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 To gain an informed perspective on Vice Chancellor for Academic Personnel Carole 
Goldberg’s proposed revision of Appendix 12 in the UCLA CALL, pertaining to five-year 
reviews for academic personnel, we acquired data on the number of faculty members subject to 
such reviews in the Luskin School over the past ten years, solicited the views of the current and 
recent former chairs of the School’s three departments, and I discussed the issue with Dean 
Frank Gilliam.  Based on that information, the Luskin SPA FEC offers the following general 
reactions to the proposed revision: 
 
1. The revised version of Appendix 12 in and of itself would be reasonable and noncontroversial 
from our perspective, generally a positive contribution that clarifies and standardizes the process. 
 
2. The way the issue arose and the proposed changes in Appendix 12, however, fail to address a 
number of underlying issues: 
 
● The proposed revision, effectively a replacement of the existing language of the Appendix, 
was presented and distributed without any explanation.  We have the “what” but not the “why.”  
It would be helpful to know what prompted the suggested revision and what kinds of issues or 
experiences motivated the drafting of the particular form of replacement text. 
 
● The objectives of the five-year review remain ill-defined beyond the broad notion of having 
some kind of mechanism for conducting oversight of faculty performance (simple monitoring).  
What, exactly, is the five-year review supposed to accomplish—is it a means to judge 
contributions and make commensurate salary adjustments for those who are temporarily or 
permanently off the scholarly research and publishing track (due process), a device to provide an 
incentive for a return to scholarly productivity, a form of shaming or even punishment for having 
failed to meet the standards of a top research university, or a procedure that could ultimately lead 
to a forced change in a faculty member’s status or even separation from the university? 
 
● The proposed revision does not clarify whether the purpose of the five-year review is to 
prompt a faculty member’s return to the productive ranks of scholarship or to accept the shift 
away from research and publication but nurture a rebalancing of duties—to more teaching 
responsibilities or enhanced service obligations—so that the university’s expectations about time 
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commitments and cognitive investments remain roughly in balance across the entire faculty 
(equity).   
 
● If the new version is intended to alter a faculty member’s behavior, reigniting a commitment to 
scholarship (setting guidelines for improvement), the underlying model of behavioral change is 
not clear, nor is the way the application of the five-year review should be adaptive to the varied 
reasons for a sufficiently severe decline in scholarly productivity to keep a faculty member from 
progressing through the standard steps—from major disruptions in the external environment, 
such as cutbacks in federal funding, to temporary but sufficiently long and intense personal 
crises that derail research (and other) activity to individual decisions to stop engaging in research 
and publishing—or the varied contexts across units on campus.   
 
● The revision indicates that a five-year review could lead to a “change in series,” but it does not 
specify what would warrant such a change or what a change in series could actually entail.  For 
example, might a faculty member be shifted from the ladder series to an “in-residence” position, 
requiring the individual to obtain outside funding to pay his or her salary? 
 
 Sorting out these issues could be of real importance to get the five-year review process 
“right” and to establish a consistent set of procedures, expectations, outcomes across the campus.   
Consider two empirical observations from the Luskin SPA experience.   First, there are a handful 
of active (non-retired) faculty at the School who have gone through five-year reviews over the 
last decade, but none of them in the last five years and they are currently engaged and productive 
with respect to research and publication.  Second, as one former chair noted, on occasion a 
Professor, Step V, chooses to go through a five-year review in order to build a more robust 
portfolio in preparation for the Step VI review.  These experiences underscore that the five-year 
review should accommodate, without stigma or grave concern, faculty who have not left the 
scholarly track.   
 


