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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In response to a request from the Medical School for an extension of the 
probationary period from the present six years to nine years for their tenure-track 
faculty, the Faculty Consultative Committee established an all-University Task Force 
on Extending the Probationary Period. 

The task force was charged with examining whether the probationary period should 
be extended university-wide, and if not, should unit-by-unit variation be permitted. 

To answer the question of the impact of policy change on recruitment, the task force 
surveyed 2000 doctoral students and over 1000 new faculty in their first eight years 
of employment at the University of Minnesota. (Of these, 418 and 630 responded, 
respectively.) It also gathered information from various sectors of the university 
administrative and policy-shaping community, and contacted 21 major public and 
private universities to compare policies for tenure-track faculty for the universities 
as a whole and for their medical schools. 

The 11-member task force concluded by 7 yes votes to 1 no with 3 abstentions that it 
would not be in the best interests of the University of Minnesota to change the 
overall probationary policy from the present six years with one terminating year for 
unsuccessful candidates. 

A majority ( 6 members) concluded that it was not in the best interests of the 
university to permit college-by-college variation in the probationary policy, and 
rejected the medical school's motion for extension of probation from six years to 
nine years at the medical school. A minority (3 members) supported the medical 
school request for extension. There were 2 abstentions. 

While concluding that there should be no policy change at this time, ~e task force 
was in agreement that the problems faced by the medical school are real and serious. 
However, the majority did not consider that lengthening the probationary period was 
the appropriate solution and encouraged the exploration of alternative changes in 
medical school policies or practices. 

The information-gathering process also identified serious problems with the 
probationary process itself that were not related to the length of the probationary 
period. In particular, it was recognized that problems were experienced by 
individuals with clinical service or extension service responsibilities; and by women, 
minorities and other under-represented groups. It was strongly recommended that 
these issues be addressed by the appropriate office or committee. 



BACKGROUND 

On January 23, 1989, the Executive Faculty Council of the Medical School submitted a request to the 
University Senate Committee on Tenure (ATTACHMENT 1), requesting that the length of the 
probationary period for tenure-track faculty at the medical school be lengthened from its current six 
years to nine years. 

After discussion of the topic, the matter was referred to the Faculty Consultative Committee, which 
decided to form a task force to examine in detail the question of lengthening the probationary period, 
either on a university-wide basis for the Twin Cities campus or for the Medical School alone. 

An all-university task force was designated (ATTACHMENT 2). Its membership consisted of: 

CHAIR: William Gerberich 
Carl Adams 
Richard Brunning 
Sandra Christenson 
Amos Deinard 
Frank Enfield 
Richard Epley 
Peggy Etter 
Miriam Frenier 
Sue Harlander 
Susan McClary 
W. Phillips Shively 

Chemical Engineering and Materials Science 
Information and Decision Sciences 
Laboratory Medicine and Pathology 
Educational Psychology 
Pediatrics/Senate Judicial Committee (ex officio) 
Genetics and Cell Biology 
Animal Science 
Chemistry 
History, Morris Campus 
Food Science and Nutrition 
Music 
Political Science 

Dr. lbele of the Senate Consultative Committee met with the Task Force at their initial meeting 
February 14th and delivered the following charge: 

CHARGE 1: Should the probationary period be extended for the entire university? 

CHARGE 2: Should individual units, given their own special circumstances, be 
given permission to depart from what would be the practice for the 
rest of the university? 

Note that the second charge is an expanded version of the original question involving the possibility of 
a variable tenure policy for all units within the University system. 

Seven further meetings were held (February 14, March 12, March 30, May 4, May 25, June 1, June 
2~, June 29). A detailed information-gathering process was put into motion in February, culminating 
wtth a vote on the Task Force charges at the end of June 1990, and the drafting of conclusions and 
recommendations. 



THE INFORMATION-GATHERING PROCESS 

In order to assess the impact of the length of the probationary process on recruitment and retention of 
faculty, a sUIVey of the opinions of doctoral students was undertaken by the task force. 

The two questions asked of doctoral students were: 

1. In applying for a teaching/research position at a university, how would you rate the importance of 
the following factors? (Please circle .Qm( answer for~ factor.) 

a. Geographic location 
b. Academic reputation of institution 
c. Academic reputation of department 
d. Teaching opportunities 
e. Research opportunities 
f. Parental leave policy 
g. Salary and benefits package 
h. Length of probationary period 

Not 
Important 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Slightly 
Important 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Moderately 
Important 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

Very 
Important 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Extremely 
Important 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

2. What is your opinion of probationary periods of the following lengths? 
(Please circle .Qm( answer for~ time period.) 
NOTE: At the University of Minnesota, the normal probationary period is six months, with the 
decision-making process taking up the sixth year. Early promotion is permitted. 

a. Five years or less 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Six years 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Seven years 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Eight years 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Nine years 1 2 3 4 5 

A random sample of 2000, stratified by college, was selected from the population of 6000 doctoral
level students at the University and contacted by mailing questionnaires to their home addresses. 

The same two questions were included in a 12-page questionnaire distributed by Dr. Darwin Hendel to 
all new faculty in their first eight years of service at the University of Minnesota The purpose of Dr. 
Hendel's sUIVey was to provide information to Academic Affairs on the needs and problems of new 
faculty to be used in a grant application to the Bush Foundation. 

For the New Faculty questionnaire, Question 1 required minor rephrasing since the decision to accept 
the job offered by the University of Minnesota had already been made. It was reworded to: "Consider 
what was important to you in deciding where to apply for academic positions for the year in which you 
began your tenure-track position. How important were each of the following factors in your selection 
of institutions? (Circle .Qm( response for each factor.)" 

To compare policies at the University of Minnesota with those at other major institutions, a list was 
prepared of twenty-one public and private peer institutions. These were selected to be representative of 
those institutions with which this university as a whole and/or medical school are in most direct 
competition in recruiting new faculty. 

The central administration at these institutions were contacted by telephone to determine their 
probationary policies for the university in general and for the medical school. At the same time, they 
were asked to identify recent or proposed policy changes, and any problems with or unusual features 
of their present policies. A telephone sUIVey within the university itself was also undertaken to assess 
the opinion of senior administration, but was discontinued as it provided little new information relevant 
to the task force's decision-making process. 



RESULTS OF INFORMATION-GATHERING 

Of the 2000 doctoral students (DS) surveyed, 418 responses were received but only 223 of those were 
planning a teaching/research career. Of the 1000 new faculty (NF) surveyed, 630 responded. 

The overall pattern of response for the new faculty(NF) and doctoral students(DS) was remarkably 
similar (A TIACHMENT 3). The question regarding probationary periods of five to nine years used a 
scale of 1=unacceptable 2=marginal 3=acceptable 4=attractive 5=ideal. On this five-point scale, 
both groups favored the current policy of a six-year probationary period as measured by lowest scores 
for "Unacceptable=1" (NF 8%, DS 7%) and highest scores for "Acceptable=3" (NF=38%, DS=47%). 

New faculty also gave a six-year probationary period highest scores for "Ideal" at 18%, whereas the 
doctoral students' favorite "Ideal" option was "5 years or less" at 31%. This preference for ~rt even 
shorter period may perhaps be due to optimism a~ to the time need~ to complete tenu:e. req~nrements 
or lack of appreciation that six years is not a reqUirement but a maximum. However, It IS still valuable 
to note this expectation as it may play a role in successful recruitment. 

The values in ATIACHMENT 4 represents the averages of all respondents from a given unit as 
determined by the sum of the total preferences (N= 1 ,2,3,4 or 5) divided by the number of 
respondents. 

New facufty in most colleges favored the current probationary period of six years (A TIACHMENT 
4). The exceptions were the Law School and Waseca Campus (which favored 5 years or less), the 
Duluth Campus Fine Arts and the Medical School (which favored seven years), and the General 
College (which preferred seven or eight years). Neither Waseca Campus or the Medical School gave 
any length option a mean score as high as "Acceptable=3." 

When the pattern from new faculty at the medical school was examined in closer detail, it was found 
that different members favored different options -- there was no overall consensus on length of 
probationary period within the medical school. (A TI ACHMENT 5) 

However, it is interesting to note that they too gave the present six years the highest vote for 
"Acceptable" at 32%, and that "Six years" tied for highest score for "Ideal" with the alternative medical 
school motion of "Nine years" at 13%. However, "Nine years" received the highest score for 
"Unacceptable" at 40% -- i.e. nearly one-half of the new faculty respondents from the medical school 
found the medical school proposal of changing to nine years to be unacceptable. The least 
unacceptable probationary length was seven years at 16% followed closely by the current six years at 
19%. 

The same pattern can be seen even more clearly in the graph which compares mean and mode 
responses for the medical school. While probationary lengths of six, seven, eight and nine years all 
received similar mean scores (2.45 to 2.85), six and seven years scored modes of 3=Acceptable, while 
eight and nine years, along with five years or less, scored modes of 1=Unacceptable. 

When compared to other factors such as academic reputation of institution or research opportunities, 
the length of probationary period was considered to be of minor importance in making a decision on 
accepting a position. Note that this question would have been considered by new faculty in the light of 
probationary lengths in force at this and other institutions at the time they made their decisions, most 
commonly six years. (ATIACHMENT 6) There were distinct gender differences in the pattern of 
response for length of probationary period, teaching opportunities, parental leave policies and 
geographic location for both doctoral students and new faculty. 

New faculty also expressed their views on impact of committee work and other factors on progress 
toward t:nure. Some of these results are included in ATIACHMENT 7. Statistically significant 
gender differences were also observed for teaching responsibilities and committee responsibilities. 



The results of the telephone survey of other institutions are summarized in A TI ACHME~ 8. ~or a 
given institution as a whole, most universities have the same probationary pattern as the Um~ers1ty of 
Minnesota (decision-making taking place during the sixth year and the seventh year as a termmal year 
for unsuccessful candidates). However their name for this pattern varies-- some institutions call it a 
six-year system as is the case here, whereas others call it a seven-year probationary period. 

Of the 21 institutions surveyed, only five have a different pattern from the University of Minnesota. 
Harvard and Yale do not have a tenure track -- faculty are hired either into term positions or into 
tenured positions. The University of California has had an eight-year (7+1) pattern for over a century, 
and Duke has recently increased from 6+ 1 to 7+ 1. Johns Hopkins has 11 years (10+ 1) but a candidate 
has to achieve the rank of full professor within this period. Note that except for the University of 
California's century-old pattern, all institutions with policies different from those currently in force at 
the University of Minnesota are private other than public institutions. 

Most institutions have the identical pattern for their medical schools as for the university as a whole. 
The two exceptions are Duke and Northwestern, each of which grants an additional three years to 
clinical faculty only. Basic science faculty follow the same tenure policies as their counterparts in the 
rest of the university. 

In most institutions contacted, there are major differences and difficulties affecting the medical school 
compared to the rest of the institution. To date only two institutions have changed the probationary 
length in response to these problems but several other universities have been approached by the 
medical school to institute such a change or are actively exploring this question. Many other 
institutions have introduced a variety of strategies for meeting the special needs of the medical school 
and of clinical staff in particular. 

These strategies include the use of a three-year appointment prior to the tenure-track appointment, the 
use of multi-year non-tenure contracts to give job stability intermediate between one-year terms and 
tenure, the use of enhanced special clinical titles, and enhanced benefits (financial and academic 
privileges) for non-tenure clinical staff. Most schools have a non-tenure clinical track, and most 
medical schools have a higher percentage of non-tenured faculty than the corresponding university as a 
whole. 

In addition to these three major sets of information (doctoral students, new faculty and other 
institutions), the task force sought advice within the institution. This included invited discussions 
from Carol Carrier (background within the university and other institutions), William Donohue (legal 
implications of change) and Mary-Louise Fellows (tenure and diversity). The task force chair also 
participated in personal discussions with Provost Kuhi (Central Administration) and Dean Brown 
(Medical School) and conveyed this information to the task force. 

All of these discussions are represented in the minutes of the fifth, sixth and eighth meetings 
(A TIACHMENT 9 includes minutes of all eight minutes). With these sources of information, there 
were extensive discussions of the pros and cons of an extended probationary period, special problems 
for units with extension service or clinical aspects, and ramifications of dealing with a diverse faculty 
to the tenure code in general. While the latter was outside the charge of the task force, all of the above 
discussions provided the basis for the conclusions and recommendations. Additional details may be 
found in the attached minutes. 



' VOTING 

MOTION 1: Moved by Enfield, seconded by Harlander: for the total uni':ersity, t.hat we 
leave the system unchanged, i.e. that we do W!1 extend the present pohcy of SIX 

years. 

Epley moved to amend the motion to recommending extension from 6+ 1 to 7 + 1. There was no 
seconder for this amendment so the initial motion stood and was voted on. 

VOTING: Adams* 
Brunning 
Christenson 
Enfield 
Epley 
Etter 
Frenier 
McClary 
Gerberich 
Harlander 
Shively 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 

SUMMARY: 7 YESES, 1 NO and 3 ABSTENTIONS 

Abstain 

Abstain 

Abstain 

*One vote, (ADAMS) was obtained after the meeting as he was not able to attend. 

Deinard did not vote as his participation on this committee is in an ex officio capacity. 

MOTION 2: Moved by Brunning, seconded by Enfield "for the purpose of getting the motion 
on the table" and by Harlander "because I totally agree with it": to allow the medical school to 
have an extended probationary period of nine years plus one terminating year. 

VOTING: Adams* Yes 
Brunning Yes 
Christenson* No 
Enfield Abstain 
Epley No 
Etter* Abstain 
Frenier* No 
McClary No 
Gerberich No 
Harlander Yes 
Shively No 

SUMMARY: 3 YESES, 6 NOS and 2 ABSTENTIONS 

*Four votes (ADAMS, CHRISTENSON, ElTER, FRENIER) were obtained after the meeting as they 
were not able to attend and the motion for an extension to 9 years was introduced for the first time in 
the course of this last meeting. 

Deinard did not vote as his presence on this committee is in an ex officio capacity. 



t 
CONCLUSIONS 

There was consensus by part of the Task Force that the present policy of six years was in the best 
interest of the University as a whole. There was also consensus by part of the Task Force that the 
medical school problems were serious and that an appropriate solution w.as needed; Members .of the 
Task Force differed in their opinion as to whether lengthening the probationary penod for medic~ 
school tenure-track candidates was the appropriate solution to the medical school problems descnbed 
to the Task Force. 

1. There was clear evidence from all sources that the current policy of 6 years ( + 1) was satisfactory to 
a substantial majority both within and external to the University of Minnesota system. 

2. No alternative policy to the present length of probationary period had equivalent support. 

3. There were no other compelling reasons to change the length of the probationary period for the total 
university. 

4. There was considerable opposition to a probationary period of nine years among new faculty at the 
Medical School. 

5. A number of reasons for changing the probationary period, particularly for those clinically based 
assistant professors in the Medical School, were offered. 

6. There was a consensus that some of the issues raised during the discussion dealing with certain 
aspects of the tenure code be examined by the appropriate committee(s). 

7. A majority of the committee felt that a variation in length of tenure for the Medical School was not 
in the best interests of the University system as a whole. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. The Task Force recommends that the 6+ 1 probationary period for tenure be retained for the 
statewide University system. 

2. While the Task Force recommends against the extension of the probationary period to 9+ 1 for the 
Medical School, it recognizes a number of serious issues with the present tenure system. 

3. The Task Force recommends that the University Committee on Promotion and Tenure or other 
appropriate committee examine the following issues. 

a. The special needs of extension or clinical services. 
b. Gender-related issues and needs. 
c. The needs and problems of probationary faculty for reasons other than length of the 

probationary period. 
d. The special demands of committee work and mentoring experienced by women, minorities 

and other under-represented groups, and ensuring that these contributions are formally 
r~ognized and assessed in the probationary review process. (Note that the University of 
Arizona has incorporated specific procedures to assess these contributions into their 
probationary policies.) 



ATTACHMENT 1: LETTER FROM MEDICAL SCHOOL 
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' 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWINCmES 

January 23, 1989 

Office of the Dean 
Medical School 
Box293 UMHC 
420 Delaware Street S.E. 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 

(61 2) 626·4949 
Office at 3· 1 20 Owre Hall 

TO: The University Senate Committee on Tenure 
Professor PhilipP. Frickey, Chair 

FROM: David M. Brown, Dean, Medical School~i3 
The Executive Faculty of the Medica~chool 

SUBJECT: Proposal for Extension of the Probationary Period on the Tenure Track 

The Medical School hereby submits to the Senate Committee on Tenure a proposal 
for the extension of the probationary period for an assistant professor in the 
Medical School on the tenure track. The proposal was prepared by an Ad Hoc 
Committee, appointed by Dean David M. Brown in October 1988, under the chair
manship of Richard Brunning, Professor of Laboratory Medicine and Pathology and 
former chair of the Medical School Promotion and Tenure Committee. 

During its monthly meeting of October 20, 1988, the Administrative Board of the 
Medical School, consisting of the heads of the 23 Medical School departments, 
discussed the concept of the extension of the probationary period from six to 
nine years. At the meeting of the Administrative Board on Thursday, November 
17, 1988, following a report by Dr. Brunning for the Ad Hoc Committee, the 
Board passed unanimously a motion expressing approval of the proposal for 
extension of the probationary period. 

The proposal for extension of the probationary period was placed on the agenda 
for the regular fall meetin~ of the Executive Faculty of the Medical School on 
November 22, 1988. The Executive Faculty is comprised of faculty memoers in 
the Medical School who hold appointments as Associate Professors or Professors. 
Following a presentation of the proposal of tne Ad Hoc Committee by Professor 
Brunning, and extensive discussion by faculty members, the Executive Faculty, 
by voice vote, approved the proposal for extension of the probationary period 
for tenure track faculty members from six to nine years. The affirmative vote 
was carried by a substantial majority of the Executive Faculty members present 
and voting. 

The Executive Faculty of the Medical School requests the Faculty Senate of the 
University of Minnesota to consider and recommend to the Board of Regents an 
amendment to the University of Minnesota Regulations Concerning Faculty Tenure. 
The proposed amendment would extend the probationary period, for assistant 
professors on the tenure track in the Medical School, from the current six to a 
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HEALTH SCIENCES 
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proposed nine years (in a case of denial of tenure, nine years of probation plus 
one terminal year). A qualified candidate on the tenure track may be proposed 
for tenure at any time during the probationary period (as extended), if he/she 
meets the criteria established by the University and the Medical School and is 
recommended by the department. 

The Medical School requests that this proposal be considered by the Senate 
Committee on Tenure and the University Senate. 

Of'S: Hfte: dr 

Enclosures 



MOTION 

University of Minnesota 
Medical School 

A Resolution proposing extension 

of the probationary period for an 

assistant professor (N) on the tenure track. 

The Executive Faculty of the Medical School requests the Faculty 

Senate of the University of Minnesota to consider and recommend to 

the Board of Regents an amendment to the University of Minnesota 

Regulations Concerning Faculty Tenure. 

The proposed amendment would extend the probationary period, for 

assistant professors on the tenure track in the Medical School, from 

the current six to a proposed nine years (in a case of denial of 

tenure, nine years of probation plus one terminal year). A qualified 

candidate on the tenure track may be proposed for tenure at any time 

during the probationary period (as extended), if he/she meets the 

criteria established by the University and the Medical School and is 

recommended by the department. 

Submitted to the Executive Faculty of 
the Medical School by: 

Ad Hoc Committee on Extension of the 
Probationary Period in the Tenure Track 

Richard Brunning, Chair 
Thomas F. Ferris 
David Hamilton 
Richard Poppele 
William Thompson 

Approved unanimously by the Administrative Board of the Medical School, 
November 17, 1988. 

Approved by the Executive Faculty of the Medical School, November 22, 1988. 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA MEDICAL SCHOOL 

Background and rationale for a proposal to amend the 
tenure regulations, extending the probationary period. 

The academic, professional and service roles of the regular faculty in the 
Medical School are distinctive and require special consideration concerning 
the time required to qualify for tenure. 

1. The reclassification of Medical School faculty members to re ular 
status 1 n Ju y 

Prior to July 1985, for many years, departments of the clinical disciplines 
in the Medical School had been permitted to appoint essentially all 
Instructors and Assistant Professors on a temporary, annual renewable basis. 
Most Temporary (T) appointments were justified, in accordance with the 
Tenure Regulations, on the basis that a major source of the funding for 
faculty positions in the Medical School was (and is) "subject to the discre
tion of another agency," especially Federal granting agencies, such as the 
National Institutes of Health, or national private health agencies, such as 
the American Cancer Society. Annual appointments (T) were usually renewed 
year after year and no probationary time period was imposed on junior faculty 
members. Effective July 1, 1985, a court decree required that the appoint
ment status of all faculty members in the Health Sciences, including the 
Medical School, should be re-examined and converted, in cases where it seemed 
appropriate, to regular faculty, in most cases probationary on the tenure 
track. In the Medical School, a large number of faculty members, formerly 
holding non-regular (T) appointments, were reclassified to hold regular 
appointments. One hundred twentt-nine junior faculty members (13 instructors 
and 116 assistant professors), were issued appointments, effective July 1, 
1985, on the regular probationary track (N), including the customary provi
sion at the University of Minnesota of six years for academic development, 
leading to a decision concerning tenure or termination in the sixth proba
tionary year. Consequently, almost all of these individuals are currently, 
in 1988-89, in their fourth year of probationary service. 

This experience of reclassification and its sequelae has had a profound 
impact on the recruitment, academic development, motivations and stability of 
the large numbers of junior faculty members in.the departments of the Medical 
School, especially in the several clinical disciplines. There is a pervading 
impression throughout the faculty that, given the circumstances related to 
biomedical research production, especially the usual time sequence for 
establishing a research program and obtaining adequate funding from spon
soring agencies, the stated period of six years (to decision) of the proba
tionary period, stipulated in the Tenure Regulations, is inordinately brief 
and unrealistic for application to junior faculty in the Medical School. 

2. The time seluence of academic development in biomedical research for 
jun1or facu ty in the Medical School. 

In Med~cal School departments, a biomedical scientist is often appointed as 
an ass1stant professor before he/she has been able to establish a creative 
and productive research program, a primary basis on which that individual 
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will eventually be judged for tenure at the University of Minnesota. A 
decision for tenure of a faculty member in the Medical School rests upon evi
dence of the individual •s performance in research and teaching. Research and 
scholarly performance are evaluated on the depth and quality of contributions 
to biomedical knowledge, evidenced by peer-reviewed publication of scholarly 
work, an achievement which is usually dependent upon and evidenced by the 
faculty member's ability to secure competitive external funding of the can
didate•s research program. The delay until funding from a national agency 
occurs may involve a lapse of two or more years from tne time of initial 
appointment on the probationary track. Review of a faculty candidate for 
tenure usually begins in the fifth year. Early in the sixth· year, the propo
sal for tenure is submitted by the department to the Medical School Review 
Committee (Promotion and Tenure Committee). This sequence frequently encom
passes insufficient time for a probationary faculty member to develop an ade
quately funded, independent research program and to accomplish the necessary 
publication in refereed journals for fulfi11ment of the stated standards for 
tenure. 

3. Comparison of the length of the erobationary period at the University 
of Minnesota with other institut1ons. 

The length of the probationary period and the standards for achievement of 
tenure are important factors for consideration by a candidate for a faculty 
position at the entry level in a Medical School department. In December 
1986, the Medical School surveyed other leading medical schools in the United 
States concerning the length of the probationary period at those institutions. 
Of 47 respondents, only two medical schools required less than six years to a 
decision on tenure, 22 reported six years to decision, 11 indicated seven 
years, 3 reported eight years and 4 indicated nine years or longer before the 
tenure decision is made. Several excellent medical schools, competitive with 
the University of Minnesota in recruitment of outstanding, well-trained 
physician-scientists as junior faculty members, reported seven or more years 
required for a tenure decision. These academic competitors include medical 
schools at the University of Michigan, Michigan State University, the University 
of Chicago, the University of Colorado, Ohio State University, Case Western 
Reserve University, the University of Washington and Harvard University. The 
University of Minnesota Medical School, holding to standards for achievement 
of tenure as high as those of these academic competitor institutions, may be 
seriously disadvantaged in the intense competition for highly competent and 
promising candidates for entry level faculty po,sitions. 

4. Special considerations in clinical departments of the Medical School. 

In the several departments of the Medical School which represent clinical 
medical disciplines, the appointment of a physician as an assistant professor 
usua~ly occurs fol~owing.t~e completion by the candidate of a post-residency, 
spec1alty fellowshlp tra1n1ng program. The newly-appointed assistant pro
fessor is then six to nine years removed from the time when that physician 
obtained the M.D. degree. In most instances, a period of fellowship training 
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includes extensive clinical work and responsibilities for patient care, as 
well as training in research techniques. Consequently, insufficient time is 
available to develop a basic or clinically oriented, independent and ade
quately funded research program which will be competitive in review by 
national external funding agencies. 

Frequently, a newly appointed assistant professor in a clinical discipline, 
having recently completed a post-residency fellowship in a specialty, needs 
further advanced training in basic research methodology before acquiring the 
capacity to launch a productive biomedical research program. The initial two 
or three years in rank as an assistant professor is frequently a developmental 
period. Individual progress during this period varies considerably and is 
frequently influenced by factors unrelated to the faculty member's academic 
potential and resourcefulness, e.g., laboratory space resources or clinical 
responsibilities. In the clinical disciplines of the Medical School, at the 
assistant professor 1 evel, probationary facu 1 ty members usually by necessity 
carry heavy responsibilities for patient care; in many instances, they must 
devote a substantial percentage of their time to non-research clinical activi
ties, thus suffering a corresponding reduction in the time and effort avail
able for dedication to development of their biomedical research productivity 
and competence. 

5. Comments by distinguished national leaders in academic medicine. 

In September 1988, in conformity with a program of departmental reviews ini
tiated by the Dean of the Medical School, the large and distinguished 
Department of Medicine was visited by three respected national leaders in 
academic Internal Medicine. In their subsequent report to the Dean, these 
reviewers observed: "The new changes in the tenure system (there are no 
other alternative tracks) are viewed with concern by some young faculty and 
the majority of division heads. The requirement for a tenure decision at six 
years places a heavy stress on some new faculty, especially those who work on 
longer term research projects qr collaborative trials. Such work may not be 
published in this time frame. The six year requirement also weighs heavily 
on those who have substantial clinical responsibilities .... Flexibility in 
timing and interpretation of scholarship are important for many faculty to be 
successful .... The school should anticipate that the first loss of a 
respected clinical faculty member to the tenure requirement will severely 
unsettle the loyalty and future corrmitment of those faculty who have major 
responsibilities for patient care". 

January 1989 



University of Minresota 
Medica 1 Sdm 1 

CalCeming a resolution prqJOsing extension of the pn:ilationary period 
for an assistant professor on the terure track 

carnnts and bG~ 1nfomation by Dean David M. Brcwt. 

ll-18-<:lb 

cun-ently, the prmationary period for the appoin'tment of an assistant professor on the terure track 
(N tenn) is inappl'q)riately short and therefore is detrill1!ntal to both faculty netters and the 
University. Freq.Jently, the acadsrric accaJ1)lisments on W'lich a faculty nemer is jud~ are the 
result of only five years in rari< as an assistant professor, an insufficient period of til11! in W1ich 
the University can render fair and infortll!d judgte1t. Ttl! present stipulation, six years to a 
req.&ired decision on terure, hinders innovative scholarship and research; irrpairs a faculty narber's 
abilit;y to devel~ and sustain a strong, prociJctive research progran and ooliges the University to 
nake terure decisions preraturely. 

In the ~ical School, a decision concerning terure is based upon the facult;y netber's perfomance 
in research and teaching. Research and scholarly perfonrance are evaluated on the (.epth and QJcllitj 
of cootributions to biamdical ki'Oiledge, eviderced by peer-revieted ~lications and by CCJ!l)etitive 
funding of the candidate's research progran. 

The facult;y natber's research nust dsronstrate uniQJe contributions to the developlel1t of a sig~ificant 
coorse of inq.~iry. A qJalified faculty nertler will have clevel~ an investigative progrcrn in suffi
cient depth to daronstrate evidence of progress in testing hYPOtheses and thi"Cl..g, acceptan=e by peers. 

In rmst aspects of biatedical research, several years of l~ratory and/or clinical experience are 
necessary before the 11Bgtitucle and depth of the resultant Jl.lblications allc:. a reasonable evaluatioo 
of the facult;y nertler' s ~ility to fulfill the criteria and standards for pramtion to a terured 
position. The cun-ent pn:ilationary period does rot allc:. sufficient tine for a faculty nertler to 
emart upon an innovative and independent investigative pa~ t possibly to fail in an initial 
endeavor and SLbseq.~ently to recover or redirect an otherwise pranising research effort. ~ a 
result, often a caqJetent investigator feels forced to pursue "safe", less challenging research, 
W'lich rray rot yield sufficiently new, pathfinding data for jlblication and rray rot offer an ~tii1Bl 
c1egree of risk taking. 

Due to the need to gain adeqJate and tOOI"QJgh experience with the subject rratter, clinical research 
rray req.~ire an especially protracted lead tine before solid ~lication of the investigator's cilser
vations rray be reasonably feasible. This limitation applies to experiential, prospective and 
protoco 1-Q!pendent c 1 i nica 1 research. 

Peer-revieed, caqletitive national funding of a biCJil!dical research progran coostitutes a val~le 
standard for evidence of the i!ll)act of a facu 1 ty nertler • s research progran. F req.Jentiy, oo to 
three years elapse folloong initiation of a research progran by a pranising acadsnic candidate 
before funding by a national agerey is achieved. Initial funding of a research project is often 
limited to 2 or 3 years, yet the contiruing success of a facult;y ITSIDer' s research efforts rray 
relate to hismer ~ilit¥ to ciltain sustained funding. 

Freq.~ently, a facul~ ITSIDer has nultiple ctligations to teaching as 'Ell as to research. 
CCilSeq.lently, the indivicilal's scholarship and research progran nust be extended over a relatively 
long period of tine, despite the accunulation of evidence that he/she is pursuing and progressing 
satisfactorily on an appropriate direction of inq.~iry. 

Futhenmre, sam faculcy nemers necessarily nust interrupt a .samd research program because of 
pei"SCJ\al f51rily ctligations. AA intemJption of several ncnths or longer invari~ly causes 
unavoidable inefficiencies in ~rsuing l~ratory and/or clinical research. 

Therefore, the ~ical Sctml petitions the University Senate and the University to alla.o~ the ~ical 
School to nake the critical terore decision ro later than the ninth year of a faculty 1181Der's terure 
tru appointnent. This rmdified policy, if acq,ted, ~ld rot alter the OJmnt pra::tice W\ich per
mits a facult¥ J1l!llter to SLD'att a proposal for calSideration of ter1A"e at an earlier tine in 1te 
prmationary period. 



' 

f
~--7:"": ;~ ~. , ... ~ ,_ 

~ ·~ \0 \)...,. \).~. ~ ? ... 
REFeRENCE ~ ~ /.·· ,,., 1•\ , ) 
··~.Richard w. Knso S. Roeens. ano Elizaoelt'IA.IP.acoe. T?relJnlvtrsll'f ol M1s· ; 
SOWJ•ColutnOII EtnQIOYII ASSIStance Program: A C.SI lUll¥ Of ltnQIItfllfiiiiiOfl 1/td-·, 
Change. CUPA Journll. 1980. oo. 51 ·62. .... · 

BUDGET 

O~recror. • oo•. u,..e $65.000 
L.ocenseo orotess1onar ""''" earnec grao..re oegrH t orelerrec oackground 1n alconot ctrug 
aouse. mental nea1!ll. counseung SkillS. 01agnosbc 1nterv1tw1ng Skills. and oersonat oe>tll• 
oomenrrra1n1ng). rTnts satary 'rgure.nczudes a 26•• fnnge oenetit gacklge.) 

$20.000 

GEOPPAIYMARUYAMA 
CIIU 

A mot1011te susoena rl!e rules 10 Dl'fsent an amenament wu UJDtOvld. The tmenamlf!t: 
· 7?te P1cU1ty Sen are suooorrs tl!e onnc1Dit tflat MCOitOIII!d drug deQtfldtncy &SIIatanc:e 
oe made ava~Jable to me '•cull'f. rne P.cUity s.na,. reou.,ts 1111 PecUiry Altalrs CQmm1t· 
/H 10 IJID/011 tl!l CIOSSI/JI/Ity ol QfOvrCiiflt} 11111 ,_ltiiiCI lflfOUt}lt IJIIIINttJ ollh:ea lllfl W• 
VICII Of lfll (Jfi1Vel$11'f. WIS IQPfOVId. 

II. TENURE COMMI'nEE 
ANNUAL REPORT, 1117.U 

The Unrvers1ty Senate Tenure CommtftH acsdteaaed lt'lrH tnajOI' llell ol conctm 
dunng rne '987 ·88 academiC year. 

First. lt'lt comm1nH 1Cdtes.HCS a vanecy of man~t~ attllf'g under 1M AtQUialiOnl Con· 
cemrng F acuity Tenure t aoogrld 1n 1 915). The commlftH l)rOiftUig&red atonn.~ tnttr1nta· 
tron of diSC:IDIIne-retatld servrce. · one of rne gnmary cntena tor renureevaiUaDOn. The 
F acuny Senate voted tiS suODO" tor 11'11 lntttDretaiiOft alliS AQnl m..ang; tM Board o1.-. 
gents rs scnldulld ro consraer It'll 1nteroreta00n at rrs M.-, m11t1119. In ccnJUI'CIIQn 'Mil M
SOCIIII Vice Pres1aent Floornen. rne cornmrctH rtvtewea rne use of "T"' ~The 
COtfltfllftH IVIIUatld SIVIfal suggllbOIIS lrotn me JUOICI&I CQmmlft .. ICOU1 tM llftutl 
regutauons and nas cuaceo 0t1 •IS agenoa tor next yearr"• QUH110t! wfllltllr to diVIioD little 
htnrlllor Ju01cra1 Comrn1nH actiOn. The comtn11tt1 consldtriO a recommendaliaft from 
Vtet PrtiJOtnt StnJitnln mat sectiOn 7 81 of me llf'lure •egulataons De atnttldtd 10 lllaw 
non~eoa"'"e,taiiZed colleges to ma~~erenure rec:ornmenc2aiiOI'Is Ctrtclly to tl'le Viet Pres· 
tdent. After no1d1ng a ouohc neanng. me commrct• unrmattly rtttetta lt'lt rtcommenaa· 
rron. The commrnH eMil ter¥10 0t1 "' M ~ m1n • ConsultatNe 
Co~. tifrivttw groooaec Drocldutes tor me ItS of u ct'lllrS 
~eo wsttl money trorn It'll Permanent unrvtiSity Funo. . _ . 

Second. me c:ommm• DfOOOIIC rne estaousnmenr of a task torceto evatua. ll'le ~ 
ttcts ol me ena of mandatotY reoremenr. The ConSUitatNe Comrn1n" 11 now rn rne proceu 
of tor""'l9 mar tUII ton:e. 

( 

Thrn2. me c:omrnrnH eval~led and resoonaeo to several recommenclaiiOfts concem· 
1ng.......,. man111 or...,ttd rn Plan tor Focus 1 Fleoon otll'le ~·sorv Tuac Force on Plan· 

1 nrnv. June t917). In ~ .. to one suc:n recornm«10anon !ne commrnH agreed rnar · /'1 dUrWig tnt 1M1-81 acaGemiC year 11 snould coniiCIII wnerner rne grooauonary QtnoCSior 
I'{ lenure-nck f..:Uity SI'IOUid Dlltng11'1ened. ' / 

Ill. ADJOURNMENT 

83 

PHIUP P. !'RIC~· 
Chair ~ 

• · - Acceptl<3 



l5il . UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWINCmES 

March 25, 1988 

Roger Benjamin, Ph.D. 
Provost and Vice President 

for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 

Dear Roger: 

Office of the Dean 
M~ICal Sd'lool 
Box293UMMC 
420 Oelawart StrHt S.E. 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 

(612\626·4949 
Ottice at 3· 1 20 Owre Mall 

I would like to recommend that the University of Minnesota change its policy. 
regarding tenure regulations to set a probationary period of ten years. The 
decision year would be at the completion of the tenth year so that there would 
be an eleventh terminal year for tnose not granted tenure. 

The reasons and benefits of this change include: 

- An appropriate period for faculty research development 
and productivity. Complexities of scientific/scholarly 
development and proof of ongoing and independent themes 
of research productivity require several years beyond 
the historic standard (six years) by which time tenure 
decisions have been made. 

- Proof of academic accomplishments on a national peer 
review basis requires a period of development and 
productivity longer than the historic standard of six 
years (see above). 

- IndividuaT taculty would gain from the longer period 
of probation by being able to pursue research which is 
less predictable in terms of "quick positive results." 

- Research products would be enhanced by allowing faculty 
greater latitude for creativity. 

- The University would gain by improved assurance that 
tenured faculty would have strong academic accomplishments. 

I urge that faculty and administrative groups work simultaneously and together 
to study and i~lement this recommendation. Thank you. 

{3e:!ly, 

~:Brown, M.D.· 
Dean 
Professor, Laboratory Medicine 

and Pathology and Pediatrics 
Or-B/mh 

HEALTH SCIENCES 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWtNcmes 

Law School 
285 Law Center HOV 3 t933 

oavia M. Brown, M.o. 
Oean, Medical School 
Box 293 TJMHC 

229 19th Avenue South , 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55~5··· · . t"':·., 
(612) 625·1 000 ··~·· -.... "': : ;· • ,, ';. -~ :, ., 

:_·,I' • ,., .-.-""\ _, 

625-6832 ~'-' (612) 

O~tober 31, ·1988 

420 Delaware Street, S.E. 
EAST BANK, Minneapolis Camp~a 

Oear Dean Brown: 

Near the and ot the past academic year, the Faculty 
Consultative Committee asked the University Senate Tenure 
Committee to consider your proposal to extend the probationary 
tenure period to tan years. In addition to your latter to former 
Vice President Benjamin ot March 25, 1988, which I have attached, 
the Tenure committee has received correspondence on this issue 
from Professor Spradley of the School ot Public Health. Her 
latter ot May 12 and my response are attached. 

As the first step, the Tenure Committee would appreciate a 
succinct (perhaps 2•4 paqe) memorandum trom you axplaininq the 
problem the Medical School has with the currant probationary 
period and a justification tor expandinq the period. In 
particular, the Tenure committee is interested in the maqnitude 
ot the problem -- does the present period adversely~tect only a 
taw individuals, or doea it cause problema throuqhout the . 
Medical School? 

w~en I have received this information, I will forward it to 
mamDers of the Tenure Committee. The committee will then be in a 
position to turn to the issue. 

Enclosure 
·• 

Sine-rely, 

;;.·~.! f ~ 
Philip P. Frickey 
Associate Professor ot Law and Chair, 

University Senate Tenure committee 

cc: Members ot the University senate Tenure Committee 



ATTACHMENT 2: CHARGE TO TASK FORCE 

UNIVERSI1Y OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative committee 
125 Mechan•cal Engineenng 
111 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis. MN 55455 
(612) 626-0884 

December 29, 1989 

William Gerberich, Chemical Engineering and Material Science, Chair 
Carl Adams, Information and Decision Science 
Richard Brunning, Laboratory Medicine and Pathology 
Sandra Christenson, Educational Psychology 
Frank Enfield, Genetics and Cell Biology 
Richard Epley, Animal Science 
Margaret Etter, Chemistry 
Miriam Frenier, University of Minnesota Morris 
Susan Harlander, Food Science and Nutrition 
Susan McClary, Music 
W. Phillips Shively, Political Science 
Amos Deinard, Pediatrics, and Chair, Senate Judicial Committee, ex officio 

Dear Colleagues: 

On behalf of the Faculty Consultative Committee, I want to thank you for 
agreeing to serve on a task force to examine the wisdom and implications of 
extending the probationary period for tenure-track faculty. 

As you may know, the Medical School has developed a proposal for 
extending the probationary period for tenure-track faculty from six years to nine 
years. This proposal h~s been brought to both the Senate Committee on Faculty 
Affairs (SCFA) and the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) for discussion; the 
FCC concluded it wished to appoint a task force to examine the general idea and 
to report back to FCC and SCFA on its conclusions. 

We wish to make clear at the outset that our charge to you is to provide us 
advice on extension of the probationary period for all faculty of the University. The 
case for an extended probationary period, when presented to FCC, appeared to 
make as much sense for the faculty as a whole as it did for the Medical School. 

We believe there are several issues which you should consider as you 
deliberate about the proposal. 

What other peer institutions are using a longer probationary period, and 
if it is possible to tell, with what results. 

What might the effect on recruitment of young faculty be if there were a 
longer probationary period. 



What change(s), if any, might be appropriate for the entire faculty, such 
as: 

1. Adopting a nine-year probationary period; or 
2. Making the seventh year of probation the decision year, with an 

eighth and final year added if tenure is denied; or 
3. Retaining the status quo. 

If you recommend a change in the length of probation, should there be 
corresponding changes in the system of review of probationary faculty. 
(For example, we understand that at Yale there is a ten-year probation 
with thorough review at 5 years, at which point tenure can be granted, 
the appointment can be ended, or another contract can be awarded 
with final review for tenure at the end of the second period.) 

While we ask that you think about any possible change for all faculty, 
you might also consider whether or not any proposed change should 
apply only to the Twin Cities campus--or should or must any change 
affect all (non-bargaining) faculty on all campuses. We recognize that 
the current Regulations Concerning Faculty Tenure apply to the entire 
institution; you need not, however, start out with the assumption that all 
campuses must fall under the same regulations. 

Whether or not you are able to reach agreement on the desirability of 
changes for the entire faculty, or for the Twin Cities campus, we ask that you 
advise us on the wisdom of permitting the Medical School alone to implement the 
change it has proposed. 

We wish to adhere to a strict schedule in examining this issue. The Medical 
School is anxious to have a judgment about its proposal as soon as possible, so 
we ask that you try to meet the following deadlines (which are in part contingent 
on the nature of a change, if any,, that you might recommend). 

Mid-February, 1990: Preliminary meetings with FCC and SCFA to 
discuss findings 

Late March, 1990: Final meetings with FCC and SCFA to present 
recommendations. 

April 16, 1990: Final report due. 

Late April, 1990: First Faculty Senate/Twin Cities Faculty Assembly 
special meeting to discuss your report and recommendations. 

May, 1990: Final Faculty Senate/Twin Cities Faculty Assembly special 
meeting to act on recommendations. 

June, 1990: Any proposed changes to the Board of Regents for 
information. 



Later in 1990: Any proposed changes to the Board of Regents for 
action. 

Again, please accept our thanks for taking on this task. If you have 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Cordially, 

Warren E. lbele, Chair 
Faculty Consultative Committee 

cc: President Nils Hasselmo 
Executive Director Barbara Mussing 
Assistant Vice President Carol Carrier 
University Vice Presidents 
Dean David Brown 
Professor David Dittman, Chair, SCFA 



ATTACHMENT 3: DOCTORAL STUDENT (DS) AND NEW FACULTY (NF) 
OPINIONS ABOUT THE LENGTH OF THE PROBATIONARY PERIOD 

PROPOSED 
LENGTH N Unacceptable Marginal 

Five years OS 350 12 % 
or less 

Six years 

NF 548 37% 

OS 347 

NF 575 

7% 

8% 

Seven years OS 348 26 % 

NF 566 22% 

Eight years OS 347 59% 

NF 568 51% 

Nine years OS 346 77% 

NF 564 68% 

12% 

21% 

13 % 

17% 

28% 

18% 

22% 

19% 

10% 

12% 

RESPONSE 
Acceptable Attractive Ideal 

19% 

17% 

47% 

38% 

32% 

35% 

11% 

16% 

7% 

10% 

25% 

14 % 

22% 

20% 

11% 

18% 

6% 

10% 

3% 

5% 

31% 

11% 

11 % 

18% 

3% 

7% 

2% 

5% 

3% 

5% 



ATTACHMENT 4: COLLEGE-BY-COLLEGE OPINIONS OF THE 
LENGTH OF THE PROBATIONARY PERIOD 

5 yrs 6 yrs 7 yrs 8 yrs 9 yrs 
or less 

Agriculture 2.51 3.38 2.69 1.85 1.47 

Biological Science 3.27 3.55 2.50 1.50 1.30 

Carlson School of Management 1.84 3.11 2.89 2.85 2.74 

Dentistry 2.64 3.00 2.64 2.09 1.72 

Education 2.73 3.59 2.74 1.54 1.19 

General College 2.20 3.40 3.50 3.50 2.75 

Human Ecology (Home Econ.) 3.43 3.29 3.00 1.87 1.50 

Humphrey lnst.of Public Affairs 2.00 3.00 3.25 2.75 2.75 

Institute of Technology 3.10 3.48 2.26 1.33 1.20 

Law School 3.33 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

Liberal Arts 2.58 3.42 2.75 2.01 1.49 

Medical School 1.80 2.69 2.85 2.58 2.45 

Natural Resources 2.86 3.50 2.87 1.50 1.00 

Nursing 1.17 3.00 2.85 2.33 1.67 

Pharmacy 2.14 3.14 3.00 1.71 1.42 

Public Health 2.04 3.51 2.70 1.89 1.44 

Veterinary Medicine 3.00 3.64 2.85 1.93 1.36 

COORDINATE CAMPUSES 
Crookston 2.67 3.33 2.00 1.00 1.00 
Duluth - Business & Economics 2.60 3.20 2.00 1.60 1.40 
Duluth - Ed & Human Services 2.50 3.15 2.23 1.66 1.25 
Duluth - Fine Arts 2.67 3.00 3.33 2.17 1.33 
Duluth - Uberal Arts 3.07 3.47 2.14 1.35 1.07 
Duluth - Science & Engineering 2.44 3.63 2.25 1.81 1.31 
Morris 2.27 3.62 2.92 1.46 1.23 
Waseca 2.43 2.29 2.43 2.28 2.00 

NOTE: Numbers in bold print indicate fcreferred length of probationary period : 
1. 00 is least favored and 5. 0 is nost favored. 



ATIACHMENT 5: MEDICAL SCHOOL NEW FACULTY (MS) OPINIONS 
ABOUT THE LENGTH OF THE PROBATIONARY PERIOD 

PROPOSED 
LENGTH N Unacceptable Marginal 

Five years MS 115 62 % 13% 
or less 

Six years MS 121 19% 27% 

Seven years MS 122 16 % 19% 

Eight years MS 120 26 % 24% 

Nine years MS 120 40 % 14% 

RESPONSE 
Acceptable Attractive 

15% 4% 

32% 8% 

17% 17% 

25% 17% 

20% 13% 

Ideal 

6% 

13% 

9% 

8% 

13% 

COMPARISONS OF MEAN AND MODE RESPONSES FROM MEDICAL SCHOOL NEW FACUL TV 
REGARDING THE LENGTH OF THE PROBATIONARY PERIOD 

MEAN MODE MEAN MODE MEAN MODE MEAN MODE MEAN MODE 1.81 1.0 2.69 3.0 2.85 3.0 2.57 1.0 2.45 1.0 

FIVE YEARS SIX YEARS SEVEN YEARS EIGHT YEARS NINE YEARS 



ATIACHMENT 6: FACTORS AFFECTING DOCTORAL STUDENT (DS) / 
NEW FACUL TV (NF) JOB DECISIONS 

PATIERN OF RESPONSES 
JOB DECISION Not Slightly Moderately Very Extremely 

FACTORS Important Important Important Important Important 

a. Geographic location DS 3% 12 % 33% 39% 13 % 

NF 10 % 15 % 33% 27% 16 % 

b. Academic reputation DS 1 % 6% 41% 38% 13 % 

of institution NF 2% 4% 29% 44% 21% 

c. Academic reputation DS 2% 2% 22% 44% 30% 

of department NF 2% 6% 23% 35% 35% 

d. Teaching opportunities DS 1 % 9% 27% 44% 19 % 
NF 9% 15 % 31% 29% 16% 

e. Research opportunities DS 1 % 4% 22% 38% 35% 
NF 3% 3% 9% 35% 50% 

f. Parental leave policy DS 21% 21% 25% 23% 11 % 
NF 68% 15 % 10 % 5% 1 % 

g. Salary and benefits DS 1 % 3% 25% 43% 29% 
package NF 5% 9% 32% 36% 17% 

h. Length of DS 2% 13 % 36% 38% 12 % 
probationary period NF 4% 25% 24% 11 % 14 % 

FACTORS AFFECTING JOB DECISION· OVERAU AND GENDER PATIERNS FOR MEANS 

DOCTORAL STUDENTS ( N = 350 +) NEW FACULTY ( N = 575+) 
JOB DECISION FACTORS Overall M F 2-tail Overall M F 2-tail 

prob prob 

a. Geographic location 3.49 3.34 3.70 .002 3.24 3.08 3.53 .000 

b. Academic reputation 3.55 3.80 
of Institution 

c. Academic reputation 3.98 3.93 
of department 

d. Teaching opportunities 3.70 3.59 3.86 .006 3.27 3.16 3.54 .000 

e. Research opportunities 4.02 4.27 

f. Parental leave policy 2.82 2.60 3.14 .000 1.56 1.44 1.82 .000 

g. Salary and benefits 3.97 3.50 
package 

h. Length of probationary period 3.44 (3.39) (3.51) (.245)* 2.20 2.09 2.45 .001 

* Numbers in parentheses, although not statistically significant, provided to show similarities in trends 
for gender differences for doctoral students and new faculty. 



ATTACHMENT 7: TABLE: NEW FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE-
FACTORS AFFECTING PRODUCTWITY 

MEAN RESPONSE 
FACTOR OVERALL MALES FEMALES 2-TAILPROB 

a) Lack of research funds 2.64 

b) Teaching responsibilities 2.77 2.69 3.00 .004 

c) Committee responsibilities 2.54 2.37 2.84 .000 

d) The uncertainties of 2.77 
the tenure process 

e) Family responsibilities 2.41 

f) Other circumstances 2.06 

NEW FACULTY MEMBERS' OPINIONS ABOUT TEACHING AND COMMmEES 

a) New tenure-track faculty should be 
given reduced teaching responsibilities 
in their first two years at the university 

b) New tenure-track faculty should not 
be asked to serve on committees during 
their first two years at the university 

c) Teaching is not valued at the 
Univesity as it should be 

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

4 % 13 % 11 % 35 % 37 % 

4 % 27 % 14 % 27 % 28 % 

5% 18% 18% 28% 30% 



ATTACHMENT 8: PROBATIONARY POLICIES AT OTHER MAJOR UNIVERSITIES 

UNIVERSITY GENERAL MEDICAL NON-TENURE COMMENTS 

POLICY SCHOOL CLIN TRACK 

Arizona 6 + 1T Same Yes Mandatory reviews years 2,4 

California (Berkeley) 8 (7 + 1T) Same Yes 

Duke 8 (7 + 1T) 7+1 basic Yes Mandatory review year 4 
10+1 clin Committee 

Florida (Gainsville) 6 + 1T Same Yes Joined AAUP 3 years ago 
Policy unchanged, new practices 

Harvard No tenure Same Yes 1600 asstjassoc prof compete with 
track outsiders for 30 tenured vacanciesjyr 

Illinois (6 + 1T) Same Yes Mandatory review year 3 
"White Paper Committee" 

Indiana 7 (6 + 1T) Same Yes Rejected Med School request for clinical 
titles, benefits same as tenure-track 

Iowa 7 (6 + 1T) Same Yes Also non-tenure "associate" used 
(rarely) as pre-tenure prep period 

Johns Hopkins 11 (10 + 1T) Same Yes Med School clinical faculty can 
transfer to "rolling contracts" 

Michigan State 7 (6 + 1T) Same Yes Mandatory review year 3 
Med School proposal for clinical track 

U of Michigan 8 (6-7 + 1T) Same Yes Some schools do review /decision in 
year 6,some in year 7 

Northwestern 6 + 1T 6+1 basic* Yes * New policy goes into effect Sept 1 
9+1 clin* for entry-level clinical physicians 

Ohio State 7 (6 + 1T) Same Yes Mandatory review year 4 

Pennsylvania State 7 (6 + 1T) Same Yes Mandatory review at years 2,4 
Eval forms different for clinical track 

Purdue 7 (6 + 1T) Same Some concerns about grant shortages 

Stanford 7 + 1T Same Yes Med school clinical faculty eligible 
tenure-like "continuing status" 

Texas 7 (6 + 1T) Same Yes Anderson Medical Center has rolling 
seven-year term appointments 

George Washington(St.L) 7 (6 + 1T) Same Yes One-year term appointments only 

Washington (Seattle) 6 + 1T Same Yes Mandatory review year 3 
Full-benefit non-tenure WOT track 

Wisconsin (Madison) 7 (6 + 1T) Same Yes Option of switching from non-tenured 
CHS track to tenure track first 3 years 

Yale No tenure Same Yes Term asstjassoc profs compete with 
track outsiders for tenured full-prof jobs 



ATTACHMENT 9: MINUTES OF ALL EIGHT TASK FORCE MEETINGS 



Present: 

MINUTES 

Task Force on Extending the Probationary Period 
First meeting: Wednesday, February 14, 1990 

Warren lbele, Senate Consultative Committee (guest) 
William Gerberich, Chemical Engineering and Material Science, Chair 
Trish Masniuk, Assistant to the Chair 
Carl Adams, Information and Decision Science 
Richard Brunning, Laboratory Medicine and Pathology 
Sandra Christenson, Educational Psychology 
Amos Deinard, Pediatrics and Chair, Senate Judicial Committee (ex officio) 
Susan McClary, Music 
W. Phillips Shively, Political Science 

Conference call link: 
Mimi Frenier,History (Morris) 
Susan Harlander, Food Science and Nutrition 

1. Welcome and introduction of Task Force members: Dr. Gerberich, Chair 

2. Charge to the Task Force: Dr. lbele, Senate Consultative Committee 

Dr. Warren lbele explained the background of the concern about the length of the probationary 
period and ·delivered the charge to the Task Force: 

1 

"[This Task Force on Extending the] Probationary period ... arose out of a concern for 
faculty members in the clinical fields who because of their other responsibilities found 
themselves constrained in terms of getting their research underway. That, together with the 
fact that the success ratio for the grants from the National Institutes of Health grew 
increasingly competitive ... tended to further constrain them in terms of being able to meet the 
tenure conditions under the time provided. But after he initially broached the subject... other 
units .. have expressed an interest. 

So the question before you is a direct and straightforward one. 
Should the probationary period be extended for the entire university? 
Would that be in the interests of the institution over the long term and its faculty? 

Secondly , if the answer to that is "NO": 
Should individual units, given their own special circumstances, be given permission to 
depart from what would be the practice for the rest of the institution? 

... When the topic was first introduced, ... Carol Carrier ... did a quick survey ... to see if our 
practices were in accord with other institutions [in the Big 10). Generally, she found that 
medical schools were interested in longer probationary periods. Law schools, on the other 
hand, wanted even shorter probationary periods. There were nine or ten cases where 
medical schools encounter a problem and depart from what might be termed standard 
practice. 



All of this should be verified in some detail, because there is some fine structure ... and 
interpretation and conditional statements that ought to be understood rather than just the 
overall responses I am going to report here . 

... Michigan, Wisconsin, Illinois ... are not too different from what we already have. 
Seven years is the probationary period, typically six with one terminal year of appointment 
[the same as the practice here]. 
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There appears to be at Michigan no issue with the clinical track faculty that they report. 

Wisconsin has an interesting variation. The medical school hires on a non-regular 
appointment for the first three years and then decides by vote from an executive group in 
the medical school which individual should be transferred to the tenure track, which is seven 
years long, so it amounts to essentially a ten-year probationary period. 

Berkeley has eight years, but Berkeley's campus doesn't have the medical school -- that's 
across the Bay in San Francisco, but they have eight years for all fields. 

Ohio State has an eight-year probationary period,(seven years plus one year) ... they were 
described as having a dual track for the medical school. 

Michigan State has 7 years, and there appears to be a dual track, something like the 
University of Michigan. 

Indiana has six plus one, and they are described as having a dual track for the medical 
school. 

So that is a quick overview . .figures and circumstances should be verified. 

One important thing to be realized and guarded against is that by going to a longer 
probationary period I think that in fairness to the individuals involved it would be unfair to 
also increase the standard that one has to meet at the end of the longer period. I don't 
know if that represents progress, really. 

The problems that women faculty members face ... have to be very carefully considered, since 
they bear the major responsibility for birthing and at least the early child care. Their special 
circumstances have to be taken into consideration ... Given the fact that we have certain 
aspirations as an institution for attracting and retaining and promoting women faculty, ... that's 
why there's a substantial presence of women on this committee. 

It would be worth[while) to ... check with Steve Scallon [the Chair of] the Task Force on the 
uncapping of the mandatory retirement [age to see) ... whether or not he has considered 
issues that bear in any sense upon the work of this committee. 

But this committee's task is relatively well-focussed and sharp -- whether we ought to have it 
all-university. If not, whether we will recommend departures, and if so, under what 
circumstances. 

[In closing, I would like to] thank the committee for their willingness to serve and [express) 
our keen interest in looking forward to your recommendations. • 
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3. Discussion of issues related to the charge 

A. The nature of concerns about the length of the probationary period and the departments by 
which this change is advocated. 

Deinard stated that he had been working with the Mandatory Retirement Task Force and that he 
believed that the only language in the document is that the present tenure code and the rules of the 
present tenure code should not be changed. 

Near the end of the meeting he added that one concept under review by the committee on 
uncapping the mandatory retirement age was the possibility of regular periodic review of all tenured 
faculty, to ensure that the performance of tenured staff remained adequate. 

He also raised the issue that individuals who were already in the tenure track were concerned, if a 
change should be implemented, whether it would be retroactive, so that those already in the track 
would suddenly get two or three extra years. 

McClary requested clarification of why there are different procedures for medical schools at many 
institutions, and why this is a particularly pressing issue for medical schools. 

Brunning reviewed the reasons why it was believed medicine ought to be a different kind of case. 
He stated that he had chaired the medical school committee which first formulated the 
recommendation, and explained that their problem dated back to the Rajender decision five years 
ago, at which time all T-appointments were converted to the tenure track. Up until that time, almost 
all assistant professors and many associate professors in the clinical areas (not basic sciences) were 
on the T -track. 

As a result of this timing, a very large number of individuals are due to come up for tenure 
determination next year. 

He pointed out that the complexity of patient care, new technology, and restriction in grant funding 
were a problem. In particular, the shift from organ-directed research to high-risk DNA research 
which has a high potential for failure or success meant that if a researcher fails after two or three 
years it means virtually starting all over again. 

Yet it is precisely this kind of research which can bring stellar credit to the institution and which the 
medical school wishes to encourage. Their dilemma is that mediocre research will guarantee 
publications but a time frame of six years does not permit risk-taking research. 

Another problem Brunning identified was the need in the clinical years to maintain a commitment to 
service, to patient care, which is part of their mission. To juggle patient care, research and teaching 
makes it difficult to be outstanding in all three areas. They believe that an eight-year period would 
allow for more opportunity for individuals to balance these areas and do innovative research. 

Institutions such as Michigan and Wisconsin have a clinical track, which does not have tenure, and 
which has different standards than the academic or tenure track. He stated the University of 
Rochester, New York has four tracks and Pennsylvania has two tracks. 

Gerberich pointed out that a further difference in the medical school, as pointed out by Dean Brown, 
is that in clinical education there is typically not much training in how to do medical research, so 
that the hiring point marks the beginning of learning this skill. Law schools experience a similar 
problem, but in response want a shorter probationary period and lower standards for tenure for law 
professors. 



He also described his impression that the Rajender decision had limited the ways in which the T
track could be used for medical school staff. 

4 

Brunning confirmed that the proposal from the medical school was not restricted to clinical staff but 
the basic science faculty also -- the entire medical school. 

Other participants pointed out that the problems of obtaining funding and the problems in getting 
innovative research problems going were not unique to the medical school. One example given was 
the agricultural field sciences which are tied to the growing season, and can experience years of 
setback if a period of drought blocks experiment success. Other fields such as molecular · 
biochemistry have parallel departments to the medical school -- cell biologists in Genetics and Cell 
biology do exactly the same work as biologists in the medical school. There was considerable 
concern regarding the emergence of two sets of criteria. 

Later, another participant added that according to Dr. Sparrow, new Ph.D.'s under appointment tend 
to extend their thesis, choose safe problems, and that a longer probationary period could encourage 
people to take more risks. 

McClary pointed out parallel problems in the humanities. There are challenges in doing work 
creating new paradigms, conceptualizing in a different way, and it takes longer to do work without 
models to work from. In addition, some referees are resistant to seeing new kinds of work. For 
such probationary faculty, more time might be valuable. 

Adams identified a similar pattern at the School of Management for good scholars establishing 
themselves in new areas. 

Enfield? expressed his concern about a policy that only applied to the medical school and one or 
two others, and expressed his fear that someone in another unit that doesn't have the extended 
policy may claim to be in a position just like the one in medical school and protest that his rights 
are being abused, The Judicial Committee could be overrun with claims of that nature -- the issue 
of differential treatment. 

One example used was that of IT, which is not asking for a change at this time, but has faculty in 
similar circumstances -- dependent on grant money. It could very well be argued by someone in IT 
that he's just like the person in lab medicine and cry "foul" because he's not treated the same way. 

Adams pointed out that one feature of the ability to differentiate from unit to unit was the 
differentiation between different types and degrees of scholars, and wondered to what degree the 
system ought to be able to allow for different types of persons -- that the argument for difference 
between programs would be based on the difference in types of individuals -- a distinction by 
function rather than location. Since this would be so unwieldy in practice, it may well be an 
argument against making differential policies at all. 

He did, however, wonder if clinicians progressed more slowly in their research because of their 
clinical activity, and if so, if we should try to accommodate that somehow. 

Gerberich emphasized that if there is any differentiation of units the case has to be strongly made 
that good reasons exist, and that in his view the discussion cannot be based on individual 
differences but differences in the contextual framework that an individual is in -- is the kind of 
teaching/clinical/research service practiced within the medical school so different from another unit 
like the business school or IT that there should be exceptions. 

McClary pointed out that there were other kinds of differences that occur within a college and 
across the university. 
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B. Concerns about the way in which the time to tenure is calculated 

Enfield identified a problem with individuals taking maternity leave, who apparently must take an 
extra six weeks of leave without pay in order not to count that particular year. 

Masniuk was asked to obtain copies of Section 5.3 of the tenure code and of the parental leave 
code, as well as an interpretation from Carol Carrier's office. 

Shively raise concern as to issues such as how tenure is calculated, what the standard should be, 
whether the standards should vary from one unit to another. He suggested such issues, although 
worthwhile, were only peripherally related to the question of whether the probationary period should 
be lengthened. Extending this period may involve recommending reassessment of standards, but it 
would not in his view be the role of the Task Force to work out how this should be done. 

Gerberich agreed that such issues were best referred to the Faculty Affairs Committee once they 
were identified, as a side outcome of the Task Force discussions 
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C. Concerns about the existing review and evaluation process at the end of each probationary 
year, and whether these are being used appropriately to counsel people out before the six
year maximum for individuals who are not working out. 

McClary stated that in CLA, there is good feedback about teachingjresearchjservice but because of 
the six-year marker there is not a noticeable practice of telling someone "It's not working out, you 
have to leave", although putting someone forth early is often done. 

She expressed her concern that there are people who are not being productive, not because they 
are trying to do innovative work, but because they simply are not panning out. Extending the 
probationary period for three more years might merely allow the candidate to be unproductive for 
that much more time. A nine-year period might provide a safety net for individuals doing 
extraordinarily innovative work, but who have little to show for it yet on paper. However,to let 
everyone have the longer period without an earlier moment where there was a real assessment was 
likely to be problematic. "Nine years of someone's life is too long to go down the drain". 

She suggested that perhaps there should be three-year marks where there is a very serious 
assessment. 

Shively agreed that in his college, they might say to someone "If you go on this way you're in 
trouble,· but no action is taken until the six years is completed. 

He cited the example of a colleague at MIT who at his fifth-year review in a ten-year probationary 
period had to provide fourteen outside letters of evaluation, and expressed the opinion that such a 
major interim review might be easier to institutionalize with a longer probationary period. 

Frenier pointed out that the Yale system with it's three-year period was used to "shovel people 
through Yale", which was a very unsatisfactory system. 

Gerberich agreed, commenting that MIT was notorious for bringing in ten assistant professors and 
only keeping two. He stressed the importance of taking the various examples in the context of how 
different universities use or abuse the system. 

Christenson praised the thoroughness of counselling in her department -- she's in her second year, 
and is now submitting a journal article which developed directly from a research suggestion from 
colleagues at her first-year review. She agreed, however, that the practice of avoiding a negative 
decision until the end of the six years appeared to fit her department of educational psychology. 
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Frenier stated that at Morris, the process appears very conscientious and thorough. 

One participant pointed out the difficulty of terminating an unwanted but unw!lling-to-dep~rt faculty 
member during the probationary period. "We tried to terminate two people pnor to the SIX year 
period, and it took four years of my life last year just going through all the committees. And it was 
rejected by central administration. 
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Adams pointed out that things have changed in the last ten years in his department. At least 50% 
of the new assistant professors have been advised out prior to the sixth year. The result of this has 
been the successful placement of these individuals in a wide variety of other institutions to which 
they appear to be better suited. 

D. Concerns about variations in the length of the probationary period between units and the 
interrelationship of length of period and the expected standard of attainment 

Several participants pointed out that even if the official maximum probationary period were extended 
university-wide, that individual faculties can and in fact already do have de facto practices of making 
their decisions earlier, a generalized practice of fast-tracking which is allowed under the current 
tenure rules. 

There were varying opinions as to whether the standard should be raised if the duration of the 
probationary period were lengthened. 

E. Concerns about the demands of committee work on untenured members of under
represented groups 

Harlander described how in addition to teaching and research loads, as a female in a primarily male 
college she was involved in a lot of committees. 

Gerberich commented that in his department, assistant professors were encouraged to say "no" to 
committee appointments if it was going to interfere with their progress. He acknowledged, however, 
that such a refusal is not always easy for an untenured individual who is under a lot of pressure. 

McClary pointed out that minorities and women because of the much greater service that is 
required/offered to them. She emphasized that the issue was not simply whether one was free to 
refuse, but the fact that refusing meant the lack of a voice on committees for under-represented 
groups. She cited the example of Chicano studies, whose two members divide the committee world 
between them, in order to provide some kind of input. Women frequently find themselves in the 
same position, being on many more committees than their male counterparts. 

And this factor is not always acknowledged. Spending two days of every week sitting in on 
committees, not because you've been forced to, but because you really believe in making a 
difference and having a voice heard in those committees, and then having that regarded as nothing 
at all, being given a reaction of "you were stupid - you should have just said no", a common 
reaction of tenure committees, means working with a dangerous kind of differential. This is a 
concern that should be addressed in the survey of assistant professors. 
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F. Concerns about the student and faculty questionnaires. 

a) Who should be surveyed 

Harlander raised the question of the appropriateness of surveying graduate students who have little 
idea of how the tenure system work, and wanted to know if there were any plans to ask the 
assistant professors across different units who were actually dealing with the tenure issue. 

Gerberich responded that it was felt valuable to get the views of the students who would be . 
applying for positions in 1992 to 1995 when many early retirements were expected. He qu~~t1oned 
the possible bias of assistant professors who were within one or two years of a tenure dec1s1on. 

McClary pointed out that bias was usually present at any stage, leading to a whole range of 
responses, and that it would be valuable to get information on precisely that range of response. 
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Masniuk stated that Carol Carrier had identified an opportunity for including questions to new faculty 
in the Bush Foundation questionnaire to be distributed shortly. 

Brunning was concerned that the graduate student survey did not address concerns regarding the 
clinical years. He also felt only the first and second years should be surveyed. 

Christenson recommended it would be wise to compare answers from first/second to third/fourth to 
fifth/sixth year assistant professors, to find out if/how responses changed with experience. 

Shively supported the need for two surveys. The one from students would answer the question "Will 
this hurt recruitment?" The one from assistant professors is needed to answer the question "What is 
best for career development?" Without a formal survey of assistant professors, he felt the committee 
would be left with even more biased word-of-mouth opinions from assistant professors in their units. 

Concern was raised as to whether circulation of the graduate student questionnaire was affected by 
the current cease-and-desist restriction surrounding unionization of graduate students, and it was 
agreed to contact the graduate student union or Carol Carrier, or perhaps even a lawyer, before 
actually circulating the questionnaire. 

b) Formatjcontent of questionnaires and other data-gathering 

Brunning stressed the importance of clarifying that six years is the maximum for probation, that a 
person may be promoted earlier, depending on productivity. Gerberich suggested that this 
information be incorporated into the wording of the question, along the lines of "Knowing that there 
is early promotion in the university that could be twojthreejfour years .. ." · 

It was Brunning's impression that approximately 80% of faculty received early promotion. He 
requested that we obtain from the Academic Affairs office what percent of promotions occur at each 
year, and how many people have to go the maximum of six years, as well as what fraction are 
turned down for tenure. Deinard stressed the importance of getting that information by department 
not just by college or program. Masniuk referred to information obtained from an earlier meeting 
with Carol Carrier that 80% of tenure decisions are unanimous, and only 20% involve any question 
at all. Gerberich asked whether that included the next levels up or just faculty /department. 

McClary requested that the issue of heavy committee service for women and minorities be 
addressed in the faculty questionnaire to get some measure of committee burdens and the 
proportion of time it takes, particularly for special groups. Gerberich requested volunteers for the 
faculty questions. McClary and Christenson agreed to provide questions for inclusion, with Masniuk 
taking responsibility for rounding out the questionnaire. 



Shively? requested that we measure the strength of feelings about the length of the ~robatio.nary 
period -- perhaps a scale of importance. The use of other factors such as geographic locat1on, 
salary and the quality of the school as points of comparison was recommended, in ord~r to know 
how much difference this will make to recruitment. The space for comments should be Included 
right after the core questions. It was recommended that the demographic questions be left to the 
end, and be clearly separated from the probationary period questions by a bar. 

It was recommended that the opinion of department heads on extending the probationary period 
and its influence on the recruitment/interview process be obtained, with the notion of extension 
subdivided into sevenjeightjnine. 
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Adams raised the question of how peer institutions would be identified, and was assured that formal 
lists of Big ten and other parallel institutions were being obtained. 

G. Time frame and agenda of the Task Force 

lbele and Gerberich proposed a one-quarter duration, with the issue to be put before the 
administration before the end of the academic year. The report has to first go to the Senate April 
19th. The final Faculty Senate meeting to act on recommendations is May 17th, then It would be 
forwarded to the Board of Regents, which has its last meeting June 7-8. 

The intention is to have four more meetings by the end of April. [Note: next meeting scheduled 
for March 12th, with further meetings March 30th, April 4th and the week of April 23rd]. 
An attempt was made to identify a meeting date at which all members could be present in the next 
month, without success. It was agreed that members would supply their calendars to March 23rd to 
Masniuk who would try to find a meeting time with as few absentees as possible, and preferably not 
the same people missing two meetings in a row. 

It was further agreed that because of the group's busy schedules, absenteeism was likely to be a 
regular occurrence, so that taping of the proceedings and circulating the tapes was recommended 
as a routine practice. 

Brunning promised to send copies of the proposal from the medical school and the rationale for the 
proposal to all committee members. 

Gerberich stressed the importance of clarifying exact discussion points to provide a frame of 
reference for the agenda and the time frame of the task force. He expressed a hope that by the 
next meeting the main agenda Items would be locked in place. 

He identified five main areas of concern with reference to the charge of the task force: 
- whether we should extend the probationary period across the whole university 
- issues associated with exceptions to a university-wide policy 
- should qualifications be different at the end of ten years 
- issues associated with parental leave 
- discussion on internal support systems (such as yearly reviews, mentoring) 

Task Force members were directed to forward the individualized concerns of their units directly to 
Trish Masniuk at 6-1080 (mailing address: cjo Senate Consultative Committee, 125 Mechanical 
Engineering Building, 111 Church Street S.E. 55455). Meanwhile additional information would be 
gathered from units within the university and from other universities, and work on the student and 
faculty questionnaires would continue. Information on progress in these areas would be provided at 
the next meeting. 

The meeting adjourned at 11 :00 as scheduled. 



Present: 

MINUTES 

Task Force on Extending the Probationary Period 
Second meeting: Monday, March 12, 1990 

William Gerberich, Chemical Engineering and Material Science, Chair 
Trish Masniuk, Assistant to the Chair 
Carl Adams, Information and Decision Science 
Richard Brunning, Laboratory Medicine and Pathology 
Amos Deinard, Pediatrics and Chair, Senate Judicial Committee (ex officio) 
Frank Enfield, Genetics and Cell Biology 
Richard Epley, Animal Science 
Peggy Etter, Chemistry 
Sue Harlander, Food Science and Nutrition 
Susan McClary, Music 
W. Phillips Shively, Political Science 

Conference call link: 
Mimi Frenier, History (Morris) 

1. Welcome and introduction of Task Force members: Dr.Gerberich, Chair 

Statement of intention to terminate promptly at 12:30 with agenda items remaining at that time to be 
referred to the next meeting. 

It was agreed that all Task Force members would identify themselves by name each time they 
spoke so that Mimi Frenier on conference call, as well as anyone listening to the tapes could 
identify the speaker. This would also be of definite help in compiling minutes. 

2. Reading of minutes. 

Amendment: Add Dr. Enfield's name to the list of those present at the first meeting. 
Moved by Epley, seconded by Etter, accepted unanimously that the minutes be adopted as 
amended. 

3. Doctoral Student Questionnaire 

Several participants suggested listing agriculture/home economics as part of a specific category 
"(Institute of) Agriculture, Home Economics and Natural Resources" on the bottom of the list. 

Question 2 was discussed, since its present wording is ambiguous. It was suggested that the 
comments about the University of Minnesota be clearly identified as an example, and that the 
question be reworded along the lines of "If you were going to apply for an academic position at this 
or another university, what would be your opinion of probationary periods of the following length." 
McClary raised the point that "presently" means "soon· not •currently", according to advice from 
British editors, and that there is an extra comma in the same sentence. The other questions were 
acceptable without change. 



Gerberich described the problem that only 3% of doctoral students have campus addresses listed 
on the data base. Distributing the survey requires a 25 cent stamp, plus another 25 cents return 
postage if we furnish a stamped return envelope( $500 one-way or $1000 return for 2000 surveys). 

Several members questioned whether they could be distributed through department heads or the 
GAO office, raising the problem that this would result In a non-representative sample. It was 
suggested drawing a sample of 500 or 600 but Gerberich pointed out that this was unlikely to 
provide a big enough return, given an expected response rate of 30%, with only a fraction of those 
considering an academic career. 
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It was recommended that Masniuk check with the graduate school to see if they have any mailings 
going out soon that they would be willing to let us utilize.The Dean of the Medical School has a 
listing of all the medical fellows. Return by campus mail is recommended (no stamp): those who 
choose to use outside mail to be responsible for their own postage. The sample size of 2000 will be 
retained. 

4. New Faculty (Bush Foundation) questionnaire. 

Gerberich stated that the Task Force's questions to new faculty will be included in a questionnaire 
being prepared by Darwin Hendel, which is to go out early the week of the 19th and come back 
early in April, with analysis by the end of April. 

Masniuk drew the committee's attention to the three items she distributed at the meeting -
McClary's questions, Christenson's questions, and the latest draft of the New Faculty Questionnaire. 
In this draft, Task Force questions are indicated by yellow boxes and other questions of interest by 
green arrows. The Task Force questions had already been circulated as an insert with the first 
meeting's minutes. 

In answer to the question what rate of return Hendel was expecting in response to such a long 
questionnaire, Gerberich stated that Hendel expected a high rate of response since the 
questionnaire was to be accompanied by a letter describing how assistant professors could stand to 
gain monetarily through improved funding of programs to assist them in the probationary years 
through the Bush Foundation, not on a competitive basis, but to virtually all new assistant 
professors. This might possibly involve seminars for new faculty, mentoring support, relief from 
overburden of tasks such as committee work. 

Frenier questioned the order of the items in Question 1, page 1. Several committee members 
agreed that order could make a difference,and it was recognized that the order now in place may 
be slightly skewed in terms of having the most popular items first. However the present order was 
identical on the two questionnaires because on the doctoral questionnaire it made sense to have the 
probationary period Item last as logical lead-in to the next question (on length) so the same order 
was retained for the same question to faculty. 

Brunning questioned the non-Task Force question concerning teaching and committee duties during 
the first two years C'Why only first two years?"). It was pointed out that there was a wide range of 
practices across the university from department to department.lt was recognized that this difference 
between departments might give rise to issues of fairness. It was also pointed out that restricting 
teaching opportunities might make it difficult to have enough teaching experience to evaluate 
according to the tenure rules. 

Deinard suggested that the wording might better be "not be asked to serve" rather than "not be 
allowed to serve". McClary endorse this change since it protected the right to serve on committees 
of individuals who wanted to participate in their first two years.?? agreed, describing the need for 
~epresentation fr?m women and minorities, although this might place an extra burden on new faculty 
1n these categones. The committee agreed to pass this suggestion to Hendel, recognizing that these 
questions were theirs, not ours. 



Etter raised an issue affecting several of the Task Force's questions --the factor of the special. 
demands made on new women assistant professors, particularly in departments such as chemistry 
which have few women. 
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There are a variety of difficult-to-classify "administrative" duties which are not covered adequately by 
the "committee" category. Even though she may have served on only two or three formal 
committees, she may have put in 50% more time than anyone else on duties such as hosting 
seminar speakers, prospective students, candidates for faculty and staff, and s~e is .asked to g.o. ?Ut 
to dinner, arrange schedules and act as host constantly. Departmental and umversity-level act1v1t1es 
include undergraduate days on Saturdays at which she is asked to be a speaker and host a 
professor and set up a booth, political problems in the department for which she is not on a 
committee but for which she is constantly being asked to sit in and discuss and talk and plan and 
scheme and strategize. Another factor was informal advising and mentoring -- both women and 
men, undergraduates, graduates, faculty members and administrators. She is also asked to advise 
on or plan new initiatives in the department, administrative arrangements, personnel problems --
none of this is credited under committee work. 

Even as a new faculty member she still was being asked to do this,much more so than male new 
faculty. THe demand has become even more intense since tenure. 

Yet even if she had the option to say no, she felt the issues were of such a nature that her career 
depended on her saying "yes". Many of the problems were women's issues and there weren't 
enough women to give input, yet the problems urgently needed to be solved. 

Gerberich asked if this were true for other women on the committee. McClary confirmed that for her 
it had been exactly the same. Harlander agreed, adding that in her department also it is not counted 
as committee work on their record. 

Gerberich asked if it gets worse after tenure? McClary said: "Much worse, and it was very bad 
before tenure." Enfield added that he sees the same thing happening in his department, but there 
after about three years he feels it becomes obvious that some women are far better at it than others 
so it starts to differentiate. But definitely the same thing occurs in terms of the male-female 
difference, and it is his guess that the same thing occurs in almost every department. 

McClary wondered whether this could be classified as administrative duties. Etter countered that 
this was distinct from administrative duties, although some women were also being asked to take 
administrative roles in their department even before tenure. She viewed this as inappropriate and a 
practice that should be checked into. 

Shively pointed out that in wording the questions, it is important not to just say "Do you do a lot of 
departmental service?" because everyone will say yes. If we said "Do you spend a lot more time on 
department and other administrative duties than other untenured faculty, then we could do a cross
tab for gender. 

Epley suggested the phrasing "Non-teaching, non-research obligations" to parallel the wording of the 
tenure code. 

Adams asked: if we found a major gender difference how would this influence the decision the Task 
Force is trying to make with respect to the length of the probationary period. Gerberich stated that 
the role was unclear, but that it is an important question to ask in a new faculty questionnaire, and 
may also be worth raising with department chairs in terms of relationships with new faculty. 

Shively suggested that such a disparity between the situation of women and men in their role as 
new faculty may justify argument for an extended probationary period. Although this extension 
would not solve the problem, it would make it less immediate and give a little more time for the 
problem to be overcome. In this sense, he saw the problem as relevant to the Task Force concerns. 
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Epley asked whether this would imply different probationary periods for men and women. Shively 
said no, simply giving more time for someone with this problem to show their stuff. . 
Adams wondered whether this belonged in the same category as factors such as the pract1ce of 
some departments giving a lot of extra release time so they get a lot better research records. Or the 
fact that some people are involved in a lot more clinical duties and others are not. All of these 
factors lead to the argument of "Give people more time for it to be all worked out." 

Enfield suggested that if this were really a gender issue, there may be some parallel with parental 
leave, which makes some distinctions based on gender. 

Etter emphasized that many of the issues initially identified as gender issues in her department were 
actually dealt with most effectively not as a gender issue but as an assistant professor issue. 'An 
assistant professor should not be asked to do this many extra things." And in finding out that many 
extra things were sometimes being asked, it is then possible to go to the department chair and say 
"Were you aware that in your department, some assistant professors were getting an extra load?" 
This then takes it out of the gender category. It is also an issue that can affect men -- there are 
men who are in departments where there are political problems where assistant professors, men 
included, are being asked to do too much. Part of the solution may come from administration 
being aware that time is a problem. 

The other part is not merely giving extra time to handle it, but not giving new faculty so much to 
handle. 

Gerberich identified an underlying problem which is a Catch-22 for many department chairs. In his 
department, they have only one woman, who is the natural person to have on committees involved 
in entertaining people they are trying to attract as new assistant professors, very often women. So 
department chair considers it desirable to include a peer on the committee, someone who represent 
the fact that there are women on faculty. As a result, the one woman gets asked a disproportionate 
number of times. The catch is that if you exclude the one woman, and the interview is for another 
woman faculty candidate, the natural question is: "Why am 1/is she being excluded?" These are real 
issues that are hard to resolve. 

Shively suggested a possible solution -- If the Bush Foundation were willing to pay for it, the 
University could set up a pool of additional quarter leaves which would be made available to 
department chairs who could propose women and minorities on the basis of recognition of their 
unusual load (not all women or minorities would qualify -- it would be done strictly on a 
compensatory basis.) · 

Etter supported this approach, pointing out that precedents already exist -- in her department, the 
chair has gone directly to the Deans who have granted a couple of extra quarters leave this way. 

Gerberich asked Etter and Masniuk to work together to develop a wording for such a question. 
Other wording changes proposed included a residual category for other differences or reasons, a 
change from inacceptable to unacceptable, and a change to the length of probationary period 
question to conform to the revised wording of the doctoral questionnaire. 

In discussing the question on estimated and actual time spent on various activities, Gerberich 
wondered if lumping committees and administrative together was appropriate. Gerberich pointed out 
that percentages only gave a part of the picture -- some people's 100% was 40 hours, others 
worked 80. 

Etter added that at different times her "other" activities had taken 10 to 20 hours a week, and that 
currently they took 10 hours. Gerberich commented on the substantial Impact of this much time 
particularly in a department with only four women out of forty faculty. Etter described how she .;_.as 
Involved in the full range of non-administrative concerns from the day she walked in the door. 
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Gerberich drew attention to Question 21 (3 on the short list) which compared the individual to 
associate and full rather than other untenured faculty. McClary recommended including our other 
duties question here. It was stressed that Hendel would not be able to allow us additional space, 
but it was felt that this question came closest to reflecting Etter's concerns. 
Adams commented that the definition of a committee was so difficult to pin down (as some 
departments set up formal committees to do exactly the same thing others did informally) that it 
might be more worthwhile instead of asking for a number to instead explore, in relation to the earlier 
question on percentages, to ask how many hours? was it reasonable? was it disproportionate? 
Enfield drew attention to the specifications of the tenure code that gave credit for teaching, research 
and service, with service counting less, and suggested we keep this division in mind in rewording 
the question. 

Brunning again stressed the importance of distinguishing between serving on committees and taking 
care of patients, and insisted on the importance of maintaining the distinction, particularly since it 
was the medical school's concern about the special demands of patient care that had led to the set
up of the Task Force. 

Enfield was concerned about the same separation for extension services. Adams distinguished 
between two kinds of service -- the kind directly related to the kind of unit we're in (patient care in 
medicine, extension in agriculture) and then a very different kind of service related to the internal 
operations of the unit. He believed that mentoringjadvising was in some sense related to the 
academic "product" so was somewhere between. He stated that two people in his department who 
had 25% extension service appointment as part of their contract had tried to get it removed as they 
felt they were not getting credit for this activity, so that it was working against them. Adams 
stressed the need to distinguish between Extension Service and teaching extension classes. It was 
suggested that the wording "Minnesota Extension Service" be used. Epley clarified that a land-grant 
university has three functions -- teaching, research and extension, as specified in the Smith-Lever 
Act. In this sense, extension is carrying the message of research to the public in both formal and 
informal ways. Harlander explained that the faculty appointment will specify a percentage of 
extension (Example: 75% research, 25% extension) -- outreach activities to any citizen in the State of 
Minnesota that has a problem or question. 

Mentoring and working in professional groups were also hard to classify. McClary suggested 
including mentoringjadvising with teaching, and recommended a careful distinction between service 
and outreach. 

Etter would ideally like to see separate questions on committees (which are a matter of record) and 
the range of other responsibilities. Gerberich pointed out this would only be feasible if Hendel could 
live with the extra length and encouraged the inclusion of specific distinctions concerning patient 
care and extension services. 

5. Datejtimejlocation for the next three meetings. 

Friday, March 30 
Wednesday, April 4 
Wednesday, April 18 

10:30 - 12:00 
10:30 - 12:00 
10:30 - 12:00 

Room 812 Morrill 
Room 238A Morrill 
Room to be determined 

6. Questions to ask other universities 

Task Force members asked to contact Trish Masniuk by the 26th by mail or phone with questions 
or lists of peer universities, to help her draw up the list of questions both within the university and 
wit.h ot~~r appropri~te in~titutions (Suggestions - Stanford; MIT; top twenty research funding 
unwersit1es ~sed with legislature arguments for salary - available from Rick Heidinger ; Big 1 O; list 
of NIH funding to medical schools - probably a lot of overlap). Meeting adjourned at 12:30. 
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1. Welcome and introduction of Carol Carrier, Vice-President, Academic 
Personnel 1 Task Force members: Dr.Gerberich, Chair 

Carol Carrier's role is to oversee the responsibilities of this committee. 

2. Reading of minutes from the committee's second meeting March 12, 1990 

The date of the meeting was amended and the minutes were accepted. 

3. Time frame of the Task Force decision 

Brunning asked when a decision by the Senate on extending the probationary period was likely to 
be made since the medical School had 47 positions coming into their sixth year as a result of the 
Rajender decision. 

This issue was referred to the medical school and Carol Carrier's office for further discussion since it 
was extremely unlikely that an overall policy decision on the length of the probationary period would 
occur by June because of the extensive discussions needed to explore a policy with major 
implications for the university as a whole. 



4. Status of the doctoral student and new faculty questionnaires 

All elements of both questionnaires are now in place and they will be mailed out shortly. The 
graduate student questionnaire is to be mailed out early in the week of April 2nd. The n~w fa~ulty 
questionnaire has been revised to include all of the Task Force's requested changes and IS be1ng 
stuffed for mailing. 

A suggestion was made and accepted that the doctoral student envelope include a return address 
so that undeliverable mail would be returned, since similar mailings had resulted in large numbers of 
returns. The data base from which the sample is drawn is the student, not the academic personnel 
data base, since not all students are employees. An attempt to correlate the student list with the 
personnel list to yield more on-campus addresses proved unworkable. 

The new faculty questionnaire was then reviewed. Of their questions, question 8 had been modified 
in response to the Task Force suggestion that the wording be "asked" rather than "allowed" to serve 
on committees, and question 14 has been modified to reflect our distinction between service and 
Minnesota Extension service. Questions 1, 12, 13, and 17 are the Task Force's. Question 17 was 
an entirely new version to reflect the comments of Shively, Adams and Etter at the last meeting. 

5. Information from other offices and other universities (Agenda item 4) 

Lists have been provided of other universities and medical schools from which information should be 
obtained. The information is to be gathered by telephone as Carol Carrier has advised that a written 
request is likely to be ineffective. No telephone calls have yet been make as the limited hours a 
week allotted to the task force have been needed for the questionnaires and meetings/minutes etc. 

Hollander had submitted suggestions for questions to other universities which was then circulated to 
all in attendance to serve as basis for discussion. 

Brunning suggested expanding question 4 to ask specifically about the policy for the medical 
school (some of which are known to have three and four-track systems). "Do you have a clinical 
track for the medical school?"andjor "Do you have are have you considered a multiple-track system 
and if so, how many ?" 

It was pointed out that for question 1 the issue was not the switch from assistant to associate 
professor but the switch from untenured to tenured as other schools may have different policies 
than the University of Minnesota. This question should be reworded: "What is the current length of 
the probationary period for tenure ?" 

Deinard commented that question 3 "Does this period allow sufficient time for assistant professors 
to obtain the necessary credentials, that this question is being asked of the personnel office, and 
that the department heads might answer quite differently, and that in fact the answer might vary 
from department to department. 

Enfield identified the six questions as falling into two categories: three objective and three opinion
based, and advised that all questions be converted to objective queries rather than using value
judgments. 

One way to convert question 3 is to ask if there is any serious discussion of the adequacy of the 
length of the probationary period: "Have there been discussions with regard to whether this is 
sufficient time for preparation for the tenure decision ?" followed by "Is there currently a committee 
addressing this issue ?"/ "Who is the chairperson ?" j"Have there been specific proposals ?" 

Question 5; ·Are assistant [change to "tenure-track") professors relieved of any teaching and j or 
committee assignments during the probationary period?" was commented on by Carol Carrier, who 
said that she would know of specific instances but would not know of all cases. 



She also suggested that we ask the specific question "Do you have a track for academic 
professionals?" or "non-faculty track for professionals ?" Brunning agreed that this was very 
important. (Stanford has a non-faculty track for its medical staff.) 

The University of Minnesota has a non-faculty professional track for researchers as part of their 
academic professional track, which also includes term positions, librarians, counsellors, academic 
coordinators, people doing research on grants. Some of these positions were formerly T
appointments. Most of these are annual appointments eligible for renewal; a small number are 
eligible for what is called continuous appointment which is analogous to tenure. This is specific to 
the position when it is established -- it is not simply a matter of switching over. 

Enfield raised the question of the purpose to which we intended to use this information -- would 
much be gained by establishing that there is as much variability at other institutions as there is at 
the University of Minnesota ? 

Etter pointed out that an important purpose of this process is to ascertain how the probationary 
period is viewed in various institutions -- what is the nature of this period, what is its purpose, what 
are the criteria and standards ? 

The lists to be used for universities to be contacted are the twenty peer universities provided by Ann 
Bailey, lists from Dr. Brunning of medical schools and NIH grants, The issue of whether to contact 
the medical school directly was discussed, and it was Carol Carrier's advice that the personnel office 
should be able to answer our questions. Gerberich asked Masniuk to prepare a combined list as 
soon as possible and circulate it to all members of the committee so that at the next meeting task 
force members could discuss additions and deletions. 

Masniuk suggested that since the initial meeting discussions made it clear that tenure-track hiring 
meant very different things at different institutions, an objective question to measure this would be: 
of individuals hired into tenure-track positions, what percentage actually is granted tenure. It was 
agreed that this was a specific and objective question of interest to the committee, which is an 
additional question, and that question 5 might not be necessary. 

Carol Carrier estimated that five to ten percent are rejected university-wide each year in the final 
tenure process, but a committee member pointed out that in his department alone they outright 
reject one candidate every fifteen years but five people a year resign because they recognize that 
they will not achieve tenure --there is a lot of self-selection because ''the handwriting's on the wall". 

Gerberich suggested exploring whether institutions with an eight or ten year track had a different 
attrition pattern than the more typical five to six years, but acknowledged that there may be so few 
institutions using a longer time period that the statistics might not be meaningful. 

Adams restated his understanding of the Task Force's basic charge: 'To address the question: given 
that we are going to go to a different period of probation, should it be extended uniformly to all 
units or differentially to different units ?" 

Gerberich stated that in fact the core question was more basic: "Should or shouldn't it be 
extended? with the issue of uniformity as a derivative question. Adams suggested that we question 
other universities who do have variability as to the basis/rationale of this variability. This was seen 
as worth asking but unlikely to yield much response. It was also requested that we ask if a variable 
policy had led to litigation on this basis. 

Question 6: "Do you believe that extending the probationary period would have a positive or 
negative effect ?" The effectiveness of this question was questioned since the personnel contact to 
which we were directing our questions was unlikely to be strongly involved In the recruitment 
process, a reality which Carol Carrier confirmed. An alternative rewording would be to ask if there 
have been specific concerns from various units of the faculty on the possible effect of extending the 
probationary period on recruitment. 



Adams described a tenure case at UCLA in which the tenure committee reviewing a candidate in his 
terminal year decided to treat the following year as the terminal year -- is there a system which 
allows terminal year + escape-clause terminal year as a normal policy -- a bonus-year system. 
Getting a copy of each tenure code might provide useful insight, perhaps only for those cases 
where the policy appeared to differ from the University of Minnesota. At the U of M the tenure code 
grants a terminal year but there is no mechanism for reconsideration or reversal of the rejection 
decision. Masniuk was instructed to ask this question in her interview process. Also to check on 
what criteria a year didn't count, and whether this led to litigation, but that this question had to be 
kept short. 

Gerberich expressed his view that the number of questions appeared appropriate, and estimated that 
it would take at least 10 or 15 minutes, which is the maximum that any administrator could allow for 
such a phone call. 

Epley reiterated the importance of a survey of the department heads at the U of M to see If they 
were in favor or not in favor of extending the tenure code, perhaps expressed very simply: "Is this a 
satisfactory period right now or would you prefer to have a shorter period or a longer period?" 
perhaps using question 4. Masniuk suggested using the same wording as the question for faculty, 
of a sliding scale from unacceptable to ideal. 

It was also suggested that we ask whether they wish a uniform policy across the university or if they 
wer comfortable with variation, as a way of assessing what opposition might be faced by a non
uniform suggestion. The Senate could use this information in their review process . Carol Carrier 
suggested a list limit to heads of degree-granting departments and agreed to help provide such a 
list. 

Enfield pointed out that in his department the department head had an equivalent role to every other 
member in the decision process, but Shively pointed out that department heads play a bigger in 
recruitment than other faculty members, and Gerberich commented that the department head 
negociated with potential candidates and would be more likely to be told a candidate's reasons for 
turning down an offer. 

6. Should the probationary period be uniform across the university or 
should there be exceptions ? (Agenda item 5) 

Shively asked Deinard what the implications for judicial action in the university would be if there 
were variations across the university. Deinard responded that even today with a uniform policy 
faculty who feel aggrieved try to compare themselves to others who have succeeded, and was 
concerned that a non-uniform policy would lead to comparisons between units such as, for example, 
IT and medical school on the grounds that the two positions were both dependent on NIH funds -
that a policy of variation would allow a lot of opportunity to challenge. 

Adams commented that as an approach he preferred a uniform policy with variation in practice from 
department to department, because they are facing different conditions. Consistent with this, he 
would prefer to see a longer period of probation because it allows more variation in practice. This 
is supported by the present tenure code which allows a department to terminate someone early or 
to grant them tenure early if they view it as warranted. 

Ep~ey ~~jected to discussing this agenda item until the information had been gathered from other 
uniVersities, department heads, surveys etc. Gerberich pointed out that it had been accepted as a 
legitimate agenda item at two previous meetings, but that additional information would indeed be 
helpful to further discussion, so he suggested deferring the discussion to a later meeting, and to 
_proceed to item 6, utilizing Carol Carrier's presence to clarify this item. 



7. Section 5.3 of the tenure code (Agenda item 6) 

Section 5.3 of the tenure code deals with the definition of academic year and the impact of periods 
of leave on the counting of a year for tenure purposes. Gerberich asked if the meaning of this 
clause was clear to all task force members. Carol Carrier was asked if this clause is used, and 
confirmed that it was used on an unpaid basis routinely, but did not involve large numbers of 
people. She did say that there is no systematic data on how often it is used year by year. 

Enfield suggested that counselling could take place in the recruitment process in explaining the 
policy to candidates, who in his department may then elect to start after January 1, so the first year 
isn't counted. Trying to use this strategy in the medical school would lead to problems of losing 
recruits to universities such as Michigan and Stanford who do have a clinical track. 

Brunning pointed out that at the medical school the issue was not just grant-obtaining strategies but 
patient care, which could involve forty to fifty hours a week, night call, weekend work and similar 
factors. In addition, usually these individual trainees are hired directly Into tenure-track position 
straight from residencies so they don't have post-doctoral experience. These factors made medical 
school very different from, for example, law school. 

The impact of the Rajender decision on medical school researchers was discussed. Individuals who 
had been on T -track had the option of choosing the academic professional or tenure-track positions. 
Post-doctoral appointments were not considered a realistic often since these individuals had five or 
as much as eight years post-MD training -- it is not simply a matter of the restrictions there might 
be on salary but there is the issue of how long a recruit is willing to stay in an institution without an 
academic appointment. 

It was agreed that after the information-gathering and the Task Force's decision whether to extend 
the probationary period, it would be appropriate to communicate our recommendations to the 
Faculty Affairs Committee for their consideration of possible re-examination of 5.3. 

8. Dates for the next meeting 

The April 4th meeting was cancelled and the meeting time for Wednesday April 18th was changed 
from 10:30 - 12:00 to 9:00 - 10:00. All Task Force members were requested to submit updated 
calendars to facilitate planning. Also members were asked to submit agenda items. The meeting 
was adjourned at 12:00. 
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1. Review of minutes from the task force's third meeting March 30, 1990 

Amend list of those present to include Sandra Christenson. Moved by Brunning, seconded by 
Christenson, to accept the minutes. 

2. Preliminary results of doctoral student questionnaire 

Masnluk distributed a manual tally of responses to selected questions on this questionnaire. 

1 

Of the 2000 questionnaires distributed, 418 completed questionnaires from doctoral students and 
medical post-doctoral fellows were returned. Of these, 223 responded •yes" to the question: Are 
you planning a teaching/research career?, 125 were undecided, 63 answered "no" and 7 omitted 
an answer to this question while completing all remaining questions. 

Question 2 (opinions on probationary periods of varying lengths) was answered by the "yes" and 
"undecided" groups. It was hand-tallied to measure the strength of polarized negative opinion 
(i.e.the extreme response of •unacceptable") as this strongly negative response was believed to 
have the most potential to affect recruitment adversely. The other four possible responses 
rmarginal", ·acceptable", "attractive" and "ideal") were ignored in this preliminary analysis. 
Almost all students (183 of the 223 in the yes group and 101 of the 125 in the undecided group) 
considered at least one time period unacceptable, and some were opposed to two or more. The 
largest group was opposed to long probationary periods, a smaller group was opposed to very 
short periods, and a few students opposed both extremes. 

Interestingly, two students were opposed to all options - one who believed the probationary period 
should be abolished and the tenure decision made immediately, and the other who believed that 
tenure itself should be abolished and all faculty should be on annual contracts. 
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The responses of the "yes" and "undecided" groups were remarkably similar. The least opposed 
option was the current probationary period of 6 years, which was considered _unacceptable by only 
7% of the "yes" group and 9% of the undecided group. 

Cumulative tallies for each time period specified in this question revealed the following pattern: 

Time period 
No periods unacceptable 
Five years or less unacceptable 
Six years unacceptable 
Seven years unacceptable 
Eight years unacceptable 
Nine years unacceptable 

Yes group 
40 (18%) 
30 (13%) 
15 ( 7%) 
50 (22%) 

124 (56%) 
162 (73%) 

Undecided Group 
24 (19%) 
13 (10%) 
11 ( 9%) 
36 (29%) 
73 (58%) 
94 (75%) 

Since the medical school had presented the request for extension of the probationary period that 
resulted in the formation of the task force, the responses of the 23 medical school students - 13 
"yes• and 9 "undecided") were presented in full detail, showing the strength of their opinion from 1-
unacceptable to 5-ideal for each time period. 

Four of these medical students had no extreme opinions. The other twenty were divided into two 
distinct groups -11 considered nine years unacceptable, of whom 7 also opposed eight years, while 
8 considered fiVe years or less unacceptable. Only 1 opposed seven years. Not one considered the 
current six years unacceptable and none opposed both extremes. 

They all found the current six years acceptable to some degree, although it was not necessarily their 
favorite option. The highest overall scores, when combined for the "yes" and "undecided" groups 
were almost identical averages of 3.04 for six years and 3.09 for seven years - approximating the 
neutral benchmark of acceptable-3 on our five-point scale. 

Brunning viewed the medical school students in favor of shorter periods as representing either those 
believing they could accomplish the necessary work and publications within five years or those 
believing that the institution would be lenient in granting promotion at an earlier stage of their 
career. He was concerned that this pattern of opinion might reflect a lack of familiarity with the 
tenure process. Other members of the task force agreed with this possibility, but pointed out that it 
was precisely this pool of perhaps poorly informed indiViduals who were being recruited. Gerberich 
stated that a good advisor would ensure that hisjher students were well-informed about the tenure 
process, but not all advisors are that thorough. 

While this preliminary information was found highly useful as an indication of trends, the task force 
requested analysis of the data for the response "ideal" or alternately preferred (favorite) options, as 
well as well as for the weight of the importance of length of probationary period relative to other 
factors such as geographic location or salary and benefits in applying for a position. 

Specific questions of interest were whether the "yes" and "undecided" groups were similar in their 
responses to these additional questions, and degree of importance of the length of the probationary 
period. Preliminary visual scanning of the responses appeared to indicate most students scored this 
3 to 5 on a five-point scale of 1-not-important to 5-extremely-important. 

A computer analysis of the data will be prepared for the May 25th meeting. The task force did not 
require stratified analysis of data by age, gender, college or other demographic characteristics at 
this point - a simple indication of overall patterns of response to the two core questions was 
considered adequate, but essential, to the task force's conclusions. Sufficient detail is needed to 
enable task force members to answer the following questions about people they would be recruiting: 

"What lenath of probationary period do they find attractive ?" and 
"How important is this factor to our recruiting efforts ?" 
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The possibility of contracting out the keypunching was discussed, as is being done for Darwin 
Hendel's New Faculty Survey, since Trish Masniuk's appointment with the Task Force is for 10 hours 
a week. She Is to see how quickly the input goes, and consult with Gerberich if it appears too 
time-consuming combined with the phone surveys and the minutes, all of which are needed for the 
May 25th meeting. 

Harlander brought the results of a minisurvey which she had carried out using our questionnaire 
with all doctoral students in her department (rather than the 1/3 we surveyed). Her pattern of 
response was similar to our results. 25 of the 38 students responded.Of these 25, most (72%) were 
in the "yes" or "undecided" group. We had been concerned at receiving such a low number of 
questionnaires from "no's" (only 16% when we had anticipated from national statistics that this would 
be half or more) - the findings in her group are reassuring. 

She also found that almost all her "yes" and "undecided" students considered nine years (89%) and 
eight years (67%) unacceptable, while only one considered five years or less unacceptable, and 
none objected to the present six years. Five students (28%) considered 5 years unacceptable and 
another 10 (57%) rated it attractive. In contrast, only three (17%) considered the current six years 
ideal and four (22%) rated it attractive • it was rated by most (50%) as the middle-of-the road rating 
of "acceptable". 

The "cbmments" section elicited interesting and detailed opinions helpful in understanding the 
attitudes found in the recruitment pool. A similar compilation of comments will be provided for our 
doctoral student survey. 

Harlander reported a high degree of interest in this topic, and remarked that several students 
stopped at her office to discuss the survey when handing in their questionnaires. It was her 
impression that many students did not understand the tenure proces, but wanted to get that period 
out of the way quickly. 

3. New Faculty Questionnaire 

Over half (570 of approximately 11 00) have been returned in the first three weeks after distribution. 
The first group has been sent out for keypunching. Masniuk will have access to them next week to 
gather the comments and get an overall impression. Statistical analysis of our questions using 
SPSS should be available for the May 25th meeting. 

It was the opinion of the group that these results (which were received from probationary and 
newly-tenured faculty) would provide a more balanced and realistic picture of how much time is 
really needed. 

Early tenure Is extremely rare In medical school, but is routine in a number of other colleges, such 
as IT, as early as the third year, with a third of the professors being granted tenure before the third 
year. 

4. Survey of other universities and within the University of Minnesota 

M~snluk presented revised questionnaires for departments/colleges In the university and for other 
u~JVerslties. It w_as .acknowledged that the initial requests to contact all schools compiled from the 
Bag 10, peer lnstitutaon and NIH g~nt leaders (general and medical school lists), as well as all 
department heads, was far to massr11e an undertaking. 

The task force refined the questionnaires and proposed shortened lists selected to provide a 
representative sampling of opinion in the academic community. 



4 

It was proposed to divide the Internal questionnaire Into two sets of questions, ~one for the heads of 
the major schools, and one for departments drawn at random from each of these schools. 

Changes to questionnaire for University of Minnesota departments: 

Question 1: What Is the current average time for promotion of probationary faculty to tenure level 
(Deans' question) 

Question 2: (Department question) [Perhaps Deans' question also] 
Question 3: (Department question) 
Question 4: (Department question) 
Question 5: (Deans' question) 
Question 6: (Department question) [Probably Deans' question also] 

There was considerable discussion as to whether 25 departments should be called at random or 
stratified by college. Stratification was agreed on. 

Task force members agreed that the following colleges and departments should be contacted: (First 
check with Carol Carrier's office to see if the two Deans' questions are already compiled in a 
centralized data pool, In which case It may not be necessary to query the deans on this) 

Name of College 

Biological Sciences 
Institute of Technology 
Medical School 
School of Public Health 
School of Dentistry . 
AFHE: 

Agriculture 
Forestry 
Home Economics 

General College 
Uberal Arts: 

Humanities 
Social Sciences 
Fine 1 Performing Arts 

Education 
Law 
School of Management 
Morris 

Humanities 
Social Sciences 
Science/Math 
Education 

Crookston or Waseca 
Duluth 

Humanities 
Social Sciences 
Science/Math 
Education 

Deans 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

14 

Departments 

1 
2 
3 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

28 



' . 

By the next meeting some of these calls will have been completed, giving the committee some 
sense of the climate of opinion, and a timeframe established for the remaining calls. 

5 

A sample of 20 public and private colleges viewed as representative of recruitment rivals was agreed 
on: 

Arizona 
California (Berkeley) 
Duke 
Florida (Galnsville) 
Harvard 

Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Johns Hopkins 
Michigan 

Northwestern 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania State 
Purdue 
Stanford 

Texas (Austin) 
Washington (St.Louis) 
Washington (Seattle) 
Wisconsin (Madison) 
Yale 

[NOTE: A post-meeting review of the lists of the top 25 NIH general and medical school grants 
submitted by Brunnlng contained an additional 18 names: Alabama(Birmingham). Baylor, California 
(LA and S.D.). Chicago (Prltzker), Columbia, Cornell, Einstein College of Medicine, N. Y.U., Pittsburg, 
Rochester, Texas(Dallas). and Tufts. Please examine this list, and any other universities of concern 
In your area, for possible re-evaluation at the May 25th meeting once we have reviewed the 
information received from the first 20, particularly with respect to multiple-track patterns.) 

Shively emphasized that there was no need for geographic spread as long as type of institution was 
well-represented. Competitive schools for recruitment varies by field. 

Brunning expressed his concern about specific questions regarding clinical track as a possible 
alternative for the medical school if the task force does not recommend extending the overall 
probationary period. Enfield raised the question whether this would involve different criteria for the 
clinical track but the same time period as the rest of the university. One possibility might be that 
the clinical track not be a tenure track. It was recognized by the task force that this is a very 
complex Issue. It was agreed to defer discussion until the results of the phone survey and new 
faculty survey were received. 

Changes to the Questionnaire for other universities: 
None identified. 

5. Meeting dates and times for remaining meetings 

Friday, May 11 
Friday, May 25 
Friday, June 1 
Monday, June 11 

Meeting adjourned at 11 :30. 

Cancelled 
10:00 - 12:00 Ounch meeting) 
10:30 - 12:00 
10:30 - 12:00 

300 Morrill Hall 
238A Morrill Hall 
300 Morrill Hall 



Present: 

MINUTES 

Task Force on Extending the Probationary Period 
Fifth Meeting: Friday May 25, 1990 · 

William Gerberich 
Trish Masniuk 
Carl Adams 
Richard Brunning 
Amos Delnard 
Frank Enfield 
Richard Epley 
Peggy Etter 
Sue Harlander 
Susan McClary 
W. Phillips Shively 

Chemical Engineering and Material Science, Chair 
Assistant to the Chair 
Information and Decision Science 
Laboratory Medicine and Pathology 
Pediatrics and Chair, Senate Judicial Committee (ex officio) 
Genetics and Cell Biology 
Animal Science 
Chemistry 
Food Science and Nutrition 
Music 
Political Science 

1. Reading of minutes from the committee's fourth meeting May 4, 1990 

The minutes were read by the members of the committee and accepted. 

2. Further results of doctoral student questionnaire 

Comments from the doctoral students and new faculty: The comments from the doctoral students 
who had responded -yes• to the choice of teaching/research career, and similar comments form the first 
quarter of the new faculty questionnaires were distributed and reviewed. Each comment was 
characterized by Identification of college of affiliation, preference as to the length of the probationary 
period, and in the case of new faculty, number of years (O to 8) In tenure track. No information was 
available to distinguish tenured from non-tenured new faculty since this question had not been asked 
directly. 

Both the comments and the format were found to be helpful. It was requested that the remaining 
comments (new faculty and •undecided• students) be compiled for a later meeting . 

. Shively observed that in reviewing the comments it was his impression that perhaps half of the new 
faculty commenters opposed to long probationary periods were opposed not on the grounds of hardship 
to the candidate but on the grounds that it was •bad for the university to keep mediocrity around that 
long.• (which he does not believe actually happens with the frequency these commenters perceive it to.) 
The other half was described by Masnluk as concerned for their own prospects of starting over again 
somewhere else if they were rejected during the tenure process. 

Shively drew attention to new faculty comment 092, from an individual who had previously worked at a 
university with a 10-year probationary period, and felt that this had an adverse effect on morale. 

Epley .observed ~hat several doctoral candidates appeared to believe It was necessary to go the entire 
probat!~nary penod before tenure. He was reassured that the questionnaires were explicit as to the 
possibility of early tenure. Several task force members pointed out that in some faculties early tenure 
do~s not exist as a reality. The doctoral students' opinions may reflect their actual experience rather 
than the questionnaire explanation. 



Epley explored the option of giving each new faculty member the option of choosing a variable 
probationary period, and said that when he came In 1970 he was given .the optionby his d~partment 
head of a 5 or 7 year probationary period, even though he had no prev1ous teaching expenence. . 
Other faculty members had only heard of options for candidates to choose !O have prev1ous expenence 
count toward tenure or not. 

One member challenged the approach of predicating decisions on the grounds of whether lawsuits may 
arise, which he felt was far too common a practice for decision-making within the university. Shively 
asserted that while personnel decisions could be made In Independence of the lawsuit factor, that policy 
should In fact be very carefully made with due consideration for legal Implications. 

Deinard recommended that the question be presented to the university attorney for his evaluation, since 
an accurate perception of the legal sensitivity of a variable period Is vital to the task force deliberation. 
The: task'· .force drafted a letter (attached) to the attorney identifying the specific question and Inviting the 
attorntY·•to·address them at their next meeting. Deinard said he would arrange to ask this question, but 
ti?at 1~111 Donahue?? (the attorney) was out of the country until Tuesday or Wednesday. He promised to 
contact. the .attorney on Tuesday to let him know our letter was coming and to Invite him to the Friday 
meeting. 

Adams said he was In favor of this, but felt there were already so many Inequalities In condition of 
employment (research facilities, salaries, teaching loads, etc.) that he had difficulty In believing that 
differences In length of probationary period would have much Impact. 

Enfield expressed his concern for university morale and a sensitivity to the need for a perception of 
fairness. Adams countered that sometimes allowance of variability would cause people to have 
allegiance to the unit as a whole. Brunning voiced his opinion that uniformity by definition was a 
guaranteed road to mediocrity. 

Masnluk was Instructed to get Information on the history of university policy of uniform tenure length and 
the firmness of that policy by contacting Carol Carrier, Betty Robinette (now at Penn State) or Ann 
Bailey. 

-----~-

One member asked whether the task force had discussed the question of whether a recommendation on 
grandparenting would be Included In the final recommendation report. Gerberich responded that this 
had not yet been brought up, but that a legal opinion on this would be helpful. 

Etter requested information on any differences In pattern of response based on gender or parenting 
status. Other members of the committee expressed their uncertainty of what the task force could do with 
references to such differences if they were found to exit, and it was agreed that they data and comments 
could be compiled and forwarded to appropriate parties for their consideration. 

Etter requested that, In the Interests of morale, the Commission on Women be Invited to comment on 
the effects of any proposed change. Gerberlch requested that Etter contact their Chairperson, Janet 
Spectre, to obtain information and to invite her to a future meeting, perhaps the next meeting 

' 
Deinard Introduced the issue surrounding mandatory retirement with respect to commitments made to 
new faculty on the expectation of retirements among senior faculty at a defined point in time, causing 
considerable concern. 

A need for cost/benefit analysis (advantages/disadvantages financial Impact/intellectual impact, etc) was 
Identified. Gerberich asked whether the task force had a sufficiently broad base of membership to 
address this issue or whether other persons should be Invited ln. 



3. Telephone Information-gathering: University of Minnesota and other 
universities 

. 
The time needed for analysis of the questionnaire precluded telephone information-gathering for this 
meeting. For the next meeting, Big 1 o schools and colleges will be contacted, with remaining 
universities and department levels to be completed for the June 15th meeting. 

4. Discussion of the appropriate length of the probationary period and 
identification of key issues of concern to the task force. 

Adams noted that what the data did show was a great deal of variation, which focussed the Issue on the 
question of whether the university should have a uniform policy on tenure. To answer this it is necessary 
to see whether there Is any pattern of preference by faculty or school. 

Epley focussed the group's attention on application of the data to answering the question: "Is there 
anything in the data that we've looked at thus far that would argue for change, or at most change to 
seven years instead of six. • He could see nothing in the data which argued for change so far. 

Shively viewed the Issue differently, and felt the starting-point of the committee was a supportiveness of 
change in response to the medical school's request, with the purpose of the questionnaires to assess 
whether such a change would harm the Institution. It was his view that the question of whether there 
should be uniform policy had in some sense already been "put to rest", a view that was not shared by all 
members of the committee. 

Adams pointed out that there is wide variation of realities In the university, with some departments hiring 
faculty who have already completed extensive post-doctorate experience, whereas others are hiring 
Individuals still In the process of completing their doctorate, creating situations which have wide range of 
meaning with reference to a uniform 6-year probation. 

McClary expressed her concern about the potential for Inequality that might result from a uniform policy, 
yet at the same time raised the Issue of potential resentments that could result from a variable policy. 

Gerberlch stressed the large costs to the university both If the policy is kept uniform or If it is made 
non-uniform. He focussed the committee's attention on identifying what Information would be needed to 
answer this question. Masnluk Indicated that detailed Information faculty by faculty had been provided 
the previous day by Darwin Hendel, which could be complied and made available for a future meeting. 

Enfield pointed out that the Issue of a variable probationary period would raise the further Issue of how 
the decision as to which faculty would get which length of period would take an entire other committee. 

Epley stressed that In biological sciences research could be carried out In several different locations 
(such as med school and cell biology) that was virtually identicai.Thls made it very difficult to promote a 
policy of variation In probationary period. 

Shively addressed the Issue of de facto variation (which presently exists) versus de jure variation, and 
expressed concern1about the potential for lawsuits which could result Adams disagreed, pointing out 
that you have tenure In a collegiate unit, not In a field, which he felt would preclude legal challenges, a 
view which was not shared by Gerberich. 

Harlander pointed out that one complication with this Is the fact that In some units a. person Is given 
joint appointment to two units, such as food sciences and nutrition which Is housed In home economics 
and agriculture, with the potential for cross-appointments possible between diverse units. Harlander was 
asked to bring more Information on this point to the next meeting. Shively stated that in such cases, 
one unit is usually designated as the home unit for tenure purposes. . 



In response to Deinarcl's query. Masnluk clarified that the medical school doctoral students surveyed 
were Identified from the data pool of medical fellows on the university data base, and that several 
respondents had written In "Medical Fellow or "Combined MD /PhD program" on their questionnaire. 

Responses to key survey questions: 

Next, the task force reviewed preliminary results of responses to the two key task force questions: 
- preferred length of probationary period 
- importance of length of probationary period vs. other factors in making employment decisions 

Handsketched graphs were distributed showing the mean and mode responses (on a scale of 1-to-5) of 
all new faculty responses to these questions. Numerical mean values for the"yes" group of doctoral 
students were indicated above the equivalent number for new faculty to facilitate comparison. The 
median gives a measure of average response, while the mode indicates the most frequent response. 

Question regarding length of probationary period: 
The mode for new faculty for the answers "5 years or less", "8 years" and "9 years" was 1 =Unacceptable. 
The mode for new faculty for the answers "6 years" and "7 years" was 3 =Acceptable. 

The mean of 2.42 for "5 years or less" indicated the presence of a substantial number or respondents 
with considerably more positive responses. The doctoral students were even more supportive of "5 years 
or less". Their median score for this option was 3.44, and as reported the previous week only 43 of the 
350 doctoral students considered "5 years or less" to be 1 =Unacceptable. 

Of the five possible choices of length, for new faculty only the current "6 years" had a median above 
3=acceptable with a mean of 3.24. The option of "7 years" was between "2=marginal" and 
3 =acceptable" with a mean of 2.69. 

The "yes" group of doctoral students had mean responses of 3.44 for "5 years or less" and 3.12 for "6 
years". Mean scores for the other three length options were below 3. 

Gerberich pointed out the these results may have implications for success in the recruitment process 
even If they represent an unrealistically optimistic Impression of the tenure process, because these 
expectations will play an Important role in their employment decisions. 

Importance of factors in making job decisions: 
The wording of the original question was read to the task force. For the new faculty questionnaire the 
question focussed on how Important each factor was at the time of their decision to come to Minnesota 
(i.e. how did Minnesota's then-6-years stack up in their decision-making compared to other factors and 
other universities). The doctoral student question was subtly different as it asked the students to rate 
this factor in looking at Minnesota in future (i.e.Minnesota's now-6 or perhaps changed, other universities' 

.. whatever) compared to other factors. 

On a ~cale of 1 =Not Important to 5=Extremely Important, new faculty gave the factor of "length of 
probation for new faculty" the second-lowest score of the eight factors with a mean of 2.20 and a mode 
of 1. Only "parental leave policies• was lower with a mean of 1.56 and a mode of 1. 

Among the "yes" group of doctoral student. the mean for the "probationary period" factor was 
substantially higher at 3.40 than the new faculty score of 2.20. 

Mean~ for the ·~ndecided group of ~octoral stu~ents and frequency profiles for both groups will be 
complied for rev1ew at a future meetmg to permit a more complete evaluation of patterns of preference. 



5. Tentative identification of agenda items for the next meeting 

1. Legal advice 
- the legal implications of a variable policy 
- the legal implications of a change in the tenure system 

with respect to those already in the probationary process 

2. Further information on the two questionnaires 
- breakdowns of means by faculty for the two key questions 

(Especially medicine and pharmacy) 
-breakdown by gender 
-breakdown by family responsibility (only limited information available -

may have to be addressed at a later meeting) 

3. Discussion of the costs/benefits to the institution of 
- changing the probationary period 
- not changing the probationary period 

4. Discussion with representative of the Commission on Women (tentative) 

6. Confirmation of meeting dates and times for the last four meetings 

Friday 
Friday 
Thursday 
Friday 

June 1, 1990 
June 15, 1990 
June 21, 1990 
June 29, 1990 

(~ 

10;30-12:00 
11 :00-12:30 
11:00-12:30 
11 :00-12:30 

238A Morrill Hall 
300 Morrill Hall 



Present: 

MINUTES 

Task Force on Extending the Probationary Period 
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William Gerberich 
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Richard Brunning 
Sandra Christenson 
Amos Deinard 
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Richard Epley 
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Chemical Engineering and Material Science, Chair 
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Laboratory Medicine and Pathology 
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Genetics and Cell Biology 
Animal Science 
Chemistry 
Food Science and Nutrition 

History, Morris 

Bill Donohue Vice-President 1 Attorney, University of Minnesota 
Mary-Louise Fellows Law School I Council of Women 

1. Reading of minutes from the committee's fifth meeting Friday May 25, 1990 

The minutes were read by the members of the committee and accepted. 

2. Discussion with legal representative 

Dr. William Donohue, University of Minnesota vice-president and attorney, examined the legal implications of 
the charge to the task force and the medical school's request. He discussed the legal implications of a variable 
policy, as well as any change in the tenure system vis-a-vis those already in the probationary process 

He stated that there was no inherent legal prohibition against having different probationary periods. What is 
illegal is to create any differential periods based on any kind of illegal criterion such as race, sex, creed or 
ethnicity. He cautioned reviewing proposed recommendations carefully since such an effect might exist in 
subtle or concealed form - for example, a separate rule for the medical school would have more of an effect 
on men than women. 

Also there is a due process principle which applies to government entities which prohibits them from acting in 
an arbitrary and capricious manner. Therefore any distinctions between· the medical school and, for example, 
the School of Public Health or the English department must be based on a rational basis that can be 
articulated and explained and defended if challenged - reasons explainable to a court or the Senate Judicial 
Committee, for example. 

Donohue stated his own strong personal preference for systems that are simple, easy to understand and free 
of distinctions because he has experience within the university of many systems with sophisticated distinctions 
and procedures for carrying them out, which in practice have pitfalls. He recommended a policy sufficiently 
simple for a department head to understand and administer in a fair fashion without spending excessive time 
doing so. He recommended that in developing a proposal that the task force look at facts such as differences 
between the medical school and other units. 
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Enfield described the possibility that although some positions within the college of biological sciences ·might 
have a lot in common with some positions in the medical school, within the medical school itself there could 
be differences based on clfnical responsibilities, and asked whether a differential policy within a school might be 
permitted (clinical vs. non-clinical people). ' 

Donohue responded that the same principle of variability being acceptable as long as it was not based on 
illegal criteria applied within units as well, but cautioned again about having a complex policy. Enfield 
commented that it might well be easier on logical grounds to defend a policy based on job similarities than on 
units. 

Gerberich asked whether any precedents existed within the university regarding extension. Donohue 
described cases of extension by extension of special contracts such as cases of continuation for someone who 
has been denied tenure while this ruling is being reviewed. These are rare and involve dispute about what has 
or should happen. However, there has never been a· blanket policy for a unit extending probation that he is 
aware of based on his eight years experience at the University of Minnesota. 

Deinard enquired whether any change in policy should be prospective, and if not how to deal with individuals 
in other units who have been here a similar length of time. Donohue replied that as a matter of law either way 
can be selected, since granting it to existing people is being more generous, not more restrictive. However, 
careful thought should be given as to the fairest way to treat the people affected. Such a policy should, he 
felt, probably exclude individuals who had already been denied tenure and were in their terminal year. There 
still could be suits no matter what is done, perhaps even from people denied tenure several years previously. 
The important criteria is fairness, not dodging lawsuits. 

Brunning stated that he believed it was unlikely that someone who didn't get tenure in 6 years is going to 
achieve it In 8 years. Etter countered that there are cases in the physical sciences where building instruments 
may take 5 years, so that results are still 2 years further down the road. At present, such high-risk projects are 
discouraged. Brunning referred to earlier meetings in which he had explained that one of the medical school's 
reasons for wanting a longer period was to enable them to engage in more high-risk research -- the shorter 
period, in his view, fosters mediocrity. 

Epley raised the possibility of an incoming probationary faculty choosing, for example, either 6 or 9 years at 
the time of hiring on an individual basis. 

Donohue's first impression of this is that it would be difficult to administer. He envisaged individuals who had 
elected a shorter period arguing for eligibility for the longer period as the 6-year deadline approached if their 
research had not succeeded as well as hoped. It was his view that an ideal system would involve establishing 
at the beginning with each candidate an appropriate number of years to tenure, with clearly written criteria to 
be accomplished for achieving it, then formulating this understanding into a signed agreement, but 
acknowledged that in practice this would not be practical - in other words that this pattern would be the ideal 
in fairness but impractical to implement. 

Harlander asked whether criteria could be developed so that a hypothetical individual in her unit hired with, for 
example, a 50% teaching 50% research would have a certain number of. years to achieve tenure versus one 
with a 25% clinical 50% teaching 25% research with a different number of years versus someone with 80 or 90 
or 100% research who would have another specified number of years. This would be somewhat. more 
complicated but at the same time fairer than the present system. 

Donohue said such a system would be legally permissible, and the issue again would be whether it is in the 
best interests of the university to do it that way. He is more familiar with 100% faculty appointments (nothing in 
t~e. ~ontract specifying research teaching percentages) except for extension appointments which do specify the 
diVISIOn. 

Fellows asked how the AAUP (American Association of University Professors) rules, which specify a maximum 
of either 6 or 7 years to tenure, that is, that tenure is automatic at the end of that period by default applied to 
the University of Minnesota. ' 
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Donohue stated that In fact at the U of M, we already have de facto tenure by default If we fail .to r~le on an 
appointment but that in practice a formal decision is always made. Masniu.k ~dded that the UmverSity of . 
Minnesota does not have an agreement with AAUC, so their rules are not b1nd1ng here. Donohue emphasized 
that here we are bound by the tenure code, and changing the code would change \he number of years at 
which the tenure decision would be triggered, regardless of AAUP rules. 

Donohue closed by expressing the legal department's willingness to use their familiarity with the tenure code to 
answer further questions or to review proposed recommendations or to help draft language. 

3. Discussion with representative of the Commission on Women 

The head of the Commission on Women, Janet Spector had been invited but was out of town. In her place 
the commission had suggested Mary Louise Fellows, who holds a PUF chair [Everett Fraser Professor] at .the 
Law School with special Interest in tenure and probationary periods with respect to issues of tenure and 
diversity. 

It was carefully specified that although the commission was strongly interested in the issue, Fellow's views 
were not to be construed as a statement of an official position of the commission, although such a position 
might be forthcoming In future. 

Fellows was concerned that there were liabilities as well as benefits to extending the probationary period. She 
started from the premise that there was agreement within the academic community on the importance of 
scholarly achievement. It Is her perception that there Is an increasing matching up of scholarship requirements 
for tenure and promotion as universities strive to greater excellence. One side-effect is a high level of 
skepticism and anxiety between tenured and untenured faculty members because of the burden placed first on 
untenured faculty. 

One response has been to redefine the group deciding the question of tenure, as reflected in a January article 
in the Chronicle of Higher Education, In which the University of Arizona is described as having accepted a 
policy placing limits on who can evaluate a candidate for tenure. Only those faculty who have achieved and 
continue to achieve the kind of scholarship requirements that they are demanding of untenured faculty can 
make the tenure decision. This issue bears a relationship to the emerging issue of post-tenure peer review. 

If the tenure period Is increased, there Is the likelihood that the expectation as to what has been accomplished 
in that period of time will also Increase. 

Coincident with this contemplated change is the Introduction to universities of an increasing number of 
individuals who are not heterosexual white males. It is her belief that the tenured faculty is committed both to 
increasing the diversity of the faculty and at the same time increasing the level of faculty scholarly achievement 
as two deeply-held goals of Individual faculty members. 

She cited the view of Professor Charles Lawrence of Stanford University, who contends that we cannot be 
creating an Imaginary world where discrimination does not exist unless it is consciously Intended. At the very 
time that we are Increasing scholarly expectations we are considering lengthening the length of time of the 
probationary period, which will have an impact on women, African Americans, Asian Americans, Hispanics, etc. 
because these groups have been underrepresented at the University. 

The end-Impact could be that, for example, an African-American woman could be required to publish and 
produce more scholarship than had ever been required of any other person, including those persons who are 
making the decision about whether to give her tenure. 

Enfield conveyed his impression that women in general might consider lengthening of the probationary period 
to be less desirable, and asked for Fellow's comment on this impression. He also raised the issue of 
childbearing, and observed that in his department that issue was becoming increasingly important. 
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Fellows commented that in practice at this point in our society women do the majority ?f. the parenting.. It was 
unclear in her view whether the costs and benefits of a lengthened tenure track is benef1c1al to the candidate. 
She explained that completing a PhD or medical specialty program is also time-consuming, during which time 
the biological clock is ticking, and that to further defer parenting for 6 more years is problematic at best. 

However, other responses on the part of the university can also address these concerns and are important in 
enabling the individual to reach their personal and professional goals. These could include child care facilities, 
flexible teaching schedules, support for equipment at home, and assuring that teaching responsibilities are 
coincident with research responsibilities. 

Brunnlng pointed out that these issues not only went far beyond the purview of this task force but also 
underlined the complicated nature of these questions in terms of resource implications, involving several 
university-wide issues that have been debated for several years. 

Fellows agreed that these issues were far broader than the task force charge, but emphasized that lengthening 
the tenure period is not a simple or sufficient response to the issues of parenting or the biological clock. 
Gerberlch summarized that In terms of cost-benefit, lengthening the period itself may not necessarily be a 
benefit and might even be a cost depending on the specific changes in the tenure code and attitudes within 
different units as to performance expectations. 

Delnard asked If the suggestion that performance expectations would be raised by a lengthened period was 
substantiated by evidence from other institutions. He was concerned that If this were true the problem of not 
being able to meet tenure requirements within the time allotted would reemerge at 9 years just as it had at 6. 

Fellows replied that she had anecdotal evidence within law schools that when law schools moved from a three
year to six-year period of tenuring, the requirements after six years are extraordinarily different from three years. 
As a result, schools which have a shorter period have a recruitment advantage as candidates vote with their 
feet. She does not have experience of other disciplines so cannot comment on what the impact would be on 
medicine or biological sciences or the humanities. it is her understanding the University of Minnesota Law 
School has a practice of evaluating candidates for tenure at the end of four years with the expectation that 
they would meet requirements at that time, with the possibility of extending this to the full six-year maximum 
permitted by the tenure code. 

Early termination If individuals are not meeting expectation Is always a possibility across the entire university 
under the existing tenure code. Brunning pointed out that in his department you need a pre-determined 
percentage of votes (the policy in his unit is 55% of the departmental faculty vote to terminate) and if you 
achieve that, then the matter is forwarded to the college and then to the university level. However, in practice 
it is extremely difficult to remove someone using this mechanism. 

Fellows also raised the issue of the growing loss of consensus about what constitutes valuable scholarship, an 
issue which affects lengthening of the probationary period, since it affects the slow but steady process of 
transforming the university into a multicultural environment. As the consensus about scholarship changes, 
tenure candidates can be at more risk, since research agendas may be more likely to go in and out of vogue 
during a longer probationary period. Thus candidates may find themselves in the position of undertaking a 
scolarty agenda which is supported at the beginning of the tenure period only to be told in the eighth year 
years that their proposal is old hat or has been dismissed, thus putting tenure candidates at risk. 

REMAINING MINUTES TO BE DISTRIBUTED AT JUNE 15TH MEETING 
4. Further information on the two questionnaires 

- breakdowns of means by faculty for the two key questions 
- preliminary breakdown by gender 
- limited breakdown by family responsibility 

5. Discussion of the costs/benefits to the institution: 
- changing the probationary period 
- not changing the probationary period 

6. Tentative discussion of agenda Items for the next meeting 
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1. Reading of minutes from the committee's sixth meeting Friday June 1 , 1990 

The minutes were read by the members of the committee and accepted. 

2. Follow-up to presentation by Mary-Louise Fellows June 1st 

A letter from Janet Spector, Chair, Commission on Women, has been received and will be distributed for the 
next meeting. 

3. Provost's views on the probationary period 

Dr. Hasselmo was very busy, and Dr. Kuhi was to be out of town for several weeks so neither could attend a 
task force meeting. Gerberich was invited by Dr. lbele to a lunch meeting with Dr. Kuhi, at which the results 
of our surveys of doctoral students and new faculty were discussed. Dr. Kuhi expressed strong interest in 
these results, and will receive a copy of our final report. 

Since Gerberich had only six hours notice about the meeting, his attempts to reach members of the task force 
succeeded in contacting only Brunning, Deinard, Enfield and Epley. This resulted in the generation of five 
questions. 

Question 1. What is Central Administration's reaction to a variable unH? 

Kuhi's view Is that a uniform period was needed, a view shared by Collins and lbele. It was seen as 
unworkable for deans making decisions on appointments, particularly for positions such as the Bakken 
Chair, which is a joint appointment between medicine and IT. 



Question 2. Would a general extension be difficuH for deans to administer? 

Kuhi, Collins and lbele did not see any major problems with this. Kuhi referred .to his e~perience. at 
Berkeley, which has had a seven year probationary period for over a century, with a stnngent rev1ew at the 
end of four years. 
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Kuhi acknowledged that there could be problems, particularly with the medical school, of leaving the system 
the way it is, and other problems with changing it. 

Question 3. Would changing the probationary period, combined with the uncapping of retirement, 
have a serious effect on the budgetary process? 

The effect of any extension of the probationary period was considered to be sufficiently minor to be 
negligible to the task force's deliberations. 

Question 4. How does the increased emphasis on undergraduate instruction, which may affect the 
emphasis between teaching and research, affect the criteria for evaluating tenure? 

Kuhi emphasized that the university had not changed its priorities between research and teaching --
the University of Minnesota remains a research institution. However, winning of special recognition for 
teaching such as the Morris Award would be taken into the evaluation process in a much more serious way 
than in the past, such as merit pay increases. 

This was seen by some members of the task force to be not a new direction but rather a reinforcement of 
the traditional view that unless you were a teaching superstar, teaching didn't count for much, which they 
considered deplorable. 

Gerberich disagreed, stating that he believed that Kuhi felt that in the past even superior teaching abilities 
had not been recognized, a practice Kuhi wished to modify. 

Question 5. The medical school faces special problems because of its particular activities as well as 
the large number of impending probationary decisions. What Influence should the medical school's 
problems have on the task force's deliberation process? 

Kuhi stated that the medical school problem would "have to be treated as a separate issue -- it should not 
be considered in your deliberations. • When questioned as to the meaning of this statement, Gerberich 
repeated the statement but stated that any interpretation of it would have to come from Kuhi himself. Kuhi 
did state that alternative solutions were being sought for the medical school outside the probationary 
process issue. 

Harlander and Brunning pointed out that it in fact was a specific request from the medical school for a 
variance of the probationary period for their unit that initiated the formation of the task force. 

Brunning stressed that the medical school did want this task force to make a decision on the issue of 
variability /extension independent of other alternatives. 
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4. Further results of the new faculty survey 

Prior to the meeting, all participants had received two sets of documents, one giving demographics of the 
faculty members to whom surveys were sent and the other giving results from analysis of the surveys returned. 

At the meeting, two tables were distributed linking these statistics, one showing rate by college and one 
showing return rate by year since appointment. A correction was made to the headings on these. tabl~~ . 
("Sent" and "Returned" were reversed). Some discrepancies were noted between the data-base identif1cat1on 
and self-Identification of the year since probation in which faculty members were classified. There will also 
some discrepancies between the Hendel table for new faculty (tenured and probationary) and the statistics from 
the medical school for probationary faculty distributed by Brunning. 

Masniuk distributed a revised analysis of results of the med school new faculty questionnaire based on the 
discovery of a computer programming error in Darwin Hendel's original analysis. Forty-two individuals (about 
1 /3 of the sample) had given no answer to the question "Number of years since appointment to tenure-track 
position", but had been misclassified as being in year 1. A review of the raw data for medical school faculty 
showed a tendency for individuals with ten years or more between completing their highest degree and 
accepting a tenure track position to prefer a longer probationary period than Individuals who proceeded to a 
tenure track position within five years, but no analysis has been carried out to test if this difference is 
statistically significant. 

For Darwin Hendel's analysis results, Table 11 (Factors Contributing to Work-Related Stress) showed 11 D 
(committee responsibilities) to be fairly low priority. The question was raised as to whether gender differences 
exist with respect to 11 D. 

Enfield pointed out that Table 13 (Question 13) gave an excellent summary of the lack of evidence for change 
and the strength of the support for the current six years. Gerberich added that this table showed that the 
"acceptable" response was highest for six and seven years at 38% and 35% respectively, but that the 
"unacceptable" response was three times as large for seven years than for six years at 23% versus 8%. 

Enfield commented that the "ideal" response was also highest for six years at 18% 

Shively expressed his ongoing concern that from the standpoint of the best interests of the university, the main 
advantage to longer periods is availability of more information, but it is important not to affect recruitment 
adversely, which is best achieved with the current six years. 

Brunning expressed similar concern about the good of the entire university, and pointed out that anything 
which hurt the med school, which is an important component, could hurt the entire university. he stressed the 
serious problems faced by the med school. He recognizes that even at the medical school, the survey results 
do not give a clearcut advantage to longer periods - the pattern is mixed. 

It was noted that in the School of Medicine, with the exception of one position which overlaps lab medicine 
and pathology and occasional other subspecialties, a PhD cannot be tenured in a clinical science. 

Concerns that had been expressed at earlier meetings were raised again. These included the possibility that if 
the maximum period were extended to nine years, the deadwood would be around longer without adequate 
signals that things are not working out. In addition. it would be far easier for other institutions to entice 
probationary staff away with offers of immediate tenure as part of their recruitment package. Harlander 
expressed her concern that with a longer period there may be a shift In research priorities away from 
specialties sought out at the time of recruitment. 
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5. Preliminary results of the telephone survey. 

The typical probationary period is six years plus a seventh terminating year as is found here (called six by 
some institutions, seven by others), with the same policy for the medical school. 

The one exception in the seven schools responding to date is Duke University, which changed their policy in 
the mid-80s from six plus one across the university to seven years plus a terminating year for the general 
university and for the medical school basic sciences, and ten years plus one terminating year for the medical 
school clinical tracks only. They have set up a committee to examine this policy change at the five-year mark 
and have given us the name of the Chair of the committee and of the Dean of the medical school. The 
question was put to the task force whether they wanted these contacts followed up on. 

Duke and some of the other schools have specific formal reviews partway through the probationary period 
where a decision is made whether to review for another 3 to 4 year contract -- essentially a system of 
Probationary Period, Probationary Period 2. 

Harlander raised the question whether responses to our questionnaire might have been different if the 
possibility of an interim formal review were suggested for our institution. 
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Occasional institutions offered probationary faculty semesters of leave to work on tenure progress, and/or gave 
lighter service or teaching loads, but this pattern was not widespread. Medical schools also made heavier use 
of non-tenured staff, particularly in clinical and research areas, than the rest of the university. 

Epley and Brunning stated that we had sufficient, perhaps even an overwhelming of data with respect to the 
University of Minnesota, but that the telephone survey of the remaining institutions would provide valuable 
information. 

6. Process for approval of final report. 

Masniuk is to draft a four to five page summary with appendix tables, which will be sent by mail to the 
committee members for approval. If there is a lot of dissention this can be handled either by a further meeting 
and I or a minority report. Brunning emphasized the need for a minority report. The exact format will be 
decided at the next meeting after a straw vote is taken. 

It was clearly agreed that the committee should simply deal with the issue of the probationary period as such, 
leaving suggestions as to other alternatives (such as a clinical track) to other groups. 

The final report is to be very succinct but existence of the remaining data, particularly with respect to factors 
~ther than length, should be made available to other appropriate bodies. It was also proposed that the report 
Include recommendations as to strategies to improve the quality and effectiveness of the probationary period in 
addition to changing the length. 

The information about other universities and the minutes need to be delivered by Thursday morning to be 
reviewed and absorbed before the meeting. 

7. Further meetings. 

Eighth meeting Friday, June 29th 10:30 - 12:30 300 Morrill Hall 

A decision will be made at that time as to whether this will be the last task force meeting. 
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Task Force on Extending the Probauonary Period 
Eighth Meeting: Friday June 29, 1990 
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Trish Masniuk 
Richard Brunning 
Amos Deinard 
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1. Review of minutes from the committee's seventh meeting Thursday June 21, 1990 

The minutes were read by the members of the committee and approved. 

2. Medical School views on the probationary period 

Medical School Dean David Brown was not able to attend the meeting because he was out of town, but 
discussed his views with Task Force Chair Gerberich and Brunning at a meeting Friday June 22nd which lasted 
an hour and fifteen minutes. 

Gerberich described Brown's stance as wanting each unit to decide for Itself what period best meets its needs. 

Brown stated he considered It presumptuous to recommend what the appropriate length of probationary period 
should be for other units of the university, but asserted he was the best judge of the special needs of the 
medical school. He further stated that the medical school needs have changed over the last ten years from a 
stress on clinical to a research emphasis, with a shift from principal researcher to team research. Gerberich 
drew comparisons with his college, the Institute of Technology, and pointed out to Brown some of the 
measures IT has Implemented to adapt to changing research realities. 

Brown reiterated the needs of his staff, making generic statements with no distinction between clinical and 
basic science staff. Brunning pointed out that only 1 in 11 NIH grants were approved but Gerberich countered 
that the figures for National Science Foundation grants wasn't much different with 1 In 10 being approved. 

The next subject discussed was the potential Impact of lengthening the probationary period. Brown requested 
a probationary period of 9 years plus a terminating year for the medical school, stating an increase of only one 
year would not give appreciable Improvement. The original medical school requestjproposal was for 9 + 1. 

Brown stated that 9+ 1 wouldn't prevent early promotion and that In fact statistics indicated a recent trend of 
increase in early promotion over the last 10 years at the University of Minnesota. Gerberich asked Brown 
whether in fact that trend argued that six years was sufficient but Brown commented that the longer time would 
allow more people to achieve tenure. 
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Brown asked about the likely outcome of a Task Force vote and was Informed that it was expected to 
recommend against university-wide change and was unlikely to support a change for the medical school alone. 
In response, he asked the Task Force to consider a five-year trial period of the 9+1 pattern. Gerberich pointed 
out that a five-year period was unlikely to be long enough to allow any meaningful assessment of the impact of 
the change since five years represents only half of a 9-year cycle. He expressed his concern that a longer 
period such as ten years would be too likely to result in a status of accomplished fact of policy change rather 
than a reversible experiment. 

In response to McClary's question as to how uniform the medical school faculty support was for the concept 
of probationary extension, Brunning answered that the pattern was unclear in the questionnaire responses. 
However In the Executive Faculty, agreement was "virtually unanimous" with the few dissenters present clearly 
in the basic sciences. 

Brunning noted that in the past it was common for associate professors and even occasional full professors at 
the medical school were untenured, holding T appointments. He commented that one possible route was a 
three-year period as assistant professor before entering tenure track. However, since the Rajender decision, 
candidates have opted to transfer to the tenure track Immediately. 

McClary pointed out that such an arrangement would present a competitive disadvantage In contrast to 
institutions offering tenure-track appointments Immediately even If their probationary periods were longer. 
Brunning agreed, stressing that the uncertainty factor would discourage candidates who are comparing offers. 

One characteristic of medical school recruit is the fact they already have a year of PG1 (formerly called 
internship) and a three or four-year fellowship in their specialty area followed by another two or three years of 
subspecialty training, which is the beginning of their intensive research activities. These individuals already into 
their 30s are not receptive to the idea of another three years of non-tenure appointment before entering the 
tenure track. 

Another member pointed out that this is also true of the basic sciences, where many individuals have to serve 
two post-docs before gaining a tenure-track appointment. 

Two major changes that have occurred in the medical area are the technological revolution with new high-tech 
research, and a sociological revolution which Is having a serious Impact on the hospital as a research 
institution. Previously the hospital had essentially a captive audience since anyone in the state who didn't have 
financial resources was funnelled to the University Hospital. With the Introduction of Medicare, patients had 
other options. As a result, the patient census for 1989-90 has dropped by 1500 patients -almost 10% of total 
occupancy from the projected 18,700, according to figures released Tuesday June 26th. A planned 11 0-bed 
expansion has been cancelled as a result of these population changes. 

This poses serious difficulties both In recruiting patients and retaining staff. Extension of tenure-track probation 
is not a solution to all of the medical school's problems, but In his view it Is an Important factor. 

Brunning distributed a series of charts and table showing funding brought Into the medical school from private 
funds (including private practice) and federal sources (primarily grants). If faculty are not successful in their 
competition for grants, the medical school's ability to continue to function as one of the better schools in the 
country could be jeopardized. He pointed out that In the area of federal funds In 1988-89, the medical school 
brought in $54.5 million, a level of funding they wish to maintain to be competitive with other medical schools. 
He recognized that these challenges are also being faced by other units such as biological sciences on the St. 
Paul campus. 

McClary noted that Public Health had a similar funding/spending pattern to the medical school and was told 
they ~d almost no MDs and a very limited clinical component (two or three months a year). She asked what 
the1r v1ew was on the proposed pol1cy change. Brunning answered that in the School of Public Health the 
vote was not to change. 



Brunning discussed cost recovery patterns, pointing out the medical school cost return was $82 million over 
an 8-year period, with a 1988-89 return of $15+ million. Enfield countered that In 1987-88 It was $1.7 million. 
Only 6% was returned to the medical school with the remainder being retained by the university to be used In 
other ways. Enfield noted that In Biological Sciences the figure Is 9%. The university money Is spent on 
salaries, library funding and in large part for set-ups, which is the main transfer that takes place across the 
university. 
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No figures were provided as to the breakdown between clinical and basic sciences, but Brunnlng's belief based 
on viewing these figures two weeks earlier was that the biggest sector was the department of medicine (a 
clinical service) at $18 million in research grants, with surgery second and substantially lower. Laboratory 
Medicine is $7 million. In the basic science area the top money-getter is probably microbiology. 

3. Discussion of the probationary policies at other major universities 

A table was distributed summarizing the probationary policies for the general faculty and the medical school, 
with notes on any unusual features, for the Big 10 universities and a similar number of major· private 
institutions. 

Most institutions had the same tenure pattern as we have, with decision In the sixth year and the seventh as a 
terminating year-- some called this common pattern six-year and others called It 7-year. A small number of 
institutions had a 7 + 1 (eight-year) pattern. Only one had a longer general policy (Johns Hopkins at 10 years, 
although the candidate had to achieve full professor rank In this time period). Harvard has no tenure track-
the 1700 individuals In term positions compete for the 30 tenured vacancies each year along with outside 
candidates, and must leave after 11 years as term employees if they do not succeed in winning a tenure 
competition. 

In most cases the probationary policy is the same for the medical school as for the rest of the University. The 
two exceptions are Duke and Northwestern, which allow three years more for the clinical facultv only-- medical 
basic sciences are the same as the rest of the university. 

Two issues kept recurring in discussion with other Institutions, the issue of what the tenure policy was in the 
medical school versus the institution as a whole(in almost all cases identical), and the second was the pattern 
of tenure appointments at the medical school versus the rest of the university. The biggest difference was in 
this second area since medical schools had a much higher proportion of faculty who were not tenure-track at 
all. For example, at Duke 80% of Its general faculty but only 55% of Its medical faculty has achieved tenure. 

Focussing in on these two separate issues: 
1. How long does It take to obtain tenure in the medical school ? 
2. For which/how many people is tenure the route in medical school appointments? 

it became clear that the problems faced by our medical school were occurring across the country. 

Most institutions had a smaller proportion of tenure-track positions In the medical school than In the rest of the 
university, and had implemented a wide variety of policies and practices other than the length of the 
probationary period to accommodate the special needs of the medical school. 

These measures were aimed at Improving benefits (employee benefits and/or voting rights/privileges), providing 
more job security and overcoming the perception of first classjsecond class citizenship that often was 
engendered by a multi-track system. 

For example, "rolling• contracts providing virtually automatic renewal, five-year contracts and •contracts-to
retire~ent" were often used to pr?vide non-tenure track staff with greater job security than the one-year term 
appointments used as an alternatiVe to tenure-track at the University of Minnesota. At some other Institutions, 
a medical school faculty can be promoted to full professor without tenure. 



Enfield asked whether the Medical School had explored these other options. Brunning responded that the 
clinical track was considered by some as a demeaning second-citizen status so it does create· problems. For 
example without tenure a person cannot vote in the Medical School Executive Faculty. Also at the University 
of Minnesota, promotion is tied to tenure for tenure-track faculty. 
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Gerberich commented that of the five schools with a policy different from our 6+ 1, four were private 
institutions (Northwestern, Johns Hopkins, Harvard and Duke) and the exception (Berkeley) adopted Its policy 
when it was founded a century ago. This raised the question of possible differences in capacity for flexibility in 
private institutions. Public institutions are competing for funding and for candidates on the same basis as the 
University of Minnesota. 

Brunning agreed that the problems are nation-wide. He pointed out that in terms of grant-getting the three top 
schools are Johns Hopkins, the University of Washington at Seattle and UCSF. He also stated that at the time 
of the Rajender decree many clinical faculty were on T -track. As a result of the decision, Individuals had to 
choose between tenure-track and term appointment, with almost all of them opting for tenure-track. Only two 
individuals who requested tenure track were not put onto tenure track. 

4. Discussion of information from the University of Minnesota questionnaires 

It was agreed that discussion of the questionnaires at eartier meetings was adequate. 

5. Discussion of the costjbenefits to the Institution of changing the present 
probationary policy on length 

Shively reiterated that the present six-year policy is a flexible system with a maximum cap, not a common 
practice, so that he would be supportive of raising the cap In general since he values the existence of a single 
policy across the university (though he recognizes this would Involve a •selling job• to make it acceptable to 
the rest of the university). Otherwise there would be complaints from probationary faculty in comparable 
positions outside the medical school. 

Gerberich commented that there is a variation in style from university to university in application of the tenure 
policy, particularly in private institutions. He views a variable policy as being Jess suited to a public university 
where there is active comparison from unit to unit because of the democratic basis of policy application in a 
public institution. 

Gerberich identified the concerns of Central Administration for a variable policy and asked for lbele's 
comments. lbele stated that the Consultative Committee has taken the position that It would be preferable to 
have a uniform policy, but would be open to cogent arguments for variation. 

The initial mandate of the Task Force was read from the minutes of the first meeting: 
1. Should the probationary period be extended for the entire university ? 
2. Should Individual units, given their own special circumstances, be given permission to depart from 

what would be the practice for the rest of the university ? 
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Epley introduced comments he had solicited In his home unit of Agriculture. A colleague had estimated that it 
took two years to get research to the manuscript stage, exclusive of library research, and that the current .lag . 
between manuscript and journal publication In his field Is 18 to 24 months. Thus the present six year penod, 1t 
is only possible to start the flow of journal publications, not to measure the volume. 

In contrast, Gerberich cited the example of a doctoral candidate now facing final orals who already had 3~ 
publications, even before becoming an assistant professor. The road to publication can start well before be1ng 
hired into a tenure-track position. 

Epley stated that he would favor extension to 7 years. He emphasized that both the new faculty and doctoral 
surveys Identified both lengthening to 8 or 9 and shortening to 5 or less were objectionable, leaving only the 
options of staying at the present length or extending to 7 years. 

Shively disagreed, saying that such a short increase would serve only to give Individuals more time to meet 
the present standard. He saw the real value of a longer period to be the provision of more and better 
information to make better decisions, a goal which would need an extension of several years. 

Enfield did not favor changing from 6 to 7, but pointed out that in the biological sciences and engineering, 
many grants are three-year grants, with a trend toward five, and the value of an extra year helps evaluate if a 
researcher can keep their program going (i.e. get renewal or alternate funding). 

At this point, Gerberich read Frenier's and Christenson's written opinions, then obtained Etter's response by 
telephone to the two questions listed in the initial charge to the task force. 

Frenier represents the Morris campus. Her full comments and her votes on the two questions listed in the 
initial charge to the task force were read and are attached. In summary, she recommends not changing the 
tenure period as of spring-summer 1990, or for permitting variation from unit to unit. She is concerned about 
the larger issues raised by our research, In particular the concerns of new faculty and prospective recruits 
(doctoral students) and the divisions in viewpoint between tenured and untenured faculty. 

Christenson based her opinion in large part on the results of the doctoral and new faculty surveys. Her 
detailed comments and votes on the two questions listed in the initial charge to the task force were read and 
are attached. She drew attention to the finding that teaching and committees had a greater impact on female 
than on male productivity. She concluded that most colleges preferred the present probationary period of six 
years. The medical school respondents are "not pleased with any probationary period - 5 to 9 years". Based 
on this evidence, she votes against a change In the current probationary period. She recommends further 
examination of influencing factors such as committee work and teaching responsibilities. 

6. Summary discussion and decision on need for a further meeting 

Brunning requested that the Task Force postpone voting on the Issues until Dean Brown of the medical school 
could address the group In person. Gerberich stated that although he sympathized with the Dean's request, it 
did not feel it would be fair to have the head of one unit give their very strong view of the situation and not 
have that Invitation extended to other college heads. Brunnlng made the case that the medical school was 
the unit that had forwarded the petition that had resulted In the Task Force. 

Masniuk transmitted Christenson's willingness to participate in another meeting In mid-July after her return from 
Australia. 

The task force members present at the meeting decided to proceed with a vote immediately. 



7. Voting on Task Force charges 

MOTION 1: Moved by Enfield, seconded by Harlander: for the total universHy, that we leave the system 
unchanged, I.e. that we do not extend the present policy of six years. 
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Epley moved to amend the motion to recommending extension from 6 + 1 to 7 + 1. There was no seconder for 
this amendment so the initial motion stood and was voted on. 

VOTING: Adams* 
Brunning Abstain 
Christenson Yes 
Enfield Yes 
Epley Abstain 
Etter Yes 
Frenier Yes 
McClary Yes 
Gerberich Yes 
Harlander Yes 
Shively Abstain 

IN SUMMARY, THERE WERE 7 YESES AND 3 ABSTENTIONS, WITH ONE VOTE TO BE OBTAINED. 

*One vote, (ADAMS) was to be obtained after the meeting as he was not able to attend. 

Deinard did not vote as his participation on this committee is In an ex officio capacity. 

MOTION 2: Moved by Brunning, seconded by Enfield "for the purpose of getting the motion on the table 
and by Harlander "because I totally agree with It": to allow the medical school to have an extended 
probationary period of nine years plus one terminating year. 

VOTING: Adams* 
Brunning Yes 
Christenson* 
Enfield Abstain 
Epley No 
Etter* 
Frenier* 
McClary No 
Gerberich No 
Harlander Yes 
Shively No 

IN SUMMARY, THERE WERE 2 YESES, 4 NOS AND 1 ABSTENTION, WITH 4 VOTES TO BE OBTAINED. 

*Four votes (ADAMS, CHRISTENSON, ETIER, FRENIER) were obtained after the meeting as they were not able 
to.attend and the concept of an extension to 9 years was introduced for the first time In the course of this last 
meeting. Thus the responses they had provided expressed their general phUosophy but did not clearly indicate 
how they would vote on this specific new motion and wording. 

Deinard did not vote as his presence on this committee is In an ex officio capacity. 
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Brunning expressed his intense concern that the medical school was being obligated to conform to the. 
policies of the university as a whole despite the marked differences in its function and Its needs. He objected 
to this strongly on philosophical grounds. He stated his view that the task force as a whole had not been 
appreciative of the medical school problems. 
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Brunning described himself as being deeply disturbed by some of the committee discussions. He clarified that 
he did not mean to suggest that the medical school did not get a fair hearing, but that the ability to listen has 
perhaps been Inadequate. He was disappointed that because of fear that there might be disagreements from 
other units if a variable policy were Introduced, that the university was unwilling to undertake a variance that 
would address real and important needs. He stressed his view that In his view uniformity breeds mediocrity. 

Harlander stated that in her view flexibility was very Important. She asked for an exploration of the Issue of 
variability not just for the medical school but as a broader issue, and suggested that some group (not 
necessarily this task force) explore it. She saw this to be an Issue which would also be faced by agriculture, 
and commented that in Agriculture the problems of retention, recruitment, getting grants all needed to be 
addressed more effectively. 

Brunning agreed, stating that variations of this problem existed throughout the university and would have to 
be addressed by each unit in order to survive. He suggested that two years down the road it could be some 
other unit making a similar request. Gerberich expressed the concern of Central Administration that if policy 
variability were permitted there would be a need for constant committees to deal with new requests. 

Brunning further stated that at the medical school there Is a perception that the discussion of the issue has 
been compromised by the fact that statements have been made in press by members of the sec. 

In particular, he challenged Enfield for his degree of willingness to listen carefully to the discussion in the task 
force meetings and to adapt his views based on these deliberations. Brunning stated that it was his 
perception that Enfield came to the first meeting not with an open mind but with a preconceived notion that 
there would be no extension for the medical school ... a view which he said Enfield had alluded to on Day One." 

Enfield acknowledged that he did indeed have a view when he came, but he didn't think that it was closed. 
Epley added that he did not appreciate the Implication that the committee members were not listening to the 
problems, and suggested there was a difference between listening and agreeing. In his view, the committee 
had indeed listened. 

Masniuk stressed that her survey of medical schools across the country Indicated that the problems 
experienced by the medical school here were real, serious and widespread. Some have addressed It by 
extending the probationary period for clinical faculty only, avoiding the controversy of conflict between medical 
school bas~c science units and other basic science units. Other schools have provided a three-year pre-tenure 
track appointment, to give a de facto 9-year period without varying the basic uniVersity probationary policy. 

8. Discussion of format and procedure for final report 

It was agreed that there was need for a minority report as well as the majority report. 

A draft report will be circulated to the committee and amendments will be made as needed. Information 
gathered on policies in other medical schools will be furnished to Brunning and Harlander to assist them in the 
drafting of their minority report. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:30. 



ATTACHMENT 10: BACKGROUND MATERIAL AND RAW DATA AVAILABLE 

The following materials are filed with the Academic Personnel Office and 
can be accessed by contacting Carol Carrier's office (Pat Snodgrass: 6-7263) 

THREE-RING BINDERS 
1. Minutes of Task Force Meetings 
2. Questionnaire development and results - new faculty, doctoral students 
3. Questionnaire development, responses and results - other institutions 

(includes 1 02-page Stanford medical school proposal for extending the 
probationary period and 18-page University of Arizona probationary policy 
with specific clauses regarding the impact of mentoring and committee work 
on women and minorities) 

4. Administrative correspondence 
5. Statistical analysis - doctoral student questionnaire 
6. Statistical analysis - new faculty questionnaire - general 
7. Statistical analysis - medical school 

FILES OF COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE FORMS 
1. Doctoral student questionnaires: students choosing teaching "YES" 
2. Doctoral student questionnaires: students "UNDECIDED" about teaching 
3. Doctoral student questionnaires: students choosing "NO" teaching career 

CASSETTE TAPES OF ALL EIGHT TASK FORCE MEETINGS 
1. Wednesday February 14, 1990 
2. Wednesday March 12, 1990 
3. Friday March 30, 1990 
4. Friday May 2, 1990 
5. Friday May 25, 1990 
0. Friday June 1. 1990 
7. Thursday June 21, 1990 
8. Friday June 29, 1990 

COMPUTER DISCS OF ALL TASK FORCE CORRESPONDENCE 
1. Meeting minutes, memos, agendas 
2. Other memos and letters, reports, tables, questionnaire forms 
3. Keypunched data from doctoral student questionnaire 



ATTACHMENT 11: SAMPLES OF DOCTORAL STUDENT, NEW FACULTY llND 
PHONE SURVEY FORMS 



QUESTIONS TO ASK PEER INSnTUnONS 

Name of lnstitution:. __________ ~=r.==:::"""=-::"=="c:-=:::-r-.:-------
Contact: Telephone number: ( ) ______ _ 
Date --------------;Follow-up:. ___________ _ 

1. What Is the current length of the probationary period at your Institution and how is it 
calculated (use Minnesota as example) ? _________________ _ 

2. Is the time period consistent for all colleges at your institution ? 
If more than one, which colleges is it different for and what are the ... le_n_g-:'1thr-s~?----

3. Does the medical school have a different pattern from the rest of the university ? 
(different criteria for those who have a clinical component as part of their responsibility) ? 

4. Have you had any problems/complaints with the probationary system or systems in use at 
your institution ? Has there been discussions with regard to whether this is sufficient time for 
preparation for the tenure decision ? If there is more than one track, have there been 
complaints about fairness ? ______________________ _ 

5. Have you considered changing the system ? If so, have there been specific proposals ? 

Is there a committee currently dealing with this question ? If so, who is the contact person? 

6. Does the current probationary period pattern across the university appeat to allow 
sufficient time for probationary faculty to obtain the necessary credentials to attain tenure ? 
If not, what are the problem areas ? ------------------------

7. Are probationary faculty relieved of any teaching and/or committee assignments during the 
probationary period ? · 

8. What percentage of faculty hired into tenure-track positions actually achieve tenure? 



QUESTIONS TO ASK UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA COLLEGES 

Name of College---------------------------, 

Contact: -------------- Telephone number: _________ _ 

Date: ---------------- Followup: ____________ _ 

1. What is the current average time for promotion from probationary to tenured status for 
probationary faculty in your college, taking into account early promotion? Is there variation 
from department to department in your college in pattern of early promotion? 

2. Have you had any problems/complaints with the probationary process in your college? 

3. What percentage or faculty hired into tenure-track positions actually achieve tenure? 

4. Would you be in favor or opposed to changing the length of the probationary period? If 
in favor, what length would you consider ideal? What length(s) would you find unacceptable? 
Should the length of the tenure period be uniform across the university or should variation be 
permitted on a college by college basis? 



QUESTIONS TO ASK UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA DEPARTMENTS 

Name of College--------------------------

Name of Department. _________________________________________________ _ 

Contact:. ____________________ _ Telephone number:. __________ _ 

Date:. ________________ _ Followup:. ________________ _ 

1. Does the current permitted probationary period across the university (6 years, with the 
decision process taking up the 6th year), allow sufficient time for probationary faculty to 
obtain the necessary credentials to attain tenure? If not, what are the problem areas? 

2. Have you had any problems/complaints with the probationary process in your department? 

3. Are probationary facuHy relieved of any teaching andjor committee assignments during the 
probationary period? If so, please describe. 

~- Would you be in favor or opposed to changing the length of the probationary period? If 
'" favor, what length would you consider ideal? What length(s) would you find unacceptable? 



DOCTORAL STUDENT SURVEY -F/11//Jt..-

The Senate Consultative Committee has appointed a Task Force to explore the 
appropriate length for the probationary period for promotion from assistant to 
associate professor (the period during which the new faculty member's teaching 
and research performance are being documented and before a formal tenure decision 
is made). 

As doctoral students, you may be considering a career in university teaching/ 
research. If so, we would appreciate your opinion about the length of the 
probationary period, and how this length might affect your decisions regarding 
applying for faculty positions or selection of job offers. 

Are you planning a university teaching I research career ? 

YES D -- Please complete PART 1, then proceed to PART 2 
UNDECIDED D -- Please complete PART 1, then proceed to PART 2 

NO D -- Proceed directly to PART 2 (Page 2) 

PART 1 -- UNIVERSITY TEACHING I RESEARCH 

1. In applying for a teaching/research position at a university, how would you rate 
the importance of the following factors ? (Please circle .a..n..a. answer for each factor.) 

NOT SUGHTLY MODERATELY VERY EXTREMELY 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT 

a) Geographic location 1 2 3 4 
b) Academic reputation (university) 1 2 3 4 
c) Academic reputation (department) 1 2 3 4 
d) Teaching opportunities 1 2 3 4 
e) Research opportunities 1 2 3 4 
f) Parental leave policy 1 2 3 4 
g) Salary and benefits package 1 2 3 4 
h) Length of probationary period 1 2 3 4 

2. What is your oprn1on of probationary periods of the following lengths ? 
(Please circle .a..n.a answer for each time period.) 

NOTE: At the University of Minnesota, the normal probationary period is six years, with the 
decision-making process taking up the sixth year. Early promotion is permitted. 

UNACCEPTABLE MARGINAL ACCEPTABLE ATIRACTIVE 
Five years or less 1 2 3 4 
Six years 1 2 3 4 
Seven years 1 2 3 4 
Eight years 1 2 3 4 
Nine years 1 2 3 4 

Comments 

-- END OF PART ONE -- PLEASE PROCEED TO PART 2 (PAGE 2) 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

IDEAL 
5 
5 

5 

5 

5 



PART 2 - BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. Doctoral degree ~rofram currently enrolled in ? 
DPh.D M.D. DJ.D. Oother(specify) ___ _ 

2. Years remaining to complete your doctoral program ? 
Do-1 01-2 D2-3 03-4 04 or more 

3. Are you currently worki!![ as a teaching or research assistant ? 
l.JYes DNo 

4. Age: D 25 and under 

D 26 to 30 

D 31 to 35 

D 36 to 40 

D 41 to 45 

D 46 to so 
D 51 and over 

5. Gender: DMale 0Female 

6. College: 

D BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES D LIBERAL ARTS 

D INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY D EDUCATION 

D MEDICAL SCHOOL D LAW SCHOOL 

D PUBLIC HEALTH D SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT 
0 DENTISTRY D OTHER (specify) _________ _ 

D INSTITUTE OF AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY AND HOME ECONOMICS 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION 

PLEASE COMPLETE AND RETURN BY APRIL 16, 1990 

TO RETURN VIA CAMPUS MAIL (NO STAMP NEEDED) 
PLEASE REFOLD AND STAPLE YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE SO THAT THE ADDRESS BELOW IS SHOWING 

To send through the U.S. Postal Service insert in a stamped envelope addressed to: 

DOCTORAL STUDENT SURVEY-- FttVI1& 

Task Force on Extending the Probationary Period 
c/o Senate Consultative Committee 
125 Mechanical Engineering Building 

111 Church Street S. E. 
University of Minnesota 55455 



Code Number: ___ _ 

--NEW FACULTY SURVEY-

The survey contains seven sections, each of which deale with a set of related issues for tenure-track and recently 
tenured faculty at the University of Minnesota. 

This survey includes three types of questions: lal questions that will be useful in formulating objectives and related 
activities in the proposed new program; lbl questions that will be useful in subsequent years to assess whether or not the 
program has affected the lives of new, tenure-track faculty; and lei questions that will be useful in the University's current 
efforts directed at departmental administrators: 

SECTION 1: YOUR DECISION TO COME TO THE UNIVERSITY 
This section includes questions about your decision to accept a position at the University. 

1. Consider what was important to you in deciding where to apply for academic positions for the year in which you began 
your tenure-track position. How important were each of the following factors in your selection of institutions? !Circle 
~ response for each factor.) ~ .. 

~ I I 
~ I ! i ~ 

" Q -.; l" ~ 0 ~ ~ (i -~ Q -.; ..!' Q ~ ... ~ ~.), ~ ... ~ I 
"- -~- lf ~ ~ 
~ ~ $ :f 44J:; 

a. Geographic location 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Academic reputation 

of institution 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Academic reputation 

of department 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Teaching opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Research opportunities 1 2 3 4 5 
f. Parental leave policy 1 2 3 4 5 
g. Salary and benefits package 1 2 3 4 5 
h. Length of probationary period 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Please answer the following questions relative to your decision to accept a tenure-track/tenured position at the 
University of Minnesota. --

a. Was the University of Minnesota your first choice? (Check~.) 

_111Yes 
_121No 

i. If •yes,• what features of the institution/position/offer were moat important in your choice? _______ _ 

ii. If ·No,· what features of the University led you to prefer another institution? ____________ _ 

b. Now that you have been here for a while, would you make the same decision to accept a position at the University 
of Minnesota? (Circle ~-1 

Definitely not 
1 

Probably not 
2 

Unsure 
3 

Probably yes 
4 

Definitely yes 
5 Please comment:. _________________________________________________________________________ __ 

3. H you were to begin your career again, would you still want to be a faculty member? (Circle ~-1 

Definitely not 
1 

Probably not 
2 

Unsure 
3 

-1-

Probably yes 
4 

Definitely yes 
5 



SECTION II: TRANSmON INTO THE UNIVERSITY 
This section includes questions about your transition into the University. 

4. At this point in time, how integrated into the University community do you feel? (Circle 2!!!·1 

Not at all 
integrated 

1 

Slightly 
integrated 

2 

Somewhat 
integrated 

3 

Well 
integrated 

4 

Very well 
integrated 

5 

5. How has your particular family situation affected your transition into the University? Please check the category that 
describes your situation when you began your tenure-track appointment. Then comment about your transition process. 

_ 111 Came by myself _ 141 Carne with children 
__ 121 Came with significant other _151 Other. ~ ... indicate: _______________ _ 

__ 131 Came with significant other and children 
P~aaecomrnent: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

6. As a new faculty member at the University of Minnesota, there are many different people who may have been helpful 
to you in your transition into the University. 

0 First, indicate whether or not you received help from the individual. 
0 Second, for those from whom you received help, indicate how helpful it was. 

Helpfulness 
Received Not Very 
Yea No Helpful Helpful Helpful 

a. My department head 1 2 1 2 3 
b. My college dean 1 2 1 2 3 
c. Other Hnior faculty In my department 1 2 1 2 3 
d. Recently tenured faculty in 

my department 1 2 1 2 3 
e. A mentor in my department 1 2 1 2 3 
f. A mentor outside my department 1 2 1 2 3 
g. Other tenure-track faculty 

outside my department 1 2 1 2 3 
h. CarHr development counselor 1 2 1 2 3 
i. lmatructional development apeciallat 1 2 1 2 3 
j. Secretary 1 2 1 2 3 
k. Undergraduate students 1 2 1 2 3 
I. Graduate/professional/ 

postdoctoral students 1 2 1 2 3 
m. Other. Please specify: 

1 2 1 2 3 

7. In general, considering all aspects of the process, how would you rate how easy or difficult it was for you to make the 
transition into the University? (Circle ~-1 

Extremely 
Difficult 

1 

Very 
Difficult 

2 
Difficult 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Easy 

5 

Very 
Easy 

6 

Extremely 
Easy 

7 

8. What is your opinion about each of the following statements? (Circle~ response for each.) 
Strongly Strongly 
Disaaree Dlaaaree !UY!!!! Aaree Agree 

•• New tenure-track faculty should be 1 2 3 4 5 
given reduced teaching responsibilities 
in their first two years at the University. 

b. New tenure-track faculty should not be asked 1 2 3 4 5 
to serve on committees during their 
first two years at the University. 

c. Teaching ia not valued at the University 1 2 3 4 5 
as much aa It should be. 

-2.-



9. Have you had any especially negative experiences (e.g., unfulfilled promises, harassment) in your transition into the 
University community? (Check .2!!!·1 _ 111 Yes _121 No 

If wYes, w describe the nature and outcome of the experience=----------------------

10. How much guidance have you received from colleagues in your department relative to your research/scholarship, your 
teaching. and your service responsibilities? (Check .2!!! for each.) 

Research/Scholarshil! Teaching Service 
_ 111 Very little _111 Very little _111 Very little 
_I21Uttle _121 Uttle _121 Uttle 
_131Sorne _I31Sorne _131Some 
_I41Much _141Much _141Much 
_151 Very much _ (5) Very much _ 151 Very much 

SECTION Ill: FACTORS IMPORTANT TO FACUL TV AND THEIR SUCCESS 
This section concema those factors faculty perceive to be important to their success. 

11. This question asks you to indicate how important each of the following factor is to you as a faculty member. (Circle 
.2!!! for each Item.) 

~ .. .. I i 
i I .. ; 

~ f i I 
I' I 

... s ... 
~ ~ 

~ 
... ~ I I ~ ~ ....: "" ... o- .~ 'I ~ ~ 

~ ;;j i :t i 
•• Use your particular talents and 

abilitiH to the fullest extent possible. 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Get a sensa of accomplishment 

from the work you do. 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Have a busy schedule. 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Have opportunities to advance 

your professional development. 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Work In a unit whose head/chair 

administers policies fairly. 1 2 3 4 5 
f. Be compensated well for your contributions. 1 2 3 4 5 
g. Have colleagues who are supportive. 1 2 3 4 5 
h. Freedom to use your creativity. 1 2 3 4 5 
I. Collaborate on ra .. arch/scholarahlp 

with pears outside of your department/division. 1 2 3 4 5 
j. Maintain a balance betwean 

teaching and ranarch/scholarahip. 1 2 3 4 5 
k. Collaborate on research/scholarship 

with pears i!! your department/division. 1 2 3 4 5 
I. Be able to work independently. 1 2 3 4 5 
m. Receive recognition from your 

chair/head for service contributions 
to the department/division/college/campus. 1 2 3 4 5 

n. Make decisione alone without 
having others interfere. 1 2 3 4 5 

o. Have clear expectations about what 
will lead to a positive tenure/promotion 
decision. 1 2 3 4 5 

p. Have the knowledge and skills necessary 
for affective teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 

q. Receive guidance on how to be successful 
in this lnatitution. 1 2 3 4 5 

r. Have variety in your roles and responsibilities. 1 2 3 4 5 
s. Have phyaicel environment that 

ia conducive to your productivity. 1 2 3 4 5 
t. Be part of an institution known for high 

quality teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 

·3· 



.. .. 
i i .. ; ... ; i 

~ ; I i ,I 
~ 

.... E I ~ . 
f ........ 

0 .! l I 
.... 

;?- ~ 
... 
~ ~ .... 

~ ~ .. ."§, s ~ i :s 
u. Be part of an inctitution known for high iij 

quality research/scholarship. , 2 3 4 5 
v. Know that your teaching is effective in 

helping students learn. , 2 3 4 5 
w. Receive recognition for your work from outside 

your department/division. , 2 3 4 5 
x. Be part of a group in which you can respect 

the leader/chair/head. , 2 3 4 5 
y. Be surrounded by productive and high-quality 

colleaguea. , 2 3 4 5 
z. Have sufficient support c .. cretarial, equip-

ment, supplies) for your r ... arch. 1 2 3 4 5 
aa. Quality of graduate/post-doctoral students 

on campus. 1 2 3 4 5 
bb. Quality of undergraduate students on campus. 1 2 3 4 5 
cc. Have sufficient support !secretarial, 

equipment, supplies) for your teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. To what extent have the following factors affected your productivity or raised concerns about your readiness for end· 
of-probation assessment? !Circle .2!!.! response for each factor.) 

.! 
1 .. ~ 0 t; .. e .. 

~;; }J §;; lu :~~ ;.,Oj. J:~ ,:~ ifj '4$ ifj t4itj Iii 

a. Lack of reHarch funds , 2 3 4 5 
b. Teaching reeponeibilitiee , 2 3 4 5 
c. Committee reeponeibilities , 2 3 4 5 
d. The uncertaintiee of the , 2 3 4 5 

tenure proceee , 2 3 4 5 
e. Family responeibilitiee , 2 3 4 5 
f. Other circumetancn , 2 3 4 5 
g. Other. Plene specify: , 2 3 4 5 

13. What ie your opinion of probationary periods of the following lengths. Plene circle .2!!! ancwer for !.!Sh period . 
. INOTE: At the University of Minnesota, the normal probationary period ie aix years, with the decision-making process 
taking up the sixth year. Early promotion ie permitted.) 

$ ~ ,_/ ~ 

l· ~ ~ 

l ;:; 
~ cf ,... 

~ 
~ (j :: lf ~C' ~ v v .... 

a. Five years or len , 2 3 4 5 
b. Six years , 2 3 4 5 
c. Seven years , 2 3 4 5 
d. Eight years , 2 3 4 5 
e. Nine years , 2 3 4 5 

Please comment: 

-4-



SECTION IV: ACTIVITIES DURING THE CURRENT ACADEMIC YEAR 
Please answer each of the following questions relative to the current academic year. 

14. Think about how you allocated your time during the current academic year. 

o In the first column, indicate how you expected to allocate your time to each of the four types of activities. 
o In the second column, estimate the percentage of time for the current academic year (September 16, 1 989 

through June 15, 19901 you will have spent on the same set of activities. 

Exeectation Actual 
a. Teaching and advising 

b. Research/scholarship 

c. Patient care 

d. Minnesota Extension Services 

e. Administration and committees 
100% 100% 

15. Approximately how many hours per week, on the average, do you spend on activities directly related to your faculty 
position at the University? Count time in your office, in your laboratory or clinic, and at home in making your estimate. 

Hours eer week 
a. Total hours across all activities 
b. Preparing for undergraduate courses 
c. Preparing for professional or graduate courses 
d. Preparing for other teaching responsibilities 

16. Pleaae Indicate which coursee you expect to have taught this year. 

Course Level 
a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Approximate 
Enrollment 

17. Consider all your non-teaching, non-research, non-patient-care, non .. xtenslon .. ervice activities. Focus on your other 
responsibilities - serving on committees, administrative duties, advising on policies and practices, planning new 
initiatives, hosting prospective students and faculty, speaking engagements, etc. 

a. How many hours a weak do you spend on these other responeibllitiee7 
_111 0 to 5 _131 11 to 15 _151 More than 20 
_121 6 to 10 _ 141 16 to 20 

b. How does your time involvement on these other responsibilities compare to others in your department/division? 
(Check all that apply.) 
__ 111 Everyone spends a reasonable amount of time 
__ (1 I Everyone spends an excessive amount of time 
__ (1 I I spend more time compared to tenured faculty 
__ (1 I I spend more time compared to other untenured faculty 
_111 Other. Please specify:. _________________ _ 

18. Overall, how stressful has the past year been for you? (Circle .2!!!·1 

Not at all 
Stressful 

1 

Somewhat 
Stressful 

2 
Stressful 

3 

-5-

Very 
Stressful 

4 

Extremely 
Stressful 

5 



19. Some faculty find their poeitions to be stressful whereas others do not. For each of the following factors that might 
contribute to work-related stress, please indicate to what extent the factors contribute to your stress as a faculty --...,_ 
member. (Circle ~ response for each.) 

Uttle 
or 
~ Sliaht §2!M Much Extreme 

a. Lack of administrative 
support and recognition. 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Multiple roles you are 
expected to fulfill. 1 2 3 4 5 

c. Time constraints. 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Committee assignments. 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Budgetary constraints 

and limited resources. 1 2 3 4 5 
f. Teaching responsibilities. 1 2 3 4 5 
g. Expectations concerning 

your research/scholarship. 1 2 3 4 5 
h. Academic preparation of 

students you are expected 
to teach. 1 2 3 4 5 

i. Balancing work and personal 
responsibilities. 1 2 3 4 5 

SECTION V: PROGRAMS AND SERVICES FOR NEW FACUL TV 
This section concerns the propoeed new services for tenure-track faculty. 

20. There are several kinds of information or assistance that might be made available to new faculty at the University of 
Minnesota. 

0 First, indicate whether or not you received information on each of the following topics. 
0 Second, indicate how important the topic was to you sa a new faculty member. 

Received lmeortance 

J ~ Very 
Yes No lmeortant lmeortant lmeortant 

a. Housing 1 2 1 2 3 
b. Child care and schools 1 2 1 2 3 
c. Employment for 

significant other 1 2 1 2 3 
d. Cultural/ 

community resources 1 2 1 2 3 
e. Health and fitness 

resources 1 2 1 2 3 
f. University organization 1 2 1 2 3 
g. Student population 1 2 1 2 3 
h. Sexual harassment 1 2 1 2 3 
I. Racism 1 2 1 2 3 
j. F'1nding faculty with 

eimiler interests/background 1 2 1 2 3 
k. Equipment for my research, etc. 1 2 1 2 3 
I. Audio-visual resources 

for my teaching 1 2 1 2 3 
m. Advising/spacial 

sasistance for students , 2 1 2 3 

n. Avoiding/handling 
student complaints 1 2 1 2 3 

o. Different strategies 
for teaching , 2 , 2 3 

p. Ways to evaluate student work , 2 , 2 3 

q. Ways to identify and 
correct problems in teaching 1 2 1 2 3 

r. How to approach the 
development of new courses , 2 1 2 3 

s. How students learn , 2 1 2 3 

t. How to teach students of 

~-varying ability , 2 , 2 3 

-6-



J \ I ~ 

21. 

Received lmeortance 

~ Very 

Yes No lmeortant lmeortant Important 

u. How my research/scholarship 
3 will be evaluated 2 1 2 

v. How my teaching will 
be evaluated 1 2 2 3 

w. ovenn.w of the role 
of teaching assistants 
in my department 1 2 1 2 3 

x. Procedures for writing 
cl ... room tests 2 1 2 3 

y. Grading practices end 
2 3 procedures 1 2 1 

z. Specific discipline or 
course-related issues (e.g .• 

3 use of texts and other materials) 1 2 1 2 

aa. Classroom presentation skills 1 2 1 2 3 

bb. Guidelines for or· 
ganizing course content 1 2 1 2 3 

cc. How to develop course 
activities to achieve 
instructional objectives 1 2 1 2 3 

dd. One·to-one inter· 
personal skills ,. 2 1 2 3 

ee. Ovenn.w of Ubrary resources 1 2 1 2 3 

ff. Handling special 
student needs (e.g .• 
disabled and foreign students) 1 2 1 2 3 

gg. How to establish 
research collaborations 1 2 1 2 3 

hh. Using personal computers 1 2 1 2 3 
ii. How to access and use 

computer facilities 1 2 1 2 3 
jj. Identifying funding 

agencies for my research 1 2 1 2 3 
kk. How to write research 

grants 1 2 1 2 3 

Would you have anended e seminar for new faculty in which teaching strategies, research/scholarship opportunities. 
and related Interests were discussed? (Circle .2!!!.·1 

Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably yee Definitely yee 
1 2 3 4 5 

a. If •yea•. when would It have been mo.t helpful? (Circle .2!!!.·1 
Fourth or 

First Year Second Year Third Year subsequent year 
1 2 3 4 

b. If •yea•. over what time period should the seminar be offered? (Circle .2!!!.·1 
Four or 

One quarter 
1 

Two quarters 
2 

Three quarters 
3 

c. If •yea•. how long should each session be? (Circle .2!!!.·1 

One hour 
1 

Two hours 
2 

Three hours 
3 

more quarters 
4 

Four or 
more hours 

4 

d. If •yea·. how frequently should the seminar meet? (Circle .2!!!·1 
Weekly Bi-weekly Monthly Once a quarter 

1 2 3 4 

22. Do you think that the University should provide programming to assist new faculty to become more effective teachers? 
(Circle .2!!!·) 
Definitely not Probably not Unsure Probably yea Definitely yes 

1 2 3 4 5 

-7-



SECTION VI: TEACHING CONCERNS 
This section concerns your views about your teaching. 

23. Prior to starting at the University, how much experience did you have teaching entire courses? (Check 2!!! for each 
category.) 
Undergraduate students Graduate!Professional students 
_ 111 No experience _111 No experience 

--~~~~~ --~~~~~ 
_ 131 One to five years _ 131 One to five years 
__ 141 More than five years __ 141 More than five years 

24. Prior to starting as a faculty member, approximately how many !2!!.! hours of training/preparation to be a teacher did 
you have? hours 

25. How would you rate yourself in terms of your knowledge about various topics related to effective teaching? (Circle 
.2!!! for each.) .. ~ 

& ~ § 
~ 

-~ ~ ~ c1' 
4.0 "-. cf .::..• ld 

a. Teaching strategies 1 2 3 4 5 
b. How students learn 1 2 3 4 5 
c. How to advise students 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Dealing with student diversity 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Evaluating teaching 1 2 3 4 5 
f. How to develop courses 1 2 3 4 5 

26. What is your current level of personal satisfaction with the quality of your teaching? (Check .2!!! for each type of 
course.) 
GraduatefProfessional courses Undergraduate courses 
__ 111 Extremely dissatisfied __ 111 Extremely diaaatisfied 
__ 121 Vefil/ dissatisfied _ 121 Very dissatisfied 
__ 131 Dissatisfied _ 131 Dissatisfied 
_ 141 Neutral _ 141 Neutral 
_151 Satisfied _151 Satisfied 
_ (61 Very satisfied _ 161 Very satiaf~ed 
__ 171 Extremely satisfied _ 171 Extremely satisfied 

SECTION VII: CHARACTERISTICS 
Your answer to quntions In this section will help us understand the fl88da and perceptions of subgroups of faculty. Please 
be reassured that your responses to these questions will not be used to identify particular Individuals, although some 
respondents may prefer not to answer particular questions. 

27. How many years before you started a tenure-track position at the University had It been since you received your Ph.D. 
or highest degrH7 __ years 

28. Please indicate your faculty rank. (Check 2!!!-1 
Instructor Aeaistant Profeaaor Associate Professor Profeaaor 

4 1 2 3 

29. Gender _111 Female _121 Male 

30. Please indicate the college/program/campus in which you are appointed: 

_ 111 College of Biological Sciences 
_ 121 College of Education 

(31 College of Uberal Arts 
_ 141 College of Veterinary Medicine 
_ (51 General College 
_ 161 Dentistry 

_ (141 Natural Resources 
_ (151 Horne Economics 
_11611natitute of Technology 
_1171 Law School 
_ (181 School of Management 
_ 1191 Crookston Campus 
_ 1201 Morrie Campus 

Other 
5 

_ 171 Medical School 
_ 181 Mortuary Science 
_ 191 Nursing 

1211 Waseca Campus 
- 1221 Duluth Campus, Busineaa and Economics 
- (231 Duluth Campus. Education and Human Services _ 1101 Pharmacy 
- (241 Duluth Campus. Fine Arts (111 Public Health = 1121 Humphrey lnat. of Pub. Affairs 

_ 1131 Agriculture 

- 1251 Duluth Campus. Uberal Arts = 1261 Duluth Campus. Science and Engineering 

-THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION
Please return your completed questionnaire to: 

New Faculty Survey 
Office of Educational Development Programs 

419 Walter Library 
117 Pleasant St. S.E. 

University of Minnesota 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
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