
Minutes* 
 

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
Friday, September 7, 2012 

10:00 – 12:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Carl Flink, Karen Miksch (co-chairs), William Bart, Phil Buhlmann, Arlene Carney, 

William Craig, Barbara Elliott, Jessica Larson, Gary Peter, Carol Wells 
 
Absent:  Karen Ho, Brian Horgan, Teresa Kimberley 
 
Guests: none 
 
Other:   none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) welcome, introductions, committee charge; (2) annual promotion and tenure report; 
(3) policy on college personnel plans & the "philosophy" of tenured and contract faculty] 
 
 
1. Welcome, Introductions, Committee Charge 
 
 Professor Flink convened the meeting at 10:00 and called for a round of introductions and a story 
about the highlight of each person's summer.  He then moved to the Committee's charge and issues 
pending and said that one major goal for the year is to use the time to think both functionally and 
philosophically about academic freedom and tenure and how the Committee's work can create an 
efficient, effective, transparent system that is guided by principles of fairness.  The point of having tenure 
regulations and procedures is not to immunize the institution from trouble but also to help faculty 
members move through the process in a way that helps research, pedagogy, and an understanding of 
academic freedom—and not that tenure equals job security. 
 
 Professor Miksch added that it is important to do education on campus about tenure and academic 
freedom, but also off campus, so that those outside the institution understand that tenure and academic 
freedom are cornerstones of the University.  While the Committee needs to meet its charge, it should also 
reflect on key elements of what faculty and staff do, and provide more context, on the centrality of the 
meaning of academic freedom. 
 
 Professor Flink said he believes deeply in the concepts associated with academic freedom—and 
that as a department chair, he also wants to see the theory translated into practice. 
 
2. Annual Promotion and Tenure Report 
 
 Vice Provost Carney next presented the annual report (for 2011-12) on promotion and tenure for 
faculty and continuous appointments for academic professionals, the report that she provides to the Board 
of Regents every year.  She reviewed briefly the slides she uses to inform the Board of Regents about the 
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University's tenure policy and the basic principles of tenure and added that Board members always have 
questions. 
 
 The basic principles of tenure she outlines are these: 
 

• Defined in the Regents Policy: Faculty Tenure 
– University-wide criteria for tenure in Subsection 7.11 

• Demonstrated research or other creative activity 
• Demonstrated teaching effectiveness (classroom, laboratory, studio, individual, 

advising) 
• Service (outreach, public engagement, professional service) 

– Cumulative record should form the foundation for a national or international reputation or 
both 

– Promise of achieving promotion to professor 
– Provides for indefinite appointment for faculty after a probationary period 

• Each unit has a set of standards and criteria for research and other creative activity, teaching, and 
service in addition to those of the University. 

– Called the 7.12 Statement for the subsection of the tenure policy 
• Annual reviews are mandated each year of the probationary period. 
• Faculty may resign or receive terminal appointments during the probationary period. 
• Length of probationary period 

– Typically six years with a terminal year 
– Eight years in Carlson School 
– Nine years in Medical School 

• Rigorous process in the decision year 
 
If one is thinking about K-12 education, one might think that tenure is achieved by time and place in rank.  
That is not true at the University, where it is granted only on the basis of performance, Dr. Carney 
observed. 
 

The basic principles of promotion are these: 
 
• Ranks 

– assistant professor 
– associate professor 
– professor 

• Regular faculty have both rank and tenure or the possibility of achieving tenure. 
• Contract faculty have rank only. 

 
The basic principles of promotion for regular faculty are these: 

 
• Section 6 of the Faculty Tenure policy  

– Describes promotion to associate professor with tenure for regular faculty on a tenure 
track 

• Section 9.2 of the Faculty Tenure policy  
– Describes promotion to professor for tenured associate professors 
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– Must have added substantially to an already distinguished record of research or other 
creative work, teaching, and service 

– Must have a national or international reputation or both 
 

The basic principles of promotion for contract faculty are these: 
 

• Each unit has criteria for promotion in rank for contract faculty. 
• These include teaching, research, and service. 

– May include clinical activities for those in the Academic Health Center 
– May include extension activities for those in College of Food, Agricultural, and Natural 

Resource Sciences 
• Criteria are different than those for regular faculty. 

 
The review process is this: 

 
• Unit seeks reviews of each candidate for tenure and/or promotion from external evaluators at 

other institutions. 
– Experts in the area of the candidate write detailed letters. 
– Experts have national and/or international stature. 

• Candidate has a dossier 
– Curriculum vitae 
– Statements about research or other creative activity, teaching, and service 
– Teaching data from student ratings and peer reviews of teaching 
– Internal letters in some cases 
– Samples of scholarship or other creative activity 

 
Dr. Carney next reviewed the data for 2011-12.  System-wide there were 128 promotion and 

tenure recommendations for regular (tenured/tenure-track) faculty and 30 promotion recommendations for 
contract (non-tenure) faculty, for a total of 158.  She noted that she reads all the files except those for the 
non-Academic Health Center Duluth faculty (where the chancellor makes the final recommendation to the 
Regents), and as of this year she no longer reads the files of contract faculty in the Academic Health 
Center because the deans present those recommendations to the Vice President for the Health Sciences 
and to the Provost for final recommendation to the Regents. 

 
Of the 128 regular faculty recommendations, 78 were for promotion from assistant to associate 

professor with tenure.  There were 2 non-reappointments of assistant professors, 45 promotions of 
associate professor to professor, and 3 other recommendations (1 teaching specialist to associate professor 
with tenure, 1 associate professor without tenure to associate professor with tenure, and 1 associate 
professor without tenure to professor with tenure; all three cases are permitted by the tenure regulations).  
The Board of Regents approved all of the recommendations. 

 
Neither of the non-reappointments filed a complaint with the Senate Judicial Committee, Dr. 

Carney reported.  The provost's office sends the individuals a lengthy letter that reviews the issues that led 
to the decision to deny tenure and also provides information about filing an appeal with the Judicial 
Committee.   
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Professor Flink commented that it is not necessarily a "success" that no complaints were filed; 
were there lessons drawn on how the case was approached and there was no controversy?  Dr. Carney 
said she did not believe so.  She said she looks for procedural errors and deals with them immediately.  In 
one of the two cases, there was an error early in the process, the department realized it, called her, and she 
indicated they would have to start the process again.  The University must make a decision by May 15 or 
the individual receives an additional appointment year.  One of the common reasons for mistakes is that a 
department used the wrong 7.12 statement; that can be a big problem.  She said she gets alarmed when a 
department asks her, at the point of voting on promotion and tenure, what 7.12 statement it should use; 
what have they been using up to that point?  Or sometimes a department may not use required language 
about possible extension of the probationary period in letters to reviewers (so the reviewers assume the 
person took longer than normal to accomplish the work).  The result of her attention to procedure, as well 
as the attention of departments and colleges, however, means that when a letter comes from the provost, 
there are no procedural errors.  Some candidates still file an appeal with the Senate Judicial Committee 
but some also find that there were no errors even if they disagree with the faculty who voted against 
granting them tenure.  There were a number of cases this year where the process had to be redone because 
procedural errors were caught early.  Dr. Carney said she believes departments are becoming more 
sensitive to procedural matters, which is a good thing. 

 
Dr. Carney commented that a number of people have told her that she's too legalistic in her 

approach to promotion and tenure.  Her response, she related, is that the tenure regulations are a legal 
document that provide due process.  Professor Miksch said she has also heard, from people new to 
Minnesota from elsewhere, that the process is so legalistic and bureaucratic.  The job of the Committee is 
to ensure that the language is clear, transparent, and provides due process.  It is bureaucratic—but 
granting tenure is the most important personnel decision the University makes and the process should be 
as transparent as possible.  Some have said "OK," but what about the informal processes?  Another job of 
this Committee, and of the provost, Professor Miksch emphasized, is to ensure that there are NOT 
informal or back-room processes.  If there are parts of the process that are unclear to people, the 
Committee should work to make them clear. 

 
In some cases, Dr. Carney added, it is not that people don't understand the process, it's that they 

don't like it and they would like more ambiguity.  The University has a very transparent system and 
everyone can see everything.  She informs departments that they cannot have covert standards (for 
example, they cannot require that a candidate have an R01 grant unless such a requirement is in the 7.12 
statement—and she points out that the 7.12 statements are not HER statements, they are written by the 
units).  Moreover, everyone likes the process when it turns out to protect their interests. 

 
Dr. Carney next reviewed the promotion and tenure data by gender.  Of the 78 promotions from 

assistant professor to associate professor with tenure, 41 were men and 38 were women.  The two non-
reappointments were male, she reported, as has been the case with most non-reappointments during her 
seven years in the job, so it is not true that more women than men are denied tenure.  Of the 45 
promotions from associate professor to professor, 31 were men and 14 were women.  Last year the 
number of men and women was about equal and that has been more the norm in recent years.  Dr. Carney 
said that about 50% of the regular faculty are tenured (full) professors, of whom about one-third are 
women and two-thirds are men.  At the associate and assistant professor levels, it is about a 58/42 split, 
with fewer women than men.  The percentage of women in the 2011-12 tenured/tenure-track cohort is 
higher than the overall percentage.  The longevity of professorial appointments means it will take a while 
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to get to a 50/50 split between men and women at the (full) professor level, but the institution is making 
progress. 

 
Dr. Carney also provided a breakdown of the 128 promotions by race and ethnicity; 96 were 

white non-Hispanic, 25 were Asian/Pacific Islander, 6 were African-American, and 1 was Hispanic.  
None were American Indian this year, although 2 were last year.  As with the breakdown by gender, the 
percentage of faculty of color in the 2011-12 cohort (25%) is higher than the percentage in the University 
overall (17%).  So, again, the institution is making progress. 

 
Of the 30 contract faculty promotions, 15 were from assistant to associate professor and 15 were 

from associate professor to professor.  Most of these are in the Medical School, Dr. Carney said.  The 30 
were evenly divided between men and women; 25 were white non-Hispanics and the other 5 were faculty 
of color.  In the last few years, the largest percentage of contract faculty hires were male, so it is not true 
that women are being hired more into contract faculty positions. 

 
The most important thing she has to explain to the Board of Regents is the "rate of tenure 

success," Dr. Carney related, because it looks as if almost everyone who comes up for promotion is 
granted tenure (i.e., there were only 2 cases of non-reappointment out of 80 cases).  It is, however, 
incorrect to say that almost all faculty achieve tenure.  There is a rigorous annual review process and 
faculty do leave during the probationary period based on the feedback they receive. 

 
To determine the rate of tenure success, she looks at the data for an entering cohort of assistant 

professors in a given year and follows them over a full probationary cycle of seven years (six 
probationary years plus one terminal year if not granted tenure), Dr. Carney explained, and then takes a 
snapshot at some point in time.  For example, for the entering cohort of 2002-03, she will look at where 
those individuals are in spring, 2010.  There are four possible outcomes at that point: 

 
-- an individual received tenure and is at the University 
-- an individual received tenure but left the University 
-- an individual left the University without tenure 
-- an individual is still at the University on the tenure clock. 

 
The tenure success rate is the percent of faculty members who achieved tenure and stayed at the 
University plus the percent who received tenure but left the University.  She looks at the tenure success 
rate over rolling three-year periods; what those data show is a tenure success rate of 55.3% for the 2000-
02 cohorts, 57.6% for 2001-03, and 58.9% for 2002-04.  There is no statically-significant difference in the 
tenure success rates for men and women; the numbers for faculty of color are small enough that the 
percentages can bounce around quite a bit, but the rates are not statistically different.  To look at the data 
for men versus women, it might seem that the tenure success rate for women is lower, but there are a 
significant number of women in the category of "still employed and on the tenure clock" and the number 
is increasing in size.  More women than men opt to extend the probationary period for childbirth, 
adoption, and caregiving. 
 
 Professor Wells commented that if a probationary faculty member has a grant, the work goes on, 
and she suggests they not extend the probationary period.  Dr. Carney emphasized that extending the 
probationary period is not a leave, the faculty member continues to work, and she has been aggressive in 
telling faculty members they should extend the probationary period if they need to.  If anyone tells a 



Academic Freedom & Tenure Committee 
Friday, September 7, 2012 
 
 

6 

probationary faculty member not to extend the probationary period, that introduces a potential procedural 
error that the Senate Judicial Committee may take into account if there is an appeal.  Many faculty 
members with grant funding are extending their probationary period.  Why extend the probationary period 
when one must still work, Professor Wells asked?  Because it gives the person additional time to compile 
the record for promotion and tenure while also dealing with childbirth or ailing parents, Professor Flink 
responded; it allows the person more flexibility.  Dr. Carney said that the faculty member decides how he 
or she will do the work; extending the probationary period only says that the person will not be judged for 
another year—one cannot just kick back and do nothing for a year if the probationary period is extended.  
It is a safety net, she said, and reiterated that if someone is told not to extend the probationary period, and 
is denied an extension, that is a great basis for a complaint that she cannot defend.  Dr. Carney suggested 
the Committee return to this topic later in the year. 
 
 Dr. Carney reviewed briefly the data on continuous appointments for Academic Professional 
staff; most of these appointments are in the libraries. 
 
 Professor Flink thanked Dr. Carney for the presentation. 
 
3. Policy on College Personnel Plans & The "Philosophy" of Tenured and Contract Faculty 
 
 Professor Elliott provided background and an update on the Committee's work with respect to the 
policy on college personnel plans and a philosophy of tenured/tenure-track (TTT) faculty and non-
tenured/tenure-track (NTTT) faculty (contract faculty).  Last year the Committee had several 
conversations about college personnel plans and it also knew the policy needed revision, but it did not get 
to the point of recommending policy changes.  The discussions were also prompted by a request from the 
Faculty Consultative Committee to look at the balance between TTT and NTTT faculty and develop a 
statement about the balance.  There are assumptions in the existing policy, and from looking around the 
country, that there has been a continuing loss of TTT faculty lines and an increase in the number of 
adjunct and contract faculty members.  The existing policy provides that instructional P&A staff plus the 
contract faculty may not total more than 25% of the number of TTT faculty (as Dr. Craig pointed out, this 
is then an 80-20 ratio).   
 
 The bottom line, based on discussions last year, Professor Elliott said, is that the Committee 
recognizes that the various collegiate units are in different circumstances with respect to the question of 
NTTT and TTT faculty.  Those in the professional disciplines seem to be able to justify a larger number 
of NTTT lines and they may need a different balance.  There are also different needs among the 
campuses.  So the policy will need to be flexible and recognize the differences across disciplines and 
across time. 
 
 The expectation last year was that the Committee would present Vice Provost Carney and Ms. 
Wilhelmson a general statement of principles and criteria about the mix of TTT and NTTT faculty as 
identified by the unit as necessary for success.  It may be that the 25% rule would stay in place and each 
college would explain what it needs.  The college data should perhaps be reviewed every five years or so.  
In addition, Professor Elliott said, the Committee needs to emphasize long-term contracts for P&A and 
contract faculty.  The goal is to give Dr. Carney and Ms. Wilhelmson guidance so they can draft a policy. 
 
 Dr. Carney said Professor Elliott's summary was accurate.  The administrative policy needs to be 
rewritten because it is outdated and the title is misleading.  She and Ms. Wilhelmson have met a few 
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times and have looked at college personnel plans and data and will do so again.  She said she would like 
to have an ad hoc committee appointed that has representatives from this Committee and the Senate 
Committee on Faculty Affairs as well as from other offices.  Rather than redline the existing policy, she 
said, they would prepare a new one, which is the reason they wanted guidance from the Committee.  They 
will also want to consult with Provost Hanson and with President Kaler's staff to obtain their thoughts. 
Consultation across all levels will be important, including different associate deans. 
 
 Professor Miksch recalled that the year before last the Committee talked about being sure college 
personnel plans were prepared in consultation with faculty and staff, that they should be reviewed every 
five years, and that the policy should provide colleges with information about what should be in the plans.  
The plans should also provide a mechanism to update faculty and staff, many of whom do not even know 
that such a plan is required even though they are to participate in its development. 
 
 Professor Bart inquired if one would see the 75-25 rule at the ten best universities in the country.  
Dr. Carney said it is difficult to compare across institutions because they use very different terminology.  
The only consistent data are about TTT faculty.  At Minnesota, she added, the term "adjunct" is used 
quite differently from the way it is other places and does not mean contract faculty.  An adjunct faculty 
member might teach one course.  Or, as Dr. Craig pointed out because he has an adjunct appointment in 
Geography, one can have an appointment at the University and be adjunct in another unit.  Professor 
Elliott said that as the Committee has tracked the data over the years, it appears that the University has 
retained in absolute numbers the size of its TTT faculty more than some of its peers across the country.  
Dr. Carney concurred; the number of TTT faculty is stable, but if the number of students has increased 
(which it has), there may be more P&A staff and graduate students teaching.  The Committee can look at 
the data in the IPEDS database.   
 
 Professor Miksch noted that the Committee members have been invited to a portion of a meeting 
with the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs that will be devoted to identifying the kinds of data the two 
committees want to be able to have on a continuing basis.   
 
 Professor Wells said the development of a policy could be a daunting task, given the diversity of 
the University.  What is the timetable?  Dr. Carney thought by about the middle of spring semester.  She 
said that a policy should recognize the difference between professional schools and more traditional 
colleges, those that use adjuncts because they want local expertise, and so on.  What the University would 
not want to see is a small number of TTT core faculty who design the curriculum and a large number of 
contract faculty who come in only to teach.  The University right now is nowhere near that point, and 
while there are institutions that seem to have lost their commitment to tenure, Minnesota is not one of 
them.  If people agree with Professor Elliott's summary, the Committee can generate a statement that can 
be compared with the provost's views and the opinions of the deans. 
 
 Dr. Craig said he believes that the faculty are the core of the University and it is important to keep 
the numbers right.  He said he also liked the idea of talking about P&A staff (such as the three at this 
meeting) who have served the University for many years on one-year appointments.  Dr. Carney said the 
extreme case is the person hired to teach one course at a time; she said she does not worry about teaching 
by instructional P&A staff because the quality, as indicated by student ratings, is equal to or better than 
that of the TTT faculty.  It is NOT the case that the use of instructional P&A staff erodes the quality of 
teaching at the University, she emphasized. 
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 Professor Flink suggested the Committee should not fixate on ratios.  His department is 
anomalous in that it has a large number of P&A teaching staff and adjunct faculty members.  The critical 
issue is not quality of teaching, it is distribution of service and the collegiality of the department (given 
the small number of TTT faculty, the service burdens fall more heavily).  As the Committee thinks about 
guiding principles, it needs to talk about elements that a college should think about. 
 
 Professor Miksch noted that Professor Elliott had mentioned the concern about annually-
renewable appointments and academic freedom.  She said that she and Professor Flink would draft a 
charge and bring it to the Committee—and ask for volunteers for Dr. Carney's committee. 
 
 Professor Wells reported that the issue of who is represented in the Faculty Senate came up in the 
Medical School.  One can understand departments that need many external professionals, but it should be 
those with lifetime commitments to the University who guide long-term decisions, rather than those who 
have one-year appointments.  That is addressed in many college constitutions, Dr. Carney said, which do 
deal with governance.  The constitutions are very different but most have protection for those who should 
make the decisions.  Professor Wells observed that colleges can get caught by their own constitutions if 
they have given the vote on too much to contract faculty.  Professor Miksch reported that there is an ad 
hoc committee reviewing college constitutions (on which she serves), and one charge to it is to think 
about how the constitutions are amended and who has what authority.  The ad hoc committee was 
appointed by FCC with the endorsement of the provost. 
 
 Professor Bart inquired if quantitative data from other institutions could be of help.  Or would 
that be comparing apples and oranges?  Dr. Carney said the Committee could look at IPEDS data for 
TTT/NTTT faculty, but it might be difficult to identify contract faculty.  It might be possible to look at 
the CIC institutions.  She suggested the Committee talk to Dr. Goldfine in the Office of Planning and 
Analysis.  Professor Buhlmann said he thought it might be better to focus on individual cases, identifying 
instances where there are problems and how to avoid them, rather than going through reams of data. 
 
 Professor Flink said the Committee should not despair because it cannot learn from other 
institutions.  As a department chair, he drowns in titles and their meanings; the Committee might be able 
to help just by achieving a consolidation of terms, which could protect and enhance academic freedom 
and tenure.  The Committee can also address the issue of people who have been at the University for 25-
30 years on year-to-year contracts, people who are made to feel temporary every year. 
 
 Professor Flink adjourned the meeting at 12:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


