
Minutes* 
 

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
Friday, November 11, 2011 

10:00 – 12:00 
300 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Barbara Elliott, Christine Marran (co-chairs), Arlene Carney, William Craig, Jessica 

Larson, Paula O'Loughlin, Gary Peter, Carol Wells 
 
Absent:  Yusuf Abul-Hajj, Joseph Gaugler, Teresa Kimberley, Terry Simon 
 
Guests: Professor Chris Cramer (chair Faculty Consultative Committee), Professor Fred Morrison 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) proposed changes to the procedure "Reviewing Candidates for Tenure and/or 
Promotion:  Tenure-Track and Tenured Faculty"; (2) committee business; (3) post-tenure review] 
 
 
1. Proposed Changes to the Procedure "Reviewing Candidates for Tenure and/or Promotion:  
Tenure-Track and Tenured Faculty" 
 
 Professor Elliott convened the meeting at 10:05 and congratulated Professor O'Loughlin and Vice 
Provost Carney (and Professor Chomsky in absentia) for their remarkable work on revising the tenure 
procedures.  Professor Larson inquired how long it would be before the procedures will need to again be 
amended; Vice Provost Carney expressed the hope that it will be after she is out of the office.  But 
whenever the tenure regulations are changed, the procedures must be changed as well.   
 

The procedures were very short when she took the position as vice provost and there was much 
that was missing, Dr. Carney recalled, and she did not like being in the position of having to make 
decisions with no procedural document to back her up.  This version contains a great deal of important 
language that was never in the procedures before, including governing the hiring of tenured faculty 
members and calling for the review of associate professors every four years.  (The average time in rank 
for associate professors at the University is 8 years, with a significant standard deviation, so they chose 4 
years as the midpoint, at which time someone should have shown movement toward a national or 
international reputation in the field.)  

 
These procedures only apply to faculty members in tenured and tenure-track lines (regular 

faculty), not clinical faculty, Professor Elliott pointed out.  That was a concern of hers, Professor Wells 
said, because the Medical School is trying to treat clinical faculty the same as regular faculty.  Units will 
need to decide on that, Dr. Carney said; the promotion of clinical faculty is more in the hands of the Vice 
President for the Academic Health Center and deans rather than the Provost because the decisions do not 
involve tenure.  The names of clinical faculty who are promoted are still presented to the Board of 
Regents, however. 

 
In response to a question from Professor Elliott, Dr. Carney reported that she and Professors 

Chomsky and O'Loughlin had discussed changes needed in the procedures where they deal with section 
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12 of the tenure regulations (which deal with what happens when departments/colleges are merged or 
closed), and have identified where there are procedures lacking, but these are big areas and they were not 
comfortable trying to move quickly on them.  They also need to review section 10, on unrequested leaves 
of absence, where there are no procedures in place.  Any proposals for procedures for sections 10 and 12 
will come later in the year, and the procedures for sections 10, 12, and 14 will be a separate document; 
they need a Committee discussion of the substance before they actually start drafting procedures. 

 
Vice Provost Carney walked the Committee through the changes to the procedures that she and 

Professors Chomsky and O'Loughlin had made since the Committee discussion two weeks earlier.  There 
were changes made in provisions governing review of associate professors (every four years) and letters 
of resignation if a probationary faculty member withdraws his or her name from consideration for tenure.  
There were also a number of clarifications of language.  Committee members made several suggestions 
for change in the language. 

 
The Committee voted unanimously to approve the revised procedures.  Professor Elliott 

announced that they would be forwarded to the Provost for approval, and then sent to the Faculty Senate 
for information, as required in the tenure regulations.  Dr. Carney said she would send the revised 
procedures to department chairs/heads once they have been presented to the Faculty Senate and the Board 
of Regents for information (the latter also required by the tenure regulations). 

 
2. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Elliott turned to other items of Committee business. 
 
--  The statement about academic freedom for parents and families will be forwarded to the Senate 
Consultative Committee for presentation to the University Senate for information.  It will thereafter be 
provided to appropriate offices around the University.  Dr. Carney said she would forward it to Vice 
Provosts McMaster and Rinehart for review. 
 
--  A recent revision to the procedure governing Senate committee involvement in hiring senior 
administrators provides that when there is a search for the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs 
(Dr. Carney's position), this Committee is to be involved. 
 
--  One upcoming agenda item concerns academic freedom and research:  A question has been raised as to 
whether  academic freedom is restricted by policies that limit submission of research proposals to funders 
with  F&A (indirect-cost-recovery) rates below a certain threshold.  Vice President Mulcahy will join the 
Committee in January to have a conversation about this issue. 
 
3. Post-Tenure Review 
 
 Professor Elliott now welcomed Professors Cramer and Morrison to the meeting to discuss post-
tenure review. 
 
 Professor Cramer began by reporting that the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) has been 
discussing for some time, and with the administration, its discomfort with public perceptions of the value 
and meaning of tenure, which sometimes comes across as "leave us alone, we’re doing important things 
you couldn’t possibly understand, and oh, by the way, we should have a job for life."  In the corporate 
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sector, it can be about five minutes between the time one is determined to no longer be fit for one's job 
and one is out the door.  At the University it takes substantially longer, assuming the post-tenure review 
procedures are followed to a final conclusion.  One may legitimately discuss whether six orders of 
magnitude is the right difference for those two situations, but in light of what is going on around the 
country, especially in Texas and Florida, where higher education is being made the whipping boy in state 
politics—when many may see adding up a faculty member's research and teaching income and 
subtracting the salary to figure a "profit" or "loss"—it is perhaps time to speak strongly about the value of 
tenure and what faculty do, and moreover better to justify tenure and explain and refine the procedures in 
place to ensure that it is not abused. 
 
 Professor Cramer said he has been very impressed by the work of this committee on academic 
freedom and in its work with the Office of the Provost.  What it has done has been very effective for the 
audience inside the University.  The next target needs to be how things appear to the outside audiences.  
He and the FCC have talked to deans and chairs about post-tenure review; there is considerable sentiment 
within those ranks that the system is so protective that it is in practice unwieldy.  In ideal practice, it may 
not be, but in that case it needs better publicizing, both internally and externally. 
 
 Professor Morrison said that there are two ways to look at post-tenure review.  One is to look at it 
as a way of encouraging good teaching and scholarship.  The other is to look at it as a way of punishing 
bad teaching and scholarship.  If one focuses on promoting improvements in teaching and scholarship, 
one is promoting the University's goals.  But if the focus is on the end game of discharging poor 
performers, "we have lost the game."  The focus should be on things like annual reviews, improving 
performance, and counseling faculty members who need help.  "If we do that we will emerge a stronger 
university.  If we focus on firing people, it will be very divisive."  The University had a big flap over 
tenure about 15 years ago, he recalled, and one member of the Board of Regents said that at any one time 
3% of the faculty should be fired.  That was an attack on everyone, not just on scholarly performance but 
also on academic freedom.  The University went through a bad time and it does not want to go back there. 
 
 The post-tenure review system is supportive, not punitive, Professor Morrison said, so that faculty 
members who might be past their prime in research but a good teacher can teach more, or who might be 
better at graduate teaching than undergraduate teaching can teach graduate students.  The idea is to make 
the best use of the faculty member's talents.  But there is a need for a better training and nurturing process 
to make the system effective. 
 
 The formal final post-tenure review rules in the tenure regulations create a long and difficult 
process, Professor Morrison said.  When it comes to that point, there ordinarily has been so much 
neglected by both the University and the faculty member for decades that it is difficult to straighten things 
out.  But it seems him wrong to put all the blame on the faculty member, Professor Morrison commented.  
What is important is to emphasize the annual-review process and keep the review process moving along, 
rather than saying "here's tenure, see you at retirement." 
 

Neither he nor FCC is looking for heads on stakes, Professor Cramer assured the Committee.  He 
said he agreed completely with Professor Morrison.  There are ongoing discussions in other Senate 
committees (e.g., the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs) about faculty accountability and it is certainly 
accepted that an effective annual/biennial review process should look at a faculty member's contributions 
and adjust workload to best take advantage of a person's talents and evolving interests.  He agreed that it 
has been the case that after a faculty member is granted tenure, it's "congratulations, see you later."  The 
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University has not been clear on faculty development to the outside world perhaps because it really isn’t 
doing much in many cases. 

 
 And as the institution has focused more on individual research productivity, it has lost its 
commitment to the teaching enterprise, Professor Morrison added.  If there is an expectation that a faculty 
member will teach a fixed number of courses, some may try to meet their obligation with sections of five 
students and say they need not do more.  There needs to be more than a formula; there has to be a 
reasonable contribution to the good of the University when making salary and course-assignment 
decisions.  There are reasons to have small seminars—but not four of them as one's whole annual 
teaching responsibility.  There must be balance.  But as institutions move more and more to numerical 
standards, people will game the system. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney pointed out that the tenure regulations provide that a department chair/head 
can make reasonable assignments, but she agreed that some people may push harder on assignments than 
they should.  Moreover, she said, some of the things Professor Morrison has mentioned are now contained 
in the revised Procedures the Committee has been dealing with (e.g., how to change workload).  She also 
noted that she spends considerable time with chairs and heads on the post-tenure review process.  
Professor Cramer said that is very important.  They need to do more for chairs, Dr. Carney said, but it is 
difficult to make sessions mandatory.  They continuously educate and support chairs and try to help them 
through difficult processes. 
 
 Professor O'Loughlin said that Professor Morrison's comments led her to realize that at present 
the responsibility and accountability for not receiving mentoring and development for 20 years is placed 
totally on the faculty member and there is no sense of community responsibility.  But the latter is part of 
accountability should be.  It is not just chairs who have abandoned their civic responsibility, it is also the 
faculty in the units.  It is a UNIT responsibility to ensure that there is continuing development of faculty.  
The NCAA rules now say that if not enough students are graduating, there will be costs to the institution.  
She would not suggest budget cuts to units that provide inadequate faculty development, but if all are not 
rising, all are not rising. 
 
 With academic freedom comes responsibilities, Professor Elliott observed, and these 
responsibilities include how people behave in the community.  This Committee has talked about these 
responsibilities, but she said she is now realizing that all have a larger responsibility for their colleagues' 
success, too, in order that all advance the University's work. 
 
 Professor Marran pointed out that there is a recent report in CLA that looked at expenses and 
teaching; those are useful data to consider as far as the Legislature is concerned perhaps but they do not 
solve the problems of sharing the burden of teaching and service in a department.  If the University wants 
to promote good teaching and cutting-edge research, it needs a way to support and promote in clear ways 
individuals whose work is good (e.g., with research funding or money for faculty development).  Post-
tenure review can become punitive but it can also be positive. 
 
 Dr. Carney said that she has been pushing for reasonable standards for tenured faculty in unit 7.12 
statements.  She has received pushback from departments that say they cannot think about a low bar; her 
response is that she is not advocating a low bar but maintains that the tenured faculty in a unit should be 
able to think about what reasonable expectations in teaching, research, and service are to maintain tenure.  
Perhaps the performance can be measured over three-year periods.  Expectations can be adjusted for 
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faculty members over the course of their careers, but a unit should be able to say what it expects.  A 
number of units have done an excellent job in setting standards, and doing so makes annual reviews 
easier.  A unit can decide if someone is meeting the goals and expectations; if so, then one moves to the 
decision about merit.  Units should not make their expectations crazy nor too low, it should make them 
reasonable.  If someone is not meeting the standards, she agrees with Professor Morrison:  The person 
should be provided developmental assistance early.  It is very difficult to deal with long-term cases; if 
developmental support can be provided early on, it is easier to defend the system. 
 
 Professor Marran commented that the relationship between the chair/head and the unit faculty can 
make it difficult to achieve change but the unit head must play a big role.  He or she can use the aid of an 
appointed or elected faculty unit committee if necessary with the goal of achieving equity in teaching 
loads and quality of instruction. 
 
 Dr. Craig said, apropos of a statement to the public that the system is not broken, just saying the 
rules are in place but not implemented won't sell.  Or it may be that the system works but it has not been 
publicized.  There are units doing well and have been all along and it is worth telling stories about them.  
But statistics will not win the day; it would be better to have stories about departments that had people 
who were not as productive as they should be and who are now much improved.  That would sell. 
 
 Professor Cramer commented that there is a disconnect between reality and public perception, 
probably in a number of areas.  Students who are in classes that are taught poorly complain (with reason), 
and they do so to their friends, their parents. Negative stories are much more likely to be told, out of a 
sense of frustration, than laudatory ones. One need only visit RateMyProfessors.com to find some 
shockingly low scores coupled with scathing comments. While a single disgruntled student does not 
necessarily reflect reality, a dozen are more representative, and one can be certain that ten times that 
many have complained in the dorms, around the table at Thanksgiving, etc.  Within the professoriate, for 
years there has been a tendency to view an attack on any tenured professor as an attack on all, rather than 
realizing that when a faculty member is indeed not holding up his or her responsibilities, then other 
members of the department have to pick them up, leading to more work for those already doing their 
most.  He said he fully supported development and assistance, but with some teeth, or otherwise there is 
no story to tell. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney noted that she reports to the Board of Regents every year and that she 
receives a lot of questions about the fact that only 3 out of 3000 faculty members are reported to be below 
goals and expectations.  She talks to the Board about the developmental system in place.  Sometimes 
chairs want to fire someone immediately and she tells them that is not possible nor should it be, and in 
some cases, when faculty members realize they are not meeting goals and expectations, they opt for 
retirement.  There are about seven or eight such cases per year.  She also reminds the Board about how 
selective the University is in the first place in granting tenure.   
 
 Professor Elliott observed that the white paper on academic freedom will be presented to the 
Board of Regents in December; that is where the discussion can start.  As one example of how to develop 
a sense of community and involvement in one another's scholarship, in her unit they do peer mentoring in 
groups of four or five, and they meet annually to report on research and scholarship so that they all know 
what the others are doing.  That creates a conversation and a level of investment in the unit and each other 
that might not otherwise be there. 
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 Professor Morrison related that in the Law School they have endowed chairs that only have a 
seven-year term, and that has helped tremendously because those who hold the chairs come up for review 
by a committee of senior faculty every seven years.  There could be other ways to do that even without 
endowed chairs, and he said he suspects that review of tenured faculty members varies tremendously 
around the campus.  The Law School also has a faculty presentation every week, so over one or two years 
every faculty member presents, and that gives people an idea about how well faculty members are 
doing—and how well they are doing by comparison.  If someone is up for a presentation, and not sure he 
or she is prepared, the person may think about taking phased retirement.  These presentations allow 
collective understanding, in an informal way, of whether a colleague is up to par. 
 
 Professor Morrison went on to comment that a significant number to consider in non-performance 
is disability cases; that number is going up rapidly.  There are cases of people who cannot function at the 
expected level and who are not over 65; is the University just going to say "thank you for your services, 
good bye"?  Or will it find ways to use these individuals or to support ways for them to move on?  
Disability cases cover a broad spectrum, from the heavily medical to the "mental."   
 
 Finally, Professor Morrison said, he believes the University will increasingly face the problem of 
a lack of a mandatory retirement age.  How will the University encourage faculty members to retire or to 
reduce their effort?  He said the retirement programs currently available are not adequate to addressing 
the problem—but it needs to be addressed. 
 
 Professor Wells offered several comments.  In terms of how people know what tenure is, in some 
units people are isolated.  She recently saw a film about teachers and the blame for the state of the public 
schools was all placed on teacher tenure, which can be obtained after two years in some districts.  Many 
believe that is what faculty tenure at a university is as well; the public does not understand what it takes to 
get tenure at a university versus what it takes to be a K-12 teacher.  Second, an internal issue, is what the 
institution does to enforce policies.  Some come to meetings such as this one, help to refine policies, and 
that is great, but what is the responsibility of the unit leadership?  Many faculty members have never 
heard of the policies, much less changes that this Committee might recommend.  What is the number of 
units that do not have revised 7.12 statements?  How many follow the post-tenure review policies?  Have 
they been voted on by the faculty in the units?  The problem is that they are not paying attention to 
fundamental issues.  If everyone had to give a seminar in the department, that would be great because it 
could help with potential collaborations and could help clarify the accomplishments of departmental 
colleagues.   
 
 Dr. Craig commented that it might be useful to have a set of best practices for departments and 
senior faculty to encourage on-going high levels of performance. 
 

Good people always do good things, Professor Larson said; the question is how to enforce the 
policies for the free riders.  Especially on a small campus.  It is a matter of leading versus being secluded 
and doing nothing; she said she has not seen a lot of leadership muscle exerted. 

 
As for Professor Wells' comment about leadership, Professor O'Loughlin said that it is about 

leadership among the senior faculty as a whole setting norms of developmental support for their 
individual members.  It is not just about chairs and it should not just be a set of procedures—the 
procedures will only work if the faculty own them.  To put all the responsibility on the chair is not fair. 
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Faculty accountability should mean "these are the rules and the faculty should stand up for them" and it 
should mean that faculty members work with each other, including peer mentoring for full professors. 

 
Another impact of free riders is on junior faculty, Dr. Carney commented.  They write or call her, 

and the biggest complaint they have is senior faculty who are not productive but who are voting on their 
(the junior faculty's) tenure.  They sometimes cite that as a reason for leaving the University—people who 
are not held to high standards are holding junior faculty members to the standards.  It is a morale issue.  
Professor Larson said it is a generational divide; a younger group came in with standards to meet while an 
older group did not.  It may be necessary simply to wait them out. 

 
Dr. Peter said that from a P&A perspective, his primary responsibility is teaching and he works 

closely with people who go through the tenure process. To the extent that a tenured colleague may be 
reassigned to more teaching as the result of a post tenure review decision recognizing teaching as a 
particular strength, that could benefit his teaching, the overall department, and students. 

 
Professor Cramer said, in response to Dr. Carney's point, that there is general faculty 

recognition—and resignation—that the under-performers subtract from a department.  He said he would 
offer a controversial suggestion:  All faculty members should be put in groups of 20 or more (combining 
similar very small departments or programs, where needed, to achieve such a number when not available 
in a single department or program) and ask everyone in the group to rank the group’s membership from 1-
20, derive an average, and then have a peer committee speak with those in the bottom 20% to ask what 
they need to do to get out of the bottom—what is the plan?  And if they stay in the bottom 20%, what is to 
be done?  There are many incentives for good faculty, but there are not many incentives to ease non-
performers out and into activities that are more rewarding—these people are likely unhappy anyway, and 
not oblivious to their failure to live up to standards—who benefits from a system that cannot help them 
move on? 

 
Professor Morrison said that over 30 years ago he had participated in firing a faculty member who 

refused to meet with a department chair; it was dismissal for cause and it must be done.  Departments are 
reluctant to fire faculty members for cause, but if they cleaned up the extreme cases, perhaps other would 
take notice and clean up their act or would be more agreeable to receipt of help. 

 
Faculty Activity Reports can help identify problems at the unit level, Professor Marran said, and 

some use a point system.  Some people may not hand them in, Dr. Carney said.  Compliance is a big part 
of this discussion, Professor Marran responded.  In one college, Dr. Carney related, post-tenure review 
starts automatically if someone does not turn in the Faculty Activity Report. Professor Marran said this is 
related to the question of public relations; the faculty must be recognized as watching themselves and 
promoting performance, because she would be dismayed were the University to capitulate to using 
assessments not based on reality.  The Committee on Faculty Affairs is working on the public-relations 
issues, Professor Marran concluded. 

 
Professor Elliott thanked Professors Cramer and Morrison for joining the Committee and 

adjourned the meeting at 12:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


