, grievance, 

review of appeal, and the like.  Other institutions with tenure processes that have, over time, 

sprouted too many internal review steps would do well to consider some pruning” (p. 5).  Franke 

(2000) also advises that successive reviews of a person need to make sense relative to one 

another. An effective evaluation will reflect both improving and declining performance, but 

“successive evaluations should not fluctuate markedly in the absence of changed performance. 

Inconsistency stands at the heart of most discrimination lawsuits, and juries seek proof that the 

institution treated tenure candidates fairly relative to one another” (p. 5). 

Most tenure-denial cases in courts of law involve some differences or inconsistencies in 

opinion among the evaluators (Franke, 2000).  Jurors can accept some differences of opinion as a 

fact of life, but are far less ready to accept faculty evaluators who based their opinions on factors 

that were not demonstrably professional or who participated less than forthrightly in making 

their recommendations; and patience juror runs out with evaluators who change their stories over 

time (Franke, 2000). The same characteristics of honesty, professional judgment, and a 

willingness to make hard decisions that support effective shared governance also support legally 

defensible tenure decisions.  Franke (2000; 2001) frames ethical and practical issues about what 

to do after an unsuccessful performance evaluation process are considered later in this Chapter 

and as a recommendation in Chapter 5. 
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d) The importance of relevant criteria  

Consensus in opinion about criteria to define the scope and nature of what constitutes 

research in the field of film and digital media has not fully emerged, nor has the necessity for 

establishing relevant criteria for evaluating and rewarding faculty performance been widely 

accepted.  Simply describing the status quo, the importance or the need for better outcomes in the 

performance evaluation process will not generate better outcomes, however it is possible to 

achieve better practices as the result of analysis, discussion and careful construction of relevant 

criteria.   

In the context of its role as an accrediting body for programs and institutions of higher 

learning, NASAD (2009, p. 3-4) provides a 20-point list for basic assessment of faculty 

evaluation and reward systems in an institution or its administrative units.  The list (NASAD, 

2009) is as follows: 

Mission, Goals, and Objectives of Institutions and Arts Units 

• What are the mission, goals, and objectives of the entity being considered, and to what 

extent are they expressed in written statements and demonstrated in practice? What is the 

correlation of written and operational expressions of mission, goals, and objectives with 

faculty evaluation and reward systems? 

• What internal or external factors and considerations are critical in establishing or 

changing the entity’s mission, goals, and objectives, or in defining its sense of identity? 

How does this identity and the process of defining it affect faculty assessment? 

• How will issues of stability or change affect formulation, operation, and adjustments to 

the faculty evaluation and reward system? 

• What comparisons between units within an institution, or between a unit and the 
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institution as a whole, may be made by asking the foregoing questions with regard to 

other units or to the institution as a whole? How do these comparisons relate to the 

respective missions and content being addressed? 

Content and Characteristics Profile 

• What approaches and perspectives for work in and about art are present in the entity to be 

considered? 

• What are the relative weightings or priorities among them? (This presence may be in 

terms of written literature, past and present practice, aspirations, plans, etc.) 

• What values, philosophies, or criteria are present with regard to concepts and issues such 

as originality, experimentation, simplicity and complexity, interdisciplinary work, faculty 

development, and collaboration? 

• What do comparisons among findings thus far (i–vi) reveal about the logic, values, and 

futures issues associated with faculty evaluation and reward systems? (The answers 

provide a context for the next questions.) 

Faculty Evaluation 

• What are the stated or operational priorities with regard to various aspects of faculty work 

(i.e., teaching, creative work and research, and service)?  To what extent does the faculty 

evaluation system consider the relationship between priorities and the resources needed 

to address them? 

• How are faculty responsibilities and workloads defined and established?  To what extent 

are there logical relationships among workloads, definitions of productivity, and 

expectations regarding teaching, creative work and research, and service?  To what extent 

is consistency from faculty member to faculty member, or from unit to unit, a goal? 



 

 

225 
 
 

225  

• Are the evaluation mechanisms able to deal adequately with the complexity of work in 

the arts?  For example, the complex and subjective nature of new work, the distinctions 

and interrelationships between work in art and work about art, the need to work with the 

arts both in their own terms and in terms common to other disciplines. 

• How is merit defined, determined, and indicated? To what extent is merit within the unit 

dependent upon and/or correlated to the mission, goals, and objectives of the institution 

as a whole, other units, or specific individuals? 

• What opportunities are available to faculty in terms of support, time, and peer review? 

• What criteria are used to judge faculty work? Are these criteria safe against the influence 

of image making techniques that may mask issues of merit? To what extent is public or 

professional image deemed important to the fulfillment of mission, goals, and objectives? 

• Is the evaluation mechanism able to deal adequately with the values, priorities, and 

complexities that surround ‘innovation’? 

• What priorities do evaluation mechanisms express regarding equivalency, consistency, 

and diversity among various kinds of work and among disciplines and faculty members? 

• What do the processes of forming, evolving, and operating evaluation and reward 

systems reveal about institutional values concerning standardization, evaluation 

techniques, and expertise? 

• To what extent do the purposes, values, philosophies, and approaches discovered thus far 

reveal effective synergies within the institution as a whole, various units of the 

institution, search committees, and promotion and tenure committees? 

• What are the issues to be considered in developing documentation policy? (For example: 

values, protocols, nature of the work to be documented, standards of measure, types of 
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documentation.) 

Policy Questions and Issues 

• What issues of context and capability should be addressed by institutions and units 

reviewing or contemplating change in faculty evaluation and reward systems? What 

philosophical, financial, and positioning issues and risks must be considered? 

• What procedural, political, and communication issues need to be addressed to ensure 

understanding and support, fairness and feasibility for faculty and administrators in and 

beyond the unit? What personnel, work load, and security issues and risks must be 

considered? 

Summary: Comprehensive Correlations, Synergies, and Issues 

• How can all policies, perspectives, priorities, characteristics, influences, conditions, 

mechanisms, and aspirations (discovered in i–xix) best be integrated to support a positive 

and productive evaluation and reward system? 

These general questions are important and relevant to the possibilities of change and 

improvement to the systems of performance evaluation for faculty work.  As illustrated in 

Chapter 4, as inquiry moves from the institutional level to more local and individual levels, goal 

setting becomes more precise.  Wait and Hope (2009) write:  

The more complex the goals to be expressed in art- or design-based logic become, the 

harder it is to write them down in words with clarity and specificity.  But the basic truth 

is that the art and design field does have goals at all levels that are expressed in 

standards. And, whether or not specific goals can be expressed easily or at all in speech 

logic is not the determining factor in whether or not goals exist. There is no reason for 

the art and design fields to agree with critics who charge that there are no specific goals 
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for achievement (p. 5).  

 

Diamond (1999) discusses the need for developing a quality institutional mission and 

vision statement upon which the priorities of a faculty reward system must be based.  A mission 

statement can be a complete and clear set of criteria pertaining to the guiding principles of the 

institutional purpose(s), and framing what priorities are to be recognized and rewarded.  A 

clearly articulated mission statement helps evaluators who are tasked to consider scholarship and 

professional work, perhaps coming with expertise in the field or specialization that is relevant to 

the faculty work under review.  But there are a number of statements and policies, in addition to 

the mission or vision statements, that together combine to provide the working base of 

information that form the guidelines for the faculty reward system (Diamond, 1999).  These 

include: 

• The institutional mission (and vision) statement 

• Institutional guidelines 

• The school or college promotion and tenure or merit pay guidelines 

• The departmental promotion and tenure or merit pay guidelines 

• The collective bargaining agreement (on unionized campuses) 

In addition, there are two external documents that may play a role in the development of 

guidelines: 

• Disciplinary statements 

• Accreditation standards 

Ideally, the goal is to develop statements and policies that are supportive and consistent.  

Conflicts, including litigation, can arise from poorly articulated policies, inconsistencies, or 
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contradictions among campus-produced documents (Diamond, 1999).  Institutional statements 

will articulate priorities for a college or university, but sometimes these are not consistent or 

supported by the faculty reward system (Diamond, 1999).   

Diamond (1999) provides a list of characteristics of an appropriate and effective 

promotion and tenure system: 

• The faculty reward system should be sensitive to the differences among the disciplines 

• The faculty reward system should be sensitive to differences among individuals 

It is the responsibility of each individual committee member, and then the group as a whole, 

at the departmental, college and university levels, to strive and to successfully understand 

how to apply the best model that is appropriate to the scholarship being evaluated---not the 

other way around.   

• The faculty reward system should include an assessment program that is appropriate, 

perceived to be fair, and workable 

• The faculty reward system should recognize that most action takes place at the 

departmental level and the most specificity in documentation is required there 

• The faculty reward system articulates the characteristics of scholarly work 

Through the use of a survey (Appendix C) and interviews with faculty, collected data 

demonstrates faculty questions about the fairness and workability of existing, traditional 

templates for performance evaluation in the field of film and digital media.  Additionally, 

some data has been gathered from faculty in other creative disciplines, fields and domains 

such as drama, writing, fine arts, photography and design that confirms concern.  In response, 

Diamond (1999) further states: 
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…it is best left to the individual institution, school, college, or department to determine 

which combination of features or characteristics is appropriate for their use…such a 

model eliminates the many problems associated with definitions of scholarship where 

disciplinary differences are most apparent (p. 9).  

 

Austin, Rice and Splete (1991) reported a correlation between high faculty morale and a 

clearly articulated institutional mission statement (p. 33).  Conversely, data also demonstrates a 

perception that there is too much talk and too little action, which is a highly de-motivating 

phenomenon.  Data shows that in order to properly recognize and reward faculty work, 

individual faculty members and administrators must work in partnership and solidarity to achieve 

solutions (statements) that are consonant with the specific discipline, contextualizing the scope 

of nature of the highest standards of faculty work in a particular field, in a way that is reflective 

of the institution’s mission. 

Data facilitates questions about the faculty handbook—an official document which 

includes policies, rules, and procedures that define the work conditions for faculty.  Does the 

faculty handbook establish a contractual relationship between a faculty member and the 

institution, making it directly relevant to any discussion about the practice of performance 

evaluation?  The issue has arisen in the context of breach of contract claims in matters relating to 

performance evaluation for tenure, promotion and other institution review (Franke, 2001).  As 

raised by Franke (2001), the question is whether the faculty handbook is part of the employment 

contract between the professor and the institution.  In one case, the Iowa Supreme Court ruled 

that the University did not breach its employment contract with a faculty member who was 

denied tenure.  The court stated that “a faculty handbook may rise to an enforceable contract 
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under three conditions: (1) document must be sufficiently defined in its terms to create an offer; 

(2) document must be communicated to and accepted by employee so as to create acceptance; 

and (3) employee must continue working, so as to provide consideration” (Taggart v. Drake 

University, 549 N.W.2d 796, Iowa 1996).  In another case, the Iowa state trial court ruled that a 

University faculty handbook: 

…constitutes a unilateral employment contract between the University of Dubuque and 

individual faculty members, the terms and conditions of which are incorporated into 

existing letters of appointment and grants of tenure, and are legally binding and 

enforceable upon both parties (University of Dubuque v. Faculty Assembly, District 

Court of Iowa (June 23, 1999).   

In light of this data, faculty, supervisors and administrators should make themselves fully 

cognizant of the written procedures and policies that are published by their institutions, in the 

various forms of mission statements, vision statements, and faculty handbooks---and respond 

with action if the written procedures and policies are not appropriate for the intended purpose.  

Aside from the benefits of clarity when all parties are singing from the same sheet of music, 

cognizance mitigates further risk of breach or non-compliance. 

In an effort to clarify the distinct differences between text-based scholarship and creative 

forms of scholarly work, an official policy statement of the University Film and Video 

Association (UFVA, 2008) has made argued that: 

 …fine arts have clearly established a precedent for the consideration of creative work as 

part of the evaluation process for promotion and tenure.  Exhibitions of paintings, 

drawings, sculptures, photographs, etc. are accepted as evidence of professional 
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contributions in the visual arts. Musical compositions and reviews of recitals and solo 

performances are accepted in the field of music.  Creative writing, direction and design of 

plays, choreography, and dance performances are likewise accepted as evidence of 

faculty contributions in other creative fields. The same should be true of creative work by 

a film or video faculty member (p. 2). 

 

The UFVA (2008) has made several observations about the process of recognition, 

review and evaluation of creative work by faculty, including work in the field of film and digital 

media, and these points facilitate the basic groundwork for change, and the recommendations of 

Chapter 5: 

1. Creative work in film and video can be disseminated and evaluated in ways that are 

similar to traditional scholarship, although the process of dissemination and 

evaluation is less well-developed and less well-understood by some within the 

academic community.   

2. Completed creative work in film and video consists of products whose forms have a 

greater variety in length than is found in printed materials. A faculty member might 

be involved in the production of a feature-length dramatic film, a half-hour 

documentary, a three-minute animated work, or a work of some other type and 

length; many possibilities exist. The length of a finished work is significant but not 

indicative of the effort required to complete it. A short experimental video piece or a 

multi-media production might require even more time and effort to create than a 

relatively straightforward hour-long documentary. 
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3. Peer evaluation of film or video work should determine the probable difficulty of 

particular projects.  The task of peer evaluators is analogous to that of judging the 

importance of a multi-year horizontal study in the social sciences; such a study might 

require many years of effort, yet result in an article of only modest length.   

4. Just as instances of joint authorship occur in traditional scholarship, works in the field 

of film and digital media are frequently, although not always, collaborative 

endeavors.  During performance evaluation it is extremely important to know what 

role a faculty member played on a particular production.  In many cases, the faculty 

member will have had total responsibility for the production.  In other cases, his/her 

role might have been that of writer, editor, etc. It is appropriate to give varying levels 

of credit for varying levels of responsibility. In cases of shared responsibility, it is 

best to rely on experts in the field to determine the relative importance of each 

individual’s contribution.   

5. Public showings of a film or video work to informed audiences should be considered 

dissemination of the work, equivalent to that of scholarly publication.  This is similar 

to the traditional acceptance of a music recital performed for a knowledgeable 

audience as the equivalent of publication.  

6.  The quality of a film or video work may be partially indicated by any festival awards 

or prizes that have been bestowed upon it.  Festival awards and prizes are evidence of 

a positive competitive judgment about the quality of the work. In evaluating the 

importance of a festival award or prize, it is important to consider the current 

reputation of a festival at which it was received.   Many festivals have rigorous 

selection procedures for inclusion of films and digital media within their programs.  
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Selection of a faculty member’s creative work for showing at a festival that has a 

good reputation can be considered indicative of the quality of the work. 

7. Some academic associations schedule screenings based on a preconvention evaluation 

of submitted works, and selection for screening can be considered an indicator of 

quality, provided the current reputation and procedures of the association are known.   

8. The merit of a film or video work may be indicated by its broadcast on television.  It 

might be shown on commercial and/or public television, and might be aired on cable 

systems.  Greater weight is often given to works selected for network presentation 

than to those carried only locally.  In all cases, it is important to consider the level at 

which the work has had public exposure.  It must be acknowledged that television 

showings are not equally accessible to all types of work.    

9. Sometimes museums, media arts centers, and universities schedule invited 

presentations, often including oral presentations by the makers of a work in film or 

digital media.  The prestige of such invitational showings varies, of course, depending 

upon the importance of the institution and the rigor of the selection process. 

10. It should be noted that multiple showings of the same film are not the equivalent of 

reprints of a scholarly work.  In the case of reprints of books or articles, the original 

printing is often still available through libraries. Reprinting of an article is primarily 

for the convenience of the readers of a particular periodical. There is generally no 

such easy access to media works; thus, in most circumstances each showing of a 

media work makes the production available to a new, previously inaccessible 

audience.     
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11. Film and video works may be disseminated through distribution agencies and 

companies, although most film and video distributors are commercial in nature, and 

the exclusion of a faculty member’s work from such distribution is not necessarily an 

indication that it has little or no artistic or social value.  It must be remembered that 

faculty works must compete for distribution with works produced by individuals 

whose careers are exclusively dedicated to creative film and video production.   

12. Meaningful reviews of faculty creative work appear in scholarly and professional 

publications, library media publications, and even, in some cases, newspapers.  In 

evaluating such reviews, as in the case of scholarly reviews, it is important to 

consider the reputation of the individual or institution contributing the evaluation.   

13. Creative work should be fully accepted as part of the faculty evaluation process when 

such work is appropriate to both faculty specialization and teaching load. Just as the 

primary professional contributions of a faculty member teaching media history should 

be expected to be in the form of published scholarship, so the primary professional 

contributions of a faculty member specializing in a creative area should be expected 

to be in one or more of the areas of creative production.   

14. Media production is inherently expensive. Thus it is not infrequent for a faculty 

member to be involved in seeking in support for creative work.  This can be a time-

consuming process, which requires clear written articulation of creative goals and 

methods.  Credit should be given in the promotion and tenure process for the seeking 

of grants as well as for any grants received.   

15. When a faculty member’s creative work is presented at a university, a festival, or an 

association conference, it is usual for the faculty member to introduce the work and to 
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respond to any subsequent questions, comments, and criticisms. Although such a 

presentation is difficult to document, it should be considered the equivalent of the 

presentation of scholarly papers for peer critique in academic settings.   

16. The UFVA (2008) notes that there are certain types of creative works for which 

appropriate means of dissemination and evaluation have not yet been devised. Multi-

image pieces and some types of experimental work fall into this category. In such 

cases, it is necessary to rely on peer evaluations to establish the value and importance 

of faculty creative work.   

In 2008, the UFVA added additional observations/recommendations that apply to professors of 

screenwriting that produce and submit their work during performance evaluation.  These 

recommendations are: 

1. Screenwriting is a worthy artistic and academic endeavor in and of itself, and that 

scripts have intrinsic value whether or not they are produced as films, for television, 

or for other media form.  The fate of a screenplay is not necessarily a reflection of its 

quality or the skill with which it is written.   

2. The timelines of commercial productions are seldom aligned with schedules of the 

academic world. There are famous anecdotes about scripts being made into successful 

films ten, fifteen, and even twenty years after they were originally written. This is far 

in excess of the length of time professors of screenwriting have available in order to 

prove the value of their work before being subjected to the tenure and promotion 

process.  

3. In relation to the question of quality versus quantity, the UFVA statement argues that 

the number of scripts a professor produces may be an irrelevant consideration. The 
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number of scripts often is not indicative of the effort, care, and talent needed to 

produce them. Of far greater importance is the challenge posed to the writer by the 

project, the degree of originality demonstrated, the depth of the work, and the skill 

with which it is executed. As with any artistic creative endeavor, a scriptwriter 

produces multiple drafts before arriving at a manuscript ready for submission and 

dissemination; thus “one” screenplay is the result of numerous versions.   

4. The University Film and Video Association (UFVA, 2008) recommends that a panel 

of three to five faculty experts be used in all cases involving the promotion or tenure 

of screenwriting professors, with the possibility that “an industry professional might 

also be included on such a panel (p. 8).   

5. As with all creative projects, the UFVA (2008) recommends that scripts must be 

disseminated and evaluated as part of the promotion and tenure process, without the 

contingency that the script being produced as a film.  In order to achieve the threshold 

of dissemination, the possibilities for faculty screenwriting projects include the 

following:  

• Distribution of scripts to peer screenwriting professors at other universities for 

reading and evaluation;  

• Distribution of scripts to professional organizations that include script evaluation 

sessions and/or partial or complete script readings among their activities;  

• Distribution of scripts to organizations for possible production;  

• Readings by local and regional groups, provided selection of material is based on a 

jury or panel decision rather than mere proximity to the writer;  
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• Publication of scripts in whole or in part. Publication possibilities might include the 

following:   

• Selection for existing or future print publications of the University Film and Video 

Association;  

• Selection for other print publications;  

• Selection for media publications of professional organizations;  

• Internet publication where allowed by institutional regulations. 

The UFVA (2008) statement adds:  

It must be noted that the possibilities for publication of scripts are extremely limited 

relative to the number of scripts completed each year.  In no case should a college or 

university require that a script be published in order to validate its use as an 

accomplishment in promotion and tenure cases (p. 8).   

Differentiating between dissemination and evaluation, the UFVA (2008) provides the following 

recommendations to clarify what are the sources for the evaluation of screenwriting work: 

• Peer reviews written by screenwriting professors at other colleges and universities----

This might be completed for individual works or a body of writing.  

• Peer review of scripts by the University Film and Video Association---The 

Association uses a blind selection process to select the scripts chosen for review at 

each annual conference. A peer reviewer produces a written review, and, in addition, 

the public discussion that follows the formal review can be recorded and/or 

transcribed.  
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• Screenwriting awards of merit by professional organizations---Using a blind review 

process, expert judges would normally select a limited number of scripts for 

recognition   

• Reviews by industry professionals in situations in which institutions allow such 

reviews, and in the event that the industry professionals are sufficiently aware of the 

goals of the promotion and tenure process in academe.  

• Optioning or actual production of scripts by recognized professional production 

companies; optioning indicates sufficient merit in a script to warrant a commitment.  

• Published reviews in print or media format: These might include but would not be 

limited to print reviews that appear in the Journal of Film and Video, and reviews that 

appear in the DVD issues of the same periodical.  

• Screenplay competitions that screenwriting professors are eligible to enter: In many 

instances, individuals who have already earned income as a professional writer may 

be ineligible to compete.  

• Selection for competitive writing residencies, writing fellowships, and/or 

screenwriting awards or grants.   

Several of the UFVA’s (2008) recommendations for reviewing, recognizing and evaluating work 

in film and digital media, including screenwriting are crucially important to consider and 

implement if sustainable change is to occur.  In Chapter 5, many of the UFVA’s (2008) 

recommendations re-emerge in the context of my own set of recommendations. 
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e) Criteria and the evaluation committee  

Much of the responsibility for success or failure in processes of evaluating faculty work 

rests with committee members, and it is at this level where many problems with the present 

system become most apparent (Diamond, 1993c).  One obvious and significant weakness in the 

traditional template paradigm is seen “when faculty sit on institution-wide tenure and promotion 

committees and are asked to evaluate the research performance of faculty members who are not 

from or knowledgeable about their academic discipline” (Seldin, 2006; 2005).  Oftentimes, 

distinctions that are unique to faculty work in the field of film and digital media are ignored or 

unnoticed, particularly when creative work is being evaluated from the perspective of scientism 

and its traditional template, by faculty or administrators without any real knowledge about 

discipline-specific forms of practice relating to the work being evaluated, or without vested 

interest in changing the traditional template.   

Data from faculty in the field of film and digital media want the evaluation of their 

creative work to be performed by colleagues and experts that have awareness of the subjectivity 

of filmmaking in the thematic context of originality, innovation, application of aesthetic 

principles and technical skills and processes.  Data demonstrates that many faculty members in 

the field of film and digital media share a perception that some evaluators in faculty performance 

evaluations do not have expertise with the specific and unique aspects of scholarship and activity 

in the field of film and digital media.  Seven (of 13 total) respondents to the survey in this 

dissertation, faculty members in the field of film and digital media, indicated a negative 

perception of the faculty performance evaluation process in their workplace (Question #10), 

while only two respondents perceived that “the colleagues and administrators who are chosen by 

administrators to evaluate faculty performance in film and digital media” are qualified for the job 
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(Question #11).  Negative perceptions are fueled by instances when aspects or examples of 

scholarship performance remain under-rewarded or unrecognized during a performance 

evaluation.  For example, one professor wrote: 

The collaborative nature of film production, however, might invite the filmmaking 

scholar to a position of responsibility as, say, a gaffer.  While lighting is essential to the 

medium, the gaffer's credit seldom satisfies a tenure committee as a sufficiently creative 

contribution.  Leadership positions in Directing, Writing and -- to lesser degrees -- 

Cinematography, Editing, and Production Design are thought by publishing scholars to 

be more analogous to their own academic tasks, and are thus more likely to be rewarded 

as scholarly (Respondent #4). 

 

Some faculty evaluator-reviewers have minimal knowledge or appreciation of those 

relevant strategies.  They do not understand the scope and nature of creative processes for 

developing and making a film, video and related creative media work, including the key events 

and processes for disseminating the creative work for public viewing, and many others aspects.  

For this reason, it is essential that those who are tasked with the responsibility of evaluating 

creative scholarship in any field, including film and digital media production, be thoroughly 

familiarized with the scope and nature of work under review.  Further, institutions must 

reconsider their organizational systems for evaluation of faculty work, and at the same time it is 

essential that the faculty member prepare a complete dossier that defines, describes, explains and 

justifies the work for the understanding of evaluators (Bukalski, 2000; Bloom, 1956).   

There is a potential risk that an uninformed evaluator could revert to reductive, dualistic, 

and pre-conceived views (self-other, good-bad, right-wrong, acceptable-not acceptable, and so 
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on) to supplant a void of knowledge if the evaluator is not familiarized or experienced with the 

specific and unique aspects of work in the field of film and digital media, a disturbing possibility 

raised by Asher (2007) in his research.  One professor wrote: 

I was on the university-wide Tenure and Promotion Committee at one institution when a 

colleague's case came before the committee. The other members of the committee viewed 

the candidate's videotape, his chief creative contribution toward tenure, IN FAST 

MOTION because they ‘were looking for the good parts.’ (Respondent #12) 

 

Any scholar or artist would be insulted by such egregious disrespect toward their research 

work.  Artistic, scholarly and professional work in film and digital media has a beginning, 

middle and an end, it is time-based media, and the work was intended for viewing in a proper 

way.  It can be logically deduced that if evaluators are reviewing faculty work in the field of film 

and digital media possess little appreciation or no direct knowledge, or have nil professional 

experience in the field of film and digital media, then the faculty member and the faculty work 

cannot receive a fair or efficient process of evaluation (Diamond, 1993).  Further, when 

important aspects of work that are inherent to the development, production and exhibition of film 

and electronic/digital media projects remain unwritten, unknown, unnoticed, or undervalued by 

the faculty member and/or the evaluator, in comparison with the traditional template and its 

written procedures and criteria for recognizing text-based conventional scholarly output and 

performance, the faculty member can expect that the complex processes of work for developing 

and producing artistic, creative, scholarly or professional work in the field of film and digital 

media might possibly go un-recognized during the processes of performance evaluation in an 

academic setting.  Angier (2010) writes:  
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Researchers at Yale University divided 41 college students into two groups and casually 

asked the members of Group A to hold a cup of hot coffee, and those in Group B to hold 

iced coffee.  The students were then ushered into a testing room and asked to evaluate the 

personality of an imaginary individual based on a packet of information.  Students who 

had recently been cradling the warm beverage to judge the fictitious character as warm 

and friendly than were those who had held the iced coffee (p. 1).  

Angier (2010) cites another study: 

When researchers at the University of Toronto instructed a group of 65 students to 

remember a time when they had felt either socially accepted or socially snubbed, those 

who conjured up memories of a rejection judged the temperature of the room to be an 

average of five degrees colder than those who had been wrapped in warm and fuzzy 

thoughts of peer approval (p. 1). 

In yet another study, Angier (2010) reports:  

Study participants were asked to answer questionnaires that were attached to a metal 

clipboard with a compartment on the back capable of holding papers. In some cases the 

compartments were left empty, and so the clipboard weighed only 1.45 pounds. In other 

cases the compartments were filled, for a total clipboard package of 2.29 pounds.  

Participants stood with either a light or heavy clipboard cradled in their arm, filling out 

surveys. In one, they were asked to estimate the value of six unfamiliar foreign 

currencies. In another, students indicated how important they thought it was for the 

university committee to take their opinions into account when deciding upon the size of 

foreign study grants.  For a third experiment, participants were asked how satisfied they 

were with (a) the city of Amsterdam and (b) the mayor of Amsterdam.  In every study, 
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the results suggested, the clipboard weight had its roundabout say. Students holding the 

heavier clipboard judged the currencies to be more valuable than did those with the 

lightweight boards. Participants with weightier clipboards insisted that students be 

allowed to weigh in on the university’s financial affairs. Those holding the more 

formidable board even adopted a more rigorous mind-set, and proved more likely to 

consider the connection between the livability of Amsterdam and the effectiveness of its 

leader (p. 1-2). 

Obviously, it is disturbing to consider how external factors such as room temperature, the weight 

of a clipboard, or the warmth of one’s morning coffee might have in a performance evaluation, 

but in the absence of clear criteria that is handled by experienced and knowledgeable committee 

evaluators, then anything is possible.  In relation to performance evaluation in film and digital 

media, one professor wrote: 

For films the criteria seems to be either how much money was raised to produce the film, 

whether the film was theatrical and if so, was it ever distributed, or what festivals did it 

play in and what critical response did it get. Other than knowing ‘Sundance is good’ there 

is no real understanding of ‘publishing’ a film and no equivalent to peer review journals 

(Respondent #3). 

Another professor wrote: 

If -- as a matter of scholarly inquiry -- I accept a commission or contract to make an 

orientation film for a local mental health agency, of what scholarly value is the opinion of 

the film's commissioner?  the opinion of those who watch the film, depending on it for 

information that may facilitate their treatment?  Evaluative practice (in my experience) 

has been for committees to disregard the benefit to intended audience in favor of awards 
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and (supposedly) prestigious screenings.  Furthermore, the popularity of a moving image 

(as, say, measured by YouTube viewings) is entirely off a personnel committee's radar 

(Respondent #4). 

Faculty in any discipline are greatly disadvantaged whenever performance evaluation committee 

members are guided by irrelevant criteria, or are lacking in scholarly or professional expertise 

about the kind of work being evaluated----as data appears to show. 

 Reflecting upon my own experience, the university where I work vaguely considers a 

film to be equal with the publication of paper, and one film is equal to one paper.  Whomever has 

done both, made a film and written a paper, will probably acknowledge that a film requires a lot 

more risk, work, time and external support than writing a paper does; but the policies were 

written by non-filmmakers and the reviewing committee members are not filmmakers or artists 

so most of those in seats of authority do not really care to understand this ambiguity.  To make a 

30-minute documentary or narrative film or any other style of film on location somewhere, to get 

it funded, shot and edited, then broadcast---and to have it be worth one measly paper seems 

unfair, in my opinion.  At my place of employment, faculty need five papers to be considered for 

promotion, so that means five films need to be made in order to have one’s application qualify 

for consideration.  In my case, as I wrote to develop the idea for the project, I received two Ford 

Foundation grants to produce a documentary video for TV broadcast and social development in 

the Philippines.  I doubt that any of the committee members have ever received one Ford grant, 

but I was successful in getting two, plus the Fulbright award.  As anyone knows who has written 

successful grant proposals, especially when it is going to be submitted to an entity like the Ford 

Foundation, it is a difficult and exacting process that requires provable experience, expert skill 

and in-depth knowledge.  Organizations such as the Ford Foundation are not providing funds for 
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proposals that have not been well written, well conceived and at risk of failure.  Yet, all of the 

work I did in developing and writing the grant proposals had no value whatsoever in the 

performance evaluation process.  Neither did the program’s script.  None of the pre-production 

work had any value.  The only value the committee attached to the project was the fact that the 

completed 30-minute video was eventually accepted and exhibited at several film festivals and 

was broadcast on TV, although all of the exhibition and distribution only equated in value to one 

research paper. 

 Reinforcing the lack of understanding about the scope and nature of work in film and 

digital media, a professor wrote: 

Even if tenured, policy-making theorists acknowledge that the work of filmmakers ought 

indeed to be a film, they seem to think the pace of filmmaking should mimic that of 

publication.  Thus, the number of films expected for promotion or tenure is often 

unrealistic (Respondent #4).  

Another faculty member writes: 

I have been a full-time, tenure-track faculty member at two institutions. At both 

institutions…there were few specific guidelines or examples of what exactly the 

requirements of creative/production faculty entailed (for better or worse) and no faculty in 

my position doing the kind of work I do who had recently applied for tenure whose 

work/career I could use as a yardstick. This made things somewhat more difficult to 

project. (Respondent #11). 

 

The data demonstrates that many institutions place high value upon screenings and 

awards at film festivals or awards as form of peer review.  The assumption is that a work in film 
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or digital media that has been externally accepted by an organization for public presentation must 

have been good because it has peer-acceptance.  The perception of acceptance by established 

entities assumes a process that was conducted by experts with open minds and a broad base of 

knowledge, and that the process has been fair and correct.  Yet, equating and linking public 

acceptance of the work with consensus of opinion and interpretation is inevitably at odds with 

the essential nature of creative, artistic and other original work(s).   

Consensus and consonance of interpretation and opinion are prime variables in the 

evaluation criteria of the traditional template, but these are values that circumvent the most 

important purpose in works of art and creative expression.  There is a fundamental mismatch of 

priorities---consensus and acceptance on one hand, originality and uniqueness on the other.  I can 

not predict or assume that peer-review in any form will go away, change its nature, or be any 

way but the same as usual in the future, but I have questions that have emerged from data.  

Specifically referring to the problem of narrowly emphasizing public exhibition of faculty work 

in film festivals as a primary measure in the recognition of work during evaluation, a professor 

wrote: 

With the proliferation of film festivals and competitions, there needs to be some clearer 

guidelines for what represents a significant (in terms of tenure) screening or award. It's 

really not that hard to get a film into a small, niche festival, self-publish (distribute) your 

work, or arrange for a public screening. Conversely, it's very hard to get into the more 

famous national/international festival, get a distribution deal, or significant run of 

theatrical screenings. Similarly, some forms of digital distribution need to be taken into 

account; and again, some digital distribution/exhibition is more valuable than others 

(Respondent #11). 
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Some examples of important work that does occur during the filmmaking process, yet at risk of 

non-recognition, including: 

• A comprehensive and successfully funded grant proposal.  Although the accomplishment 

of successfully securing grant funds would probably appear on a faculty resume or 

curriculum vitae, it might not be specifically and independently recognized according to 

the traditional template for performance evaluation, and thus have no positive value 

therein; 

• The integration and application of necessary skills and knowledge for creating a script, 

storyboard, or story treatment.  Such work may have emerged in an interdisciplinary 

collaborative creative environment that might not be recognizable to an evaluator with no 

knowledge or experience in filmmaking (Note: A treatment is a recognized term in the 

film industry for a detailed story narrative document that summarizes the story and 

indicates the stylistic approach of a proposed work in film or digital media). 

• The multiple domains of discovery, application and integration that are used in the 

writing of a script or screenplay; and an extensive range of traditional research methods 

such as data/information gathering, literature review, synthesis of data/information, and 

critical analysis to inform the creative research might be deemed as absent, unimportant 

or irrelevant to an evaluator with no experience with the filmmaking process, but the fact 

is that a range of research methods for the development of s script or screenplay are 

rigorous and comparable in many ways to conventional research practices that are 

commonly found in social sciences or humanities research.  It is only the final outcome of 

the research work that is what significantly differs.  
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• There are any others aspects of work in the pre-production development, production, 

post-production and exhibition of film and electronic/digital media work that are at risk 

of being overlooked, undervalued, or deemed irrelevant, unless clear and specific criteria 

are framing the performance evaluation process. 

The above-listed categories of risk are examples of what might go unrecognized in a 

conventional performance evaluation of faculty work that relies strictly upon the traditional 

template to the exclusion of a greater understanding. 

For the sake of comparison, I am considering the following statement that was used to 

guide a search committee for employment at the University of X (name withheld).  The rigor and 

clarity of the committee’s responsibilities is remarkable, in light of the lack of relevant and clear 

criteria pertaining to the evaluation of faculty work in the field of film and digital media.  The 

document reads: 

Screening the Candidates' Dossiers 

Draft fair and objective criteria for review of each applicant's materials. Prepare 

candidate evaluation forms with job-related reasons used to evaluate the candidates' 

qualifications based on application material. Avoid allowing any individual Search 

Committee member to eliminate any candidate; seek the judgment of as many Search 

Committee members as possible about each candidate. Recommend interviews for those 

who meet the advertised minimum qualifications only. Provide full analysis of the most 

qualified female and minority candidates, and draft clear job-related assessments for them 

if they are not recommended for campus interviews. Be aware of how historically black 

colleges and universities (HBCUs) and other minority-serving institutions fare in 
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graduate school rankings. Such institutions are major sources of graduate students in a 

variety of fields. 

With slight modification of a few words, I have re-written the statement above so it could be 

used to guide a performance evaluation committee, as follows: 

Evaluating the Candidates' Dossiers 

Draft fair and objective criteria for review of each applicant's materials. Prepare faculty 

evaluation forms with specific work-related criteria used to evaluate the candidates' 

performance. Avoid allowing any individual performance evaluation committee member 

to eliminate any faculty applicant; seek the judgment of as many performance evaluation 

committee members as possible about each faculty applicant.  Recommend interviews 

with faculty whenever questions arise about their dossier.  Draft and provide clear 

performance-related assessments for faculty applicants if they are not recommended for 

faculty rewards.   

 

If evaluators are not provided with relevant criteria when judging the artistic, scholarly 

and professional work in film and digital media, then unfounded or irrelevant assumptions will 

emerge and render the performance evaluation process as non-constructive (Holt, 2003).  Data 

shows that many faculty participants in this study perceive that committee members and 

administrators who are tasked with performance evaluation duties do not consistently possess a 

reasonable level of knowledge or expertise about the unique and specific scope and nature of 

work that relates to the production of scholarly work in film and digital media. 

 Diamond (1993c) has provided a list of basic requisites that apply to committee 

members: 
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• Committee members must understand fully the criteria used for the evaluation of each 

faculty member and the standards appropriate for the academic discipline and the specific 

activity involved (as greater diversity in assignments evolves, different criteria for 

promotion and tenure must be established). 

• Committee members must understand the range of techniques and assessment tools 

needed to properly evaluate teaching (and other specific aspects of individual faculty 

work). 

• Committee members must be willing to separate the criteria used for promotion and 

tenure in their own disciplines from those used in other fields when the faculty member 

under review is from another discipline.  

Supported by Diamond’s (1993c) list of requisites for committee membership, evaluators and the 

criteria that are used to define the evaluation process must not rely upon preconceived notions 

about scholarly research, faculty priorities, and faculty performance.  Such preconceptions 

prejudicially disallow artistic, scholarly and professional work in film and digital media from 

being fairly considered, recognized and rewarded as forms of faculty scholarship (Bukalski, 

2000; Diamond 1993c). Worthen and Sanders (1987) have recommended that evaluators be 

required to possess an interdisciplinary education that would sensitive them to the wide range of 

phenomena which will be encountered when the focus of the evaluation is upon the unique and 

specific aspects of faculty work.  Unfortunately, sensitivity and awareness of differences are not 

recognized characteristics in the common practice of promotion committees and administrators 

engaged in the evaluation of scholarship.  
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g) The role of supervisors and administrators 

One of the most troublesome areas for supervisors and administrators is the evaluation 

process.  The supervisor(s) and administrators exert influence and a crucial role in performance 

evaluation process---in the interpersonal context of facilitating motivation, the promotion of 

competence enhancement, in facilitating a sense of autonomy, and a perception that power is 

accessible and equal in the academic workplace (La Pelle, 1997).  There is an incentive for 

institutions of higher learning to become more aware and concerned with the efficacy of the 

performance evaluation processes that are done by supervisors and administrators.  If a 

supervisor or an administrator is not effective in this task---by exhibiting controlling behavior, 

coercion, and ulterior motives---then faculty may become highly de-motivated, unproductive, 

withdrawn and hopeless (La Pelle, 1997), plus there could be legal implications that could 

follow.  

Participants in research by La Pelle (1997) described their vision of the ideal supervisor 

as:  

…one who is not only an expert in the content of the job, but also has excellent listening, 

communication, and coaching skills.  What matters is ‘knowing that the person teaching 

you has your best interests in mind, knowing they’ve got the expertise to say what they 

are saying, that respect…if I see that person knows what he or she is doing, I want a part 

of it (p. 12). 

For the de-motivated participants in La Pelle’s (1997) study, the supervisor was perceived and 

described with words such as: 

…controlling, distant, not really in charge, acting in their own self-interest, or not 

qualified…out to see how quickly he could move up the ladder, particular, very 
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dominant, very much in charge, poorly skilled, reactive, a lousy manager, not very 

credible and ill-informed (p. 167).   

 

Starting with the departmental chair, it is critical that each player in the institutional 

hierarchy be accurate and compassionate in reporting on a faculty member’s status within the 

process of performance evaluation.  AAUP (1989) provides a statement on the procedural 

standards pertaining to transparent communication regarding status of the performance 

evaluation process, starting from the first days of employment.  From the outset, department 

chairs should give new faculty members an explanation of the requirements for reappointment 

and tenure.  According to the AAUP (1995): 

Probationary faculty members should be advised, early in their appointment, of the 

substantive and procedural standards generally accepted in decisions affecting renewal 

and tenure (and promotion). Any special standards adopted by their particular 

departments or schools should also be brought to their attention (p. 15-16). 

Conway (1991) adds: 

On humanitarian and professional grounds, junior faculty should get a clear 

understanding of their status long before tenure is considered.  It is the head's solemn 

duty to report to the candidate any bad news that comes out of the retention 

review…There is the legal question, but there is also your obligation as a human being 

and the unofficial mentor of this young colleague. Do you really want them to spend the 

next few years thinking there is nothing to correct? That what they have been doing is 
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leading toward tenure? And meantime the faculty is anticipating a change and will 

conclude, when it fails to appear, that this person did not heed a warning and, hence, is 

unworthy of tenure. I have known of cases where a department head did not pass on the 

faculty's concerns. When tenure was eventually denied, the candidate was shocked, the 

faculty discovered their warnings were not transmitted, and the head's prestige and 

reputation suffered…your job, and that of your colleagues, is to promote the well being 

of the university. It is not to promote the sociability of the department (p. 43-48). 

Diamond (1993c) lists five responsibilities of supervisors and administrators (chairs, 

deans and other upper administrators): 

• The administration must place revision of the promotion and tenure process on the 

institutional agenda. 

• The administration must propose a process for change. 

• The administration must facilitate the development of an appropriate mission statement. 

Austin, Rice and Splete (1991) report a correlation between high faculty morale and a 

clearly articulated institutional mission statement (p. 33). 

• The administration must understand the important roles that faculty, department chairs, 

and the academic discipline play in the change process. 

• The administration must develop an active information program that systematically 

reinforces the importance of the project and describes its progress. 

 

Engaging in philosophical dialogue with academic administrators is usually a luxury not 

granted to those of us at the borders, but it is often the senior administrators at our colleges and 

universities who have closer contact with those proposing policy objectives that may challenge 
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our way of doing things.  Therefore, a faculty member should ask oneself, what are the 

philosophical and programmatic situations of senior administrators at my institution?  Faculty are 

asked to respond and prove themselves---in writing---to chairs, deans, vice chancellors and 

provosts who oversee processes of performance evaluation in a conventional environment.  In 

such cases, a faculty member is asked to demonstrate to these administrators or to university 

committees how requirements have been met.  It is obvious that the faculty’s task is not to 

question the assessment, but rather to show how everything that has been done is in compliance.  

Oftentimes, institutional administrators and committees choose not to get involved in the grand 

philosophical arguments with a faculty member.  Rather, they are seeking merely to get through 

another cycle of performance evaluation or accreditation or other process with the least possible 

disruption.  
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h) The process of peer review: What is a peer review? 

It would be convenient and expeditious if I were able to simply develop a list of criteria 

upon which artistic, scholarly or professional work in film and media could be evaluated, so that 

a committee of peers and higher administrators could simply follow directions and simply 

conduct a proper performance evaluation.  The University Film and Video Association (2008), a 

professional organization, has provided some basic guidelines for peer review of work in the 

field of film and digital media: 

It is fairly usual for faculty members within a department to evaluate the creative output 

of their colleagues as part of the promotion and tenure process.  It is increasingly 

common, and indeed essential in a relatively new field such as film and video, for a panel 

of outside evaluators to be established for the purpose of examining creative work.  It is 

important that the evaluators should be knowledgeable about, and sympathetic toward the 

type of creative work completed by the faculty member who is being considered for 

promotion and tenure.  For instance, an evaluator whose sole interest is narrative film 

should not be asked to evaluate an experimental video work.  In some cases an institution 

might wish to include professionals from the media industry on an outside evaluation 

panel.  It must be remembered, however, that media professionals may not be attuned to 

the requirements of the promotion and tenure process (p. 1).   

 

The fact is that a process of recognition and evaluation is not simple and not as 

straightforward as suggested by the UFVA (2008) recommendations.  It involves and requires 

consideration of many factors, plus there are issues that stand in the way of change, and most of 

those obstacles are substantial.  The following section is a critical and not favorable analysis of 
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peer review, expressing my concerns about the use of peer review/evaluation; of particular 

concern in the absence of criteria guidelines for a peer reviewer/evaluator to apply when making 

their opinion and judgment about works in the field of film and digital media. 

What is a peer review?  Peer review or peer evaluation (also known as refereeing) is the 

process that seeks to determine, possibly in subjective and arbitrary ways, whether a work by 

faculty is considered equivalent to conventional research standards.  The process seeks to 

determine the worth of the work in relation to other work in the field or the profession, and to 

determine whether (or not) the work meets (or not) accepted standards of professional 

achievement, as compared with other more familiar work that the peer-evaluator(s) may have 

encountered.  There are two common approaches to peer review at present: Single-blind peer 

review and double-blind review.  Single-blind review is most common for evaluation of works in 

film and media production, and this means the author’s identity to be known to the reviewers, but 

the reviewers’ identity to be hidden from the author (Ware, 2008). The main argument for 

blinding the reviewers’ identity is that it allows them to comment freely without fear of 

repercussions (Ware, 2008). 

Performance evaluation in higher education settings subjects faculty work to the scrutiny 

of the peer-evaluator(s) who are considered to be experts in the field.  Peer review is based upon 

the requirement that an identifiable and available community of experts in a given, narrowly 

defined field of study are willing to participate and inform the process of evaluation.  The 

participation of peer reviewers/evaluators is a common requirement in performance evaluations 

in the field of film and digital media.  Peer-evaluators are perceived, through job title or external 

reputation, as qualified and presumably able to perform an impartial review based upon accepted 

(and sometimes unwritten) standards.  The traditional measures for establishing quality in faculty 
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work are based on peer review, prestigious publication, the extent a work was referenced by 

others, selection by librarians, and more.  According to Ware (2008):  

Peer review is widely supported by academics, who overwhelmingly (93%) disagreed in 

our survey that peer review is unnecessary. The large majority (85%) agreed that peer 

review greatly helps scientific communication and believed (83%) that without peer 

review there would be no control (p. 4). 

 

The purpose of the peer reviewer/evaluator is to assist administrators in reaching their 

intended objective assessment of the work, in relation to recognized standards of the academy 

and profession.  The process of peer evaluation as it occurs in the field of film and digital media 

is relatively equivalent to the peer reviewer/evaluator that reads and evaluates a written research 

paper in a traditional context.  The peer reviewer/evaluator is supposed to consider and locate the 

submitted work in relation to other work in the field, from technical, creative, educational and 

other perspectives.  Further, external evaluators with a high level of experience and breadth of 

knowledge will be able to provide more comment on the significance of the achievements that 

may be related to the submitted work as it has enjoyed presentation and success in innovation, 

originality, participation in key film festivals, scope of broadcast or in other forms.  If and how 

this might be accomplished fairly is up for debate and is certainly not assured. 

For decades, academicians have assumed that peer-review is a necessary and non-

negotiable aspect of a faculty evaluation process; a step that is used for comparison, reification, 

or justification of opinion about the work being submitted for review, particularly in the case of 

creative research output by faculty members.  Peer-review is a summative evaluation, a judgment 
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and decision-making process about research output or other professional performance by peers in 

the context of reappointment, promotion, tenure, and compensation.  

 

i) The problems with peer review 

An [uninformed] idealist is one who, in noticing that a rose smells better than a cabbage 

concludes that it will also make better soup — H.L. Mencken 

 

At first glance peer review/evaluation might appear as harmless, normal---perhaps 

desirable, logical and good---but in actuality it is a thorny conundrum with a lot of potential 

pitfalls, snags and crags.  Many consider peer review/evaluation as a sacred cow with 

unblemished relevance and importance to the performance evaluation process but, in my view, 

there are many potential problems that can appear under the surface, after scrutinous inquiry.  

Peer evaluation is an activity in the performance evaluation process that has effectively 

resisted change. The common assumption is that peer review is a democratic and fair way for 

administrators and committee members to balance the perceptions and opinions of the university 

and college, with expert opinions from external bodies.  However, after inquiry I have some 

serious doubts about the fundamental notion of the peer review process, and am holding 

skeptical views about the arbitrary and non-critical application of peer review for evaluating 

works in film and digital media.   

The fundamental problem with peer review is the possibility that guardians (old guard 

committee members and administrators) of the old paradigm (the trilogy and the traditional 

template) are also the gatekeepers that are stymieing the fullest recognition of new forms of work 

and expression during a performance evaluation.  Although formal and informal critiques by 
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peers and mentors are common to all forms of art, including filmmaking, the process of peer 

review/evaluation, if done by the old guardians of the status quo, can facilitate unfair, irrational 

and subjective decision-making.  In this light, it is difficult to openly accept peer review as a 

solution in performance evaluation.   

Peer-review intends to establish, measure and confirm consistency with norms---but how 

is it possible to judge original and new work if the role of peer evaluator is to recognize and 

judge continuity with conventions and expectations that reflect values and priorities of the past?  

It is arguable that newness can be perceptible in its relation to established norms, but if a work 

conforms to established norms then how can it be also be considered as original?  An argument 

in favor of peer evaluation could be that knowledge, familiarity and experience with established 

norms and in the field puts one in a catbird seat for appreciating, recognizing and evaluating the 

originality and newness of a work---but, again, how can work be considered as original if it is 

compulsorily anchored to what has previously existed---and if the work is original then how can 

it be measured, recognized or evaluated on the same terms as other work(s)?  What about the 

potential risk of conscious or sub-conscious jealousies, biases, negative responses to unmet 

preconceptions, and the gumbo of individual preferences that might creep into a peer reviewer’s 

heart and mind if confronted by a new and original (and presumably unfamiliar) work?  Again, 

how can absolute compliance and conformance with norms allow the possibility for work to be 

truly original?  These lines of inquiry are not intended to denigrate the value of conventional 

work.  Instead, these questions are intended to challenge the value of opinions that derive from 

consensus or peer review, particularly when the process of performance evaluation is being 

conducted in the absence of relevant, written criteria.   
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It has been suggested that peer review lacks accountability, can lead to abuse by 

reviewers, and may be biased and inconsistent, alongside other flaws. Horton (2000), wrote:  

The mistake, of course, is to have thought that peer review was any more than a crude 

means of discovering the acceptability — not the validity — of a new finding.  Editors 

(of publications) and scientists alike insist on the pivotal importance of peer review, but 

beneath the surface of the apparent rightness of colleagues to review the work of 

colleagues, in the case of films and media productions, a peer review has the potential for 

replicating bias, political slant, or ignorance of the artist’s intent.  No matter what the 

finding, story, style or view of the film might be, a peer-review by colleagues will usually 

end with nothing more or less than a mere stamp of approval or disapproval by the 

evaluators.  The peer-review might be done by mercenary consultants from outside the 

institution, by a review committee, or by an audience that may or may not appreciate, 

understand, comprehend, or care about the work being submitted for evaluation or 

presentation.   Throughout history, we portray peer review to the public as a quasi-sacred 

process that helps to make science to be our most objective truth teller.  But we know that 

the system of peer review is biased, unjust, unaccountable, incomplete, easily fixed, often 

insulting, usually ignorant, occasionally foolish, and frequently wrong (p. 149-49). 

The peer review process can conceivably exacerbate collusion, or it can supress dissent against 

ANY style of work (mainstream, alternative, etc), or it can be preferentially biased for or against 

one stylistic, political, cultural view, personal opinion, technical treatment or approach to the 

subject matter, or favor any other subjective condition over another.  Reviewers tend to be 

especially critical of conclusions that contradict their own views, and lenient towards those that 

accord with them (Martin, 1997).  
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Oftentimes, fairness is equated with consensus, and consensus of opinion about a creative 

work could likely be at odds with originality.  Further, the personal qualities of the scholar (or 

artist) could be assumed as inherently interconnected to the perception of the original work in 

peer-review evaluations (Lamont et al, 2007).  Judgments about the character and the personal 

qualities of scholars (or artists) remain intrinsic to academic recognition and perceptions about 

the value of the faculty work, and such judgments about personal qualities and characteristics 

can become ambiguously merged with judgments about originality.  To illustrate this point, 

consider of the experimental film works of Stan Brakhage, Maya Deren, Man Ray and so many 

others, some famous and some not so famous.  Consider the innovative and controversial 

documentary works by Michael Moore, Leni Riefenstahl, Les Blank, Sergei Eisenstein and 

Dziga Vertov, not to mention a world of narrative film works by so many others like Akira 

Kurosawa, Zhang Yimou, Luis Bunuel, Werner Herzog, Woody Allen, and thousands of others.  

The wonderful ambiguity that exists when trying to define creative works in film---inquiry 

whether this or that work is best classified as a documentary, experimental, narrative, or 

something beyond in nature---can not be resolved by a peer-review committee that decides the 

scope, nature, or worth of the work(s).  As a chair of a graphic design and multimedia program 

once expressed to me: “At this college we do not make documentaries in our video classes.  We 

are a design program so students (and faculty) should instead be making animations and 

storyboards and commercials and logos.  Documentary filmmaking would be done somewhere 

else, not here” (email from a faculty colleague).  A narrowly-conceived bias against a particular 

style of filmmaking---excluding a particular form or approach regardless of reason---is 

unsupportable and contrary to notions of academic freedom.  In the case above, where 

documentary filmmaking is singled out as unacceptable in a program where video production 
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and other time-based media forms are taught, the only reasonable explanation can be that the 

chair, faculty and program are limiting the scope of learning according to their own ignorant, 

incapable and myopic limits as they exclude alternatives---to the detriment of students and 

faculty.   

A particular stylistic approach or purpose of a particular work may or my not appeal to a 

particular peer-reviewer/evaluator, and it is conceivable that a new and original work might even 

be categorically considered as inferior, abhorrent, morally wrong, or devoid of meaning in 

comparison with their expectation of what work in film and digital media should be.  It is human 

nature, in the absence of a paradigm that is in writing and undertstood by all concerned parties, 

to celebrate what we like and to dismiss what we don’t like; to appreciate, agree with this, and to 

consider that to be provocative or wrong.   Even peer-evaluators who consider themselves to be 

professional and objective will find it challenging to fully detach themselves from preference, 

value judgments, and subjectivity when confronted with newness and originality---and an 

absence of written criteria that enlightens the process.   

The most commonly held expectation and standard for faculty work is conformity with 

preconceived expectations, norms, and values; and peer reviewers find themselves tasked to 

determine worth in relation to those existing, known standards.  As faculty work is being 

evaluated by critical gatekeepers (peer reviewers) tasked to recognize and evaluate the level of a 

work’s worth by measuring its competence or mastery, in comparison with the met expectations 

of other works and conventional standards, it is possible that true originality will remain invisible 

to the reviewer/evaluator.  Original work, by definition, deviates from all that has preceded it.  

The potential for contamination of the evaluation process through personal jealousies, unfairness 

that emerges from unfamiliarity with the scope and nature of work, and other forms of bias by 
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evaluators is always of concern, and explicit expectations of peer review leaves that possibility 

wide open.  In this way it is possible to imagine that some of the greatest artists and thinkers in 

history (there are innumerable examples), including filmmakers throughout the 19th, 20th and 21st 

centuries, might not be able to successfully pass through the gauntlet of academic performance 

evaluation and achieve a promotion of rank from assistant to associate professor at xyz 

university.  The peer-review process would be blind to the newness and originality of their 

work(s), and instead would decide their works were non-compliant with prior norms---a failure 

in comparison to that which was known or expected.   

 

j) Alternatives to traditional models of peer review 

The traditional, anonymous process of peer review has been criticized for its lack of 

accountability, possibility of abuse by reviewers, its possible bias and inconsistency, alongside 

other flaws, but discontent does not always translate into support for change.  Nonetheless, in 

response to these criticisms, alternative systems and methods of peer review with various degrees 

of openness have been suggested.  One response to the problems of reviewer bias has been to 

move to double blind rather than single blind review (Ware, 2008).  However, the secrecy 

involved in blinding the reviewer’s identity has itself been criticized on two main grounds: 

From a pragmatic viewpoint, most studies that have investigated reviewer blinding have 

failed to measure improvements in the quality of the review and, conversely, other 

studies have shown that making the reviewer’s identity known to authors had no effect on 

quality.  There is also a strong ethical argument against secrecy, namely that it is seen to 

be unfair for somebody making an important judgment on the work of others to do so in 

secret (Ware, 2008, p. 17). 
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When asked which options they thought were effective, however, respondents expressed a clear 

preference for double-blind review, but according to Ware (2008): “it was clear from the 

verbatim comments that the preference for double-blind review was largely a response to the 

potential for bias in single-blind review.  The reasons given for this preference were primarily its 

objectivity and fairness” (p.18). 

A newer approach to dealing with the criticisms of single-blind review is an open peer 

review (Ware, 2008).  In this model: 

…the author’s and reviewers’ identities are known to each other, and the reviewers’ 

names and (optionally) their reports are published alongside the paper. Advocates of open 

review see it as much fairer because, they argue, somebody making an important 

judgment on the work of others should not do so in secret. It is also argued that reviewers 

will produce better work and avoid offhand, careless or rude comments when their 

identity is known (Ware, 2008, p. 6). 

 

More recently, electronic publishing technology has allowed a variant of open review to 

be developed, in which all readers, not just the reviewers selected by the editor, are able to 

review and comment on the paper and even to rate it on a numerical scale following publication. 

This post-publication review could occur with or without conventional pre-publication peer 

review. The benefits are “that it takes account of comments from a wider range of people (‘the 

wisdom of crowds’) and makes the review a more living process” (Ware, 2008, p. 7).  This 

alternative solution might be relevant in the context of uploading media-based work onto the 

YouTube website (www.youtube.com) as inferred by Repondent #4 in this dissertation’s survey: 

“Furthermore, the popularity of a moving image (as, say, measured by YouTube viewings) is 
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entirely off a personnel committee's radar.” 

There are committees within a college and within the university that review research 

output and make a report that may or may not concur with an administrator’s evaluation.  

Subsequent to any faculty involvement, administrators have the final decision-making power 

whether the faculty member’s research will successfully or unsuccessfully be considered.  As 

previously discussed, there is little that a faculty member can do about the hierarchical nature of 

the power structure within academe, at least in the context of his/her application for promotion, 

tenure or other rewards.  There are some areas within the process of peer review where 

heightened scrutiny and pro-active concern might be appropriate.  I can not predict or assume 

that peer-review in any form will go away, change its nature, or be the same as usual in the 

future.  I have provided an overview of what might be the concerns of the peer-review process in 

the context of evaluation of creative work by a faculty member in the field of film and digital 

media. 

 

k) The non-teachable and evaluation 

Elkins’ (2001) has argued that art is not teachable, and he might be right.  If Elkins 

(2001) is right that art and its aspects of work cannot be taught, then how can that same thing be 

evaluated?  This provocative question reaches to the core of the fundamental aspects of the 

processes and purposes of filmmaking, as an area for study and practice, in the context of 

performance evaluation.   

The committed filmmaker has a high threshold for coping with a myriad of problems: 1) 

financial and creative risk-taking, 2) emotional indecision that is inherent to the process from 

start to finish, the 3) psychic pain of facing risk in the pursuit of an elusive reward, and 4) other 
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undue forms of suffering, necessary sacrifice and misery that constitute the daily life of many 

filmmakers.  No coping mechanism for dealing with these real and serious problems can be 

taught; and the non-teachable nature of these important aspects of work done by filmmaker-

artist-faculty members might also be (nearly) impossible to properly evaluate in an academic 

setting.   A technique or a fact might be teachable, but Elkins’ (2001) idea continues to resonate 

in my head---art cannot be taught, and if so then logic dictates that evaluation of art is nothing 

more than a subjective expression of taste. 

Perhaps some coping and stress-reduction mechanisms can be learned, but perhaps only 

on theoretical and abstract levels.  Situations that require risk-taking and result in emotional 

stress surely affect the life and career of a filmmaker, and are similar to any other battle situation.  

These conditions require a uniquely high threshold for pain tolerance in relation to other more 

normal activities in life, and are not directly teachable or predictable.  In the film, The Karate 

Kid, Mr. Miyagi does not know for sure how the young student will respond in the heat of battle 

to his teachings, and only during the test of battle does it become known.  To attempt teaching in 

the areas of battle readiness, pain tolerance, stress coping, and risk taking would be noble, but 

also be perceived as cruel and unusual punishment, a form of harassment, and would certainly 

invite legal action against the teacher.   How can a teacher inflict a situation where stress is 

inflicted without the teacher being considered an ogre or abuser?  While the Marine Corps drill 

sergeant might test the emotional limits of a soldier’s coping skills in boot camp, who knows 

how the soldier will react when the missiles and bullets are whizzing around his head in real 

battle?  Coping skills in real conditions of extreme stress and a high tolerance for real pain that a 

filmmaker will experience during a career can not be directly be predicted or taught, much like 
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the heroic behavior of a warrior is not teachable, just as the masked decision-making of a high-

stakes poker champion, or the sharpshooting skills of an assassin are (probably) not teachable.   

All that a teacher can do, perhaps aided by Bloom’s verbs in his taxonomy of learning 

(Bloom, 1956), is to describe, encourage, dissuade, instruct and inform the student of what is 

forthcoming, to facilitate problem posing/problem solving dialogue and learning opportunities 

where the student might intuit and discover the odds that are for or against his favor, and to 

remind students of the biographical stories of countless others who endured deprivation as the 

cost of their commitment.  A potential area or question for future inquiry concerns what is 

teachable or not in art(s), leading to even greater understanding about what is possible for 

evaluation. 

Filmmaking clearly has many aspects that are not teachable and probably not conducive 

to a formal evaluation process that would rely upon the use of conventional and irrelevant 

criteria; but does this disallow recognition of these aspects during evaluation?  In Chapter 5 the 

specific and unique aspects of work in film and digital media are prioritized and thereby an 

argument can be made for inclusion.  A teacher can pose problems that facilitate the opportunity 

for students to experience and problem-solve very challenging and difficult scenarios where 

many types of risk, suffering and emotional distress are inherent, and perhaps this is the only 

way that learning is achieved anyway, but as a body of knowledge, such things are not overtly 

teachable, and therefore, not easily evaluated or measured.   

 


