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cademic promotion and tenure (P&T)

processes that typically prioritize

faculty grants and publications can

fail to fully assess and value entre-

preneurial, innovative endeavors (I)

that can produce the kind of societal
impacts that universities are increasingly
being called on to provide and that many
faculty and students increasingly priori-
tize (2, 3). A more inclusive assessment of
scholarship and creative activity to better
recognize and reward innovation and en-
trepreneurship (I&E) will require “broaden-
ing the bar” (4) to reflect evolving forms of
faculty impact without diluting or increas-
ing the requirements for advancement. Ex-
panding what we value as scholarship can
also help augment who we value as scholars
and thus support a more innovative and
diverse professoriate. We highlight work
by the Promotion and Tenure-Innovation
and Entrepreneurship (PTIE) coalition to
promote policies and practices to recognize
the impact of faculty I&E. We posit that this
strategy can be broadly applicable (beyond
I&E) to recognize the many and evolving
dimensions along which faculty create so-
cietal impacts.

Benefits of I&E efforts by faculty can in-
clude “increased opportunities for research
funding, access to unrestricted funds for
further institutional investment, sustain-
ing high scholarship level, student suc-
cess, increased prestige, public benefit, and
economic development” (5). In academe,
basic research is still privileged (6, 7), and
processes and policies that reward faculty
members’ I&E work are not equally valued,

including at research (R1 and R2) universi-
ties (5). In addition, I&E should be viewed as
broadly inclusive of the science, technology,
engineering, mathematics, and medicine
(STEMM) disciplines as well as liberal arts
and other areas of focus across campuses.

Reform of higher education’s deeply
embedded reward structure requires an
approach that addresses long-standing
norms and organizational cultures (8) as
well as the multi-institutional nature of
the faculty review process (P&T review typ-
ically includes input from external review-
ers). Consequently, coordination across
multiple institutions is needed to provide
a fair and robust review of a given faculty
candidate’s contributions and to mitigate
potentially limited or biased views of their
accomplishments (9). For this transforma-
tion to occur, there must be intentional-
ity, leadership, and commitment to both
improving the inclusivity and equity in
the process as well as incorporating rec-
ognition criteria for faculty who engage in
evolving forms of scholarship.

The convergence of increased investment
in I&E from funding agencies and universi-
ties, coupled with an amplified awareness
of bias and the need for a more inclusive
academy, have opened doors and minds to
addressing the long-standing, often chal-
lenging topic of P&T reform. This breadth
of engagement across the academy will, we
believe, enable the majority of faculty to
see benefits to the recommended changes
without undermining basic and/or curios-
ity-driven research and while supporting
academic freedom.

SCALABLE SOLUTIONS
An exploratory survey of university admin-
istrators and faculty (10) suggested that
structures for evaluation of faculty’s I&E
impact in considerations of P&T are war-
ranted but are largely absent at the depart-
ment, college, and central administration
levels. For example, faculty across multiple
institution types with varying expectations
for P&T noted that they struggled to mean-
ingfully evaluate I&E in P&T considerations
and typically did not receive any training
for conducting these evaluations.

Recognizing the integrated, multi-insti-
tutional nature of peer review in the P&T
process, the PTIE coalition, with member-
ship from more than 65 universities and
numerous stakeholder organizations, is
collaborating to develop scalable solutions
around a shared goal of improving assess-
ment of I&E in P&T. Input has been gath-
ered through conversations and structured
group discussions from a broad cross sec-
tion of groups and individuals with a range
of roles on university campuses. The aim
was to inform best practices and coalesce
around consensus recommendations with-
out the requirement to preemptively com-
mit to adopting the findings. This enabled
successes to be captured and adjustments
to be made on the basis of lessons learned
from individual member campuses. These
conversations surfaced a consistent theme:
Participants see a critical need for a coor-
dinated effort for inclusively recognizing
I&E to enable institutions to share the chal-
lenges they encountered attempting to ef-
fect change and support shared solutions.
Recognizing that some institutions have
had success in this area in part because of
deeply embedded innovation cultures and
resources that may not exist at most institu-
tions, coalition members focused on more
general, scalable approaches. True change
will take time to realize (5 to 10 years mini-
mum), and guideline changes alone will
not be successful. Consequently, the coali-
tion focused on holistic, multidimensional
solutions that target expanding the culture
on campus to be more inclusive of I&E.
Coalition members agreed to take recom-
mendations back to their home institutions
to consider and, possibly, implement.

The resulting PTIE coalition recommenda-
tions contain four core elements needed to
initiate changes that could meaningfully and
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inclusively account for I&E (see the box). The
coalition concluded that the comprehensive
approach outlined in the recommendations
needed to include each of these four key el-
ements because solely changing the written
P&T guidelines had limited effectiveness on
PTIE member campuses. Without concur-
rent process changes to minimize bias during
the review, no incentive is present for those
who have been successful under the existing
paradigm to support change. Those individu-
als who are not fully valued under the cur-
rent paradigm will either leave the academy
or continue to have their accomplishments
discounted as compared with their peers.
Key aspects of these findings came from
existing successes on PTIE coalition mem-

able to connect their research, agnostic of
whether it is basic or applied, to broader
impacts that align with the institutional
mission. In addition, this linkage provides
a key pathway for recognition of other ar-
eas of scholarship not currently valued fully
under the existing evaluation structure but
aligned within the university’s priorities.
The PTIE coalition suggested six sub-cat-
egories of suggested metrics, with specific
examples provided within each category—
including wording to provide inclusive
recognition of I&E impacts beyond the
STEMM disciplines [such as “installation
of creative works, commissioned works”
as examples of intellectual property and
“startup/spinout organizations (includ-

Four core elements of PTIE recommendations

These promotion and tenure innovation and entrepreneurship (PTIE) elements can provide a
framework to reimagine other areas of scholarship in promotion and advancement.

1. University-wide language directly linking the evaluation of faculty to institutional mission,
values, and goals across the multiple levels at an institution (unit, department, school,
college, university, and system). Sample text: “Evaluation of faculty for promotion and/
or tenure includes their contributions to the institution’'s mission and stated priorities.
Evidence for broader (societal) importance of the work, either now or in the near future,
should be included within their personal statement and/or other appropriate portions of

their dossier.”

2. Innovation and entrepreneurship (I&E) metrics to serve as indicator data to be used in a
narrative thesis of impact. Metrics are grouped into six subcategories: intellectual prop-
erty, sponsored research, use and licensing, entity creation, I&E career preparation, and

|&E engagement.

3. |&E text for evaluation criterion to be incorporated into the (i) research (scholarship and
creative activity), (ii) teaching and advising, and (iii) service categories typically evaluated

for promotion and tenure (P&T).

4. Process changes for supporting systemic culture change, improving transparency,
and addressing bias (for example, directions for personal statement, external reviewer
resource and guidance, involvement of P&T process consultants, expanded training, and
reframing and importance of diversity, equity, and inclusion).

ber campuses. For example, the suggested
university-wide language and sample col-
lege-level language builds on wording used
at Texas A&M University and Arizona State
University, respectively, that many coalition
members believe to have been successful.
This recommended university language is
critical for linking the evaluation of a fac-
ulty candidate’s accomplishments with the
mission and priorities of the university.
PTIE coalition members consistently em-
phasized the importance of having this con-
nection and its absence in most P&T review
processes currently. The National Science
Foundation has helped promote the expec-
tation that applicants for and recipients of
federal funding demonstrate impact to the
public through its broader impact review
criterion. Consequently, faculty should be
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ing for-profit, nonprofits, and foundations
to allow for broad recognition of societal
impact)” within the entity creation subcat-
egory]. Sample text within the evaluation
criterion for scholarship and creative ac-
tivity ensures that continued importance
must be placed on peer review while in-
cluding the opportunity to demonstrate
impact to the public: Scholarship and cre-
ative activity are “based on a high level of
professional expertise; must give evidence
of originality; must be documented and
validated as through peer review, critique,
or validation by evidence of societal or
disciplinary usage/benefit; and must be
communicated in appropriate ways so as
to demonstrate significant impact for the
public and/or for the discipline itself (in-
cluding future impact as appropriate).”

Recommended process changes also ben-
efited from the shared experiences of coali-
tion members. For example, Oregon State
University’s experience with the Search
Advocate program, which is used on dozens of
campuses nationally to address implicit and
explicit bias in the hiring process, informed
the recommendation of process consultants.
Considerable emphasis was placed on ad-
dressing bias in the review process to ensure
that all faculty will benefit from the recom-
mended changes through a more transparent
process that addresses bias and reduces the
potential for individuals in the P&T review
process to improperly influence the outcome
without accountability or for reasons outside
of the established parameters. In addition,
the recommended process changes amplify
this dialogue about bias and holistic assess-
ment through recommendations to provide a
detailed letter of instruction for external re-
viewers and improve the clarity and structure
of the personal statement provided by the
candidate, and implementation of training
on evaluating I&E outputs for faculty.

The coalition’s recommendations are not
intended to supplant or dilute the research,
teaching, and service categories tradition-
ally evaluated on university campuses.
Instead, they suggest how to systematically
measure and value faculty I&E impact as
integrated within the teaching, research,
and service categories. Faculty fully valued
under the existing promotion and advance-
ment structure must not be negatively af-
fected by this more inclusive approach to
valuing faculty’s diverse forms of scholar-
ship. Instead, the focus of PTIE is on broad-
ening the opportunities for recognizing im-
pact within a common structure that does
not dilute or augment the overall require-
ments for promotion.

SUPERSTRUCTURE FOR EVOLVING

FORMS OF IMPACT

1&E—along with diversity, equity, and inclu-
sion (DEI); interdisciplinary team science;
open science; community engagement; and
others—represent examples of the many
evolving forms of scholarship for the 21st-
century faculty member. That said, these
types of scholarship can be overlooked or
undervalued in the process by which uni-
versities review, reward, and advance the
academic workforce (8, 1I, 12). As these
evolutions are incorporated into the fabric
of higher education, the faculty evaluation
process thus needs to be updated to reflect
this changing landscape.

Building on a view that expands the tradi-
tional definition of scholarship and research
into discovery, integration, application, and
teaching (13), we suggest that the evaluation
framework proposed by the PTIE coalition
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can extend beyond I&E to support evalua-
tion of a variety of faculty impacts. In partic-
ular, the current omission of university-wide
language and much needed process changes
in existing P&T practices (see the box) hin-
ders reforms to reward and advancement
across many domains of scholarship and
creative activity. Incorporation of these two
elements (university-wide language and pro-
cess changes) into the fabric of a university
will support a more dynamic and inclusive
ecosystem in which faculty can contribute
and meet the mission and priorities of the
university without damaging the core prin-
ciple of any university to support the pursuit
of knowledge.

The diverse and evolving forms of schol-
arship can often be viewed as an impedi-
ment to establishing a uniform structure
for evaluation of a dossier for P&T. Instead
of viewing these differences as barriers, we
suggest that a common set of priorities al-
ready exists for building the appropriate
criterion of a given type of scholarship. Any
area of scholarship must (i) support the
university mission; (ii) address an identi-
fied need by stakeholders (such as funding
agencies; foundations; professional soci-
eties; employers; students; alumni; local,
state, and/or federal organizations; and/or
others); and (iii) embody a priority of the
institution. In order for any area of scholar-
ship to be effectively evaluated, the institu-
tion must (iv) utilize necessary processes,
procedures, and cultural elements that sup-
port an unbiased evaluation; and (v) pro-
vide language that links the priorities, need,
and mission to the evaluation process. With
this architecture identified, faculty engaged
in diverse and new forms of scholarship can
benefit from a shared road map for facili-
tating systems-level change. Additionally,
this superstructure provides a mechanism
for collaboration among otherwise discon-
nected areas of focus on campus that will
collectively affect the majority of university
faculty and increase the likelihood for adop-
tion within the university.

Recognizing the persistence of bias—
whether it be the candidate’s research topic
or their ethnicity, gender, sexual orienta-
tion, and/or other diverse backgrounds—in
the current process is essential to improv-
ing fairness and validity in the future of
review and advancement. Consequently, the
PTIE coalition recognized the overarching
importance and intersection of DEI with
I&E and embedded that thinking through-
out development of the recommendations
(including the explicit inclusion of minor-
ity-serving institution perspectives in the
coalition conversations). Full acknowledge-
ment that faculty members from diverse
backgrounds engage in diverse forms of
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scholarly activity is essential to any produc-
tive discussion about change. This reality—
that underrepresented faculty often face
compounded bias on the basis of both their
social identity group and their approach to
scholarship—points to the need to update
P&T processes to ensure the equitable eval-
uation of faculty impact. Many current P&T
policies, practices, and cultures are rooted
in eras when the academy was more homo-
geneous and less focused on creation of an
inclusive environment that can evolve to
meet the needs of a changing academy and
student population.

Adjustment of the P&T guidelines alone
is unlikely to facilitate the culture shift
needed to see transformative change in
how nontraditional forms of scholarship
are valued (including I&E) and inequi-
ties are addressed. For example, reviewers
bring with them both explicit and implicit
biases to their evaluation of a candidate
(14). Consequently, the PTIE coalition rec-

“Any area of scholarship
must...support
the university mission...”

ommends a broad collection of process
changes to start to address implicit and
explicit bias within the review process, in-
cluding expanded training and external
reviewer resources. These improvements
would benefit the entire academy—not just
1&E-focused faculty—by supporting a more
diverse academic workforce to engage in
new forms of scholarship.

The recommendations of the PTIE coali-
tion enable inclusion and recognition of a
diverse cross section of university faculty
that extends well beyond the patent-licens-
ing-startup paradigm to include entrepre-
neurial efforts such as social innovation; the
creation and/or engagement of nonprofits,
foundations, and other organizations; as
well as [&E-related curricular developments
and student mentorship. In addition, explicit
discussion of aligning priorities between the
faculty member and the university around
their I&E efforts (traditionally referred to
as conflict-of-interest management) is es-
sential to address the financial aspects of
some forms of I&E impact and ensure that
the pursuit of knowledge is not motivated
by financial gain. Universities should also be
wary of pursuing I&E solely as a potential
new revenue stream from technology trans-
fers agreements, because often this is not the
case (15). Rather, I&E should be viewed as an
essential component of realizing the institu-
tion’s mission to society.

The higher-education workforce and aca-
demia landscape are changing on a global
scale. There is growing concern that the
traditional systems that anchor institu-
tions, including P&T practices, may no lon-
ger sufficiently support those very institu-
tions to live up to their social contract with
civic society. Groups including funders and
academic associations are broadly address-
ing the need to modernize how we recruit,
retain, and reward the academic workforce.
Especially apparent in this time of awak-
ening about systemic inequities and exclu-
sion, universities should be leading the
way by improving their own practices and
making room for faculty to realize institu-
tional ambitions to serve society. This ne-
cessitates both a bottom-up interest from
faculty and a top-down commitment from
university leadership.
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