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[In these minutes:  (1) post-tenure review:  how it should be done; (2) Procedures for Reviewing 
Candidates for Tenure and/or Promotion:  Tenure Track and Tenured Faculty; (3) Academic Freedom 
report] 
 
 
1. Post-Tenure Review:  How It Should Be Done 
 
 Professor Clayton convened the meeting at 9:30 and noted the agenda items.  He also pointed out 
that the Committee is not restricted to addressing issues that he and Vice Provost Carney bring, and said 
that if Committee members have an issue they believe important, they should let him know.  He then 
turned to Vice Provost Carney. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney related that post-tenure review issues are on her mind because she is in the 
midst of reading promotion-and-tenure files and revised 7.12 statements.  There have been questions 
about the post-tenure review process, she said, so she explained it in full at this meeting. 
 
 One of the most important elements of the process is the statement of goals and expectations for 
faculty members who are tenured at the University with an academic appointment in that unit.  That is the 
cornerstone for each department; without it, it is not possible to make judgments in post-tenure review.  
Provost Sullivan had asked that post-tenure review goals and expectations and unit procedures for post-
tenure review be included in revised 7.12 statements. (Previously, these had been contained in free-
standing documents.) 
 

A number of departments have had a general post-tenure-review statement that faculty must meet 
tenure standards in order to retain tenure.  But the tenure standards [for the institution, in Section 7.11 of 
the Board of Regents Policy:  Faculty Tenure, hereinafter the tenure code, as well as specific standards in 
the unit 7.12 statement] set cumulative expectations for probationary faculty.  What is really being asked, 
for the purposes of post-tenure review, is "what constitutes work a faculty member must do to maintain 
tenure?"  For example, in book disciplines, the cumulative point of the probationary field is probably a 
book.  A department in a book-based discipline surely does not expect a book every year from tenured 
faculty, but it may expect another book at some point after tenure is granted that establishes the author's 
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national or international reputation.  It may be a little easier to measure performance in journal-based 
disciplines.   
 
 If a faculty member is tenured at age 38, he or she will perhaps be tenured for 30 years.  What 
does the department expect him or her to do?  The tenure standards for probationary faculty may include 
articles or books, presentations, and so on—there is nothing wrong with the list but the expectation is that 
the individual will continue to show some scholarly productivity as well as teaching effectiveness and 
service as defined by the faculty of that unit.  The question is what the individual must do to retain tenure.  
Some departments have done a nice job; they list several things an individual might do in research and 
call for someone to accomplish X things over Y period of time (e.g., three years).  If, at the time of the 
annual review, a faculty member has done none of the X things in research for the last three years, a 
chair/head and a faculty committee can say that the individual has not met the goals and expectations of 
the department in research.  (Departments would have similar goals and expectations for teaching.)   
 
 When a department statement is very broad, it is difficult to define non-performance.  There must 
be some specificity.  And these standards serve only a screening function:  did the faculty do the things 
necessary to meet goals and expectations?  The answer is yes or no; the decision about salary increases 
based on merit is the grading of the performance.  Clear goals and expectations can help to eliminate 
politics and popularity.  The weak link is a lack of, or ambiguous, goals and expectations.  It is difficult to 
make the case for non-performance without them—and they also protect faculty from malicious 
allegations of non-performance. 
 
 After a department has established goals and expectations, the chair/head and a faculty committee 
do reviews.  A department must have both.  Most units do post-tenure review at the same time they do 
merit reviews.  In some cases, the chair/head does the merit reviews (some departments also use a faculty 
committee for this purpose).  That is fine, but if the chair/head notices that someone may have fallen 
below goals and expectations, he or she must engage the faculty committee (required by Section 7A of the 
tenure code) if he or she intends to go forward on post-tenure review.  The nature of the faculty 
committee can vary with the unit—it can be a post-tenure review committee, it can be the promotion and 
tenure committees, etc.—but it must agree with the head or chair that the person has fallen below 
expectations.  Professor Wells asked if the committee can be appointed by the chair/head.  Dr. Carney 
said the tenure code does not specify that it is to be elected, although it is her strong recommendation that 
it should at least have an elected component in order to ensure fairness.  In departments that use a post-
tenure review committee, almost all of them are elected.  Section 7A left it to departments to determine 
how to compose a post-tenure review committee.   
 
 The decision by a chair/head and a faculty committee that an individual's performance is below 
the goals and expectations of the department is the first stage.  If the determination is made, a letter goes 
to the faculty member, signed by the chair/head and the chair of the faculty committee, outlining a 
performance-improvement plan (PIP).  The dilemma of a decentralized institution, Dr. Carney said, is 
that she does not see the performance-improvement plans.  She would like to see them in order to ensure 
that they are done right.  She will sometimes see them later and learn that there have been procedural 
errors.  Her job is not to look at the merits of a plan, only to be sure the faculty member receives due 
process and the department follows the procedures.   
 
 Her office knows that faculty are being given PIPs because she asks the colleges for the number 
of faculty found performing below expectations by the chair/head and by both a chair/head and a faculty 
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committee.  In any one year there might be 9-10 faculty who have been found by both the chair/head and 
a committee to be performing below expectations; chairs/heads alone might identify 11-12.  There are not 
many cases each year.  When she presents this information to the Regents, they ask if it is true that only 
7-8-9-10 faculty out of about 3000 are below standards.  She tells the Board that the faculty are high-
quality and that if there are clear goals and expectations, she would not expect to have a lot of post-tenure 
review cases.  The University does not approach the faculty looking for "the bottom 10%," as is the case 
in some corporations.  But it is important that the faculty be accountable and that they monitor 
themselves.   
 
 Professor Abul-Hajj asked if Vice Provost Carney was suggesting that the PIPs be prepared and 
submitted to her.  Not for approval, Dr. Carney said, only so that she can advise departments not to set up 
something that will have a bad outcome.  Post-tenure review involves charged issues and she wants to be 
sure that faculty have due process and that procedures are followed.  The faculty member must be given 
at least one year to improve from the date of the letter received; if the department has vague standards, it 
is not realistic to say that a faculty member must produce three journal articles and make two 
presentations in that year.  The faculty member could grieve such a requirement, but it would be better to 
start with something realistic in the first place.  She would ask, in that example, if the department holds 
every faculty member to the standard of three articles and two presentations per year in order to receive a 
merit salary increase; if not, it cannot expect such accomplishments in a PIP.  She related one case where 
a faculty member had fallen down on teaching, after years of good scores.  The PIP called for the 
individual to work with the Center for Teaching and Learning to address the problems; the person did so, 
and at the end of the process the individual's teaching improved greatly and the faculty member felt 
energized.  This is a case where the PIP reversed a bad situation.  The plan should be developmental, 
not punitive, and as a developmental plan, it should be realistic, setting out goals that can be 
accomplished in a year. 
 
 In terms of the letter to the individual with the plan, the individual has one year from THE DATE 
OF THE LETTER to improve.  Faculty activity reports are usually prepared in January and February and 
performance reviews take place in the spring.  If this (spring) is the point at which the letter is dated (e.g., 
May 1), the individual has one year from May 1 to improve.  If the review cycle starts in January-
February, in reality the individual has about 18 months to improve because the review would not take 
place until after May 1 the following year.   
 
 In many cases the PIP has a happy ending.  Last year the Provost's office received more specific 
data about faculty going through PIPs and she is trying to figure out what goes on.  The Provost's office 
does not play a role in post-tenure review; the department is the central place, and if the PIP goes well, the 
matter stays within the department.   
 
 If a faculty member is given a reasonable PIP, the department chair/head and the faculty 
committee review the performance and decide if its goals have been met (and need to be fairly specific 
about why or why not).  If the individual did not meet the PIP goals, then the case goes to special review.  
The chair/head asks the dean to assemble a special review committee (which MUST be elected) of five 
members, one of whom is selected by the faculty member.  The individuals on it need not be from the 
faculty member's home department.  That special review committee looks at everything that has occurred 
up to that point, including the PIP and whether or not the individual met its goals.  The special review 
committee could give the individual another PIP (which would still be developmental), recommend a 
reduction in salary, or recommend termination.   



Academic Freedom & Tenure Committee 
Friday, March 27, 2009 
 
 

4

 
 Only a small number of cases have reached the point of special review and no one has ever 
received a reduction in salary.  Faculty members should not worry about post-tenure review; it is laden 
with due process to ensure that it is fair—and if the faculty member nonetheless believes it has not been 
fair, he or she may appeal to the Senate Judicial Committee.  It is, Dr. Carney concluded, truly a 
developmental process.  It also appears that faculty who are near the end of their careers, when faced with 
a PIP, often opt for phased retirement.  When a chair/head tells her that the unit has someone who should 
go through post-tenure review and asks how fast he or she can have the faculty member complete post-
tenure review with the possible outcome of termination, Dr. Carney said she tells them it will not be fast 
but has a minimum of about three years before a person can get to that decision point. 
 
 Professor Loken commented that the process seems like a lot of work for a department and there 
are a lot of hurdles to using it.  Goals and expectations can be complicated, especially when someone also 
has an administrative appointment.  It may seem that it's not worth the risk for a department to undertake 
the process.  But it is the right thing to do, Dr. Carney replied.  The University must be accountable for its 
actions in response to the great privilege of tenure.  She said she will be interested to see how events play 
out at the University of Maryland, where the faculty recently rejected a post-tenure review process.  The 
external community there may express considerable surprise that faculty have great job security but will 
not even review themselves.  In Minnesota the University can say it has a process that has been in place 
for a long time.  There are not a lot of cases, but in a number of instances where the faculty member was 
having problems, the individual had not been provided the help he or she needed in order fix them.  The 
University does terminate probationary faculty and should do the same with tenured faculty if warranted, 
but the goal of the post-tenure review process is not to fire faculty. 
 
 The results of the COACHE national survey of probationary faculty for Minnesota were 
benchmarked against the University's peers.  One point that came out of the responses from the Minnesota 
faculty was the level of serious irritation on the part of junior faculty who saw themselves being judged 
for promotion and tenure by senior faculty who are less productive than they are.  This result was 
surprising, Dr. Carney said; she had not expected it.  One danger of not having PIPs is that the University 
will lose good junior faculty because they do not see the system as fair—or at least there will be a climate 
issue in a department.   
 
 Should the letters with PIPs come to her before they go to the faculty member, Professor Abul-
Hajj inquired?  That would help, Dr. Carney said, so that at least there would be no procedural errors at 
the very outset of the process that would cause the case to end up with the Senate Judicial Committee.  
The Senate Judicial Committee plays an important role, but it only determines if the procedures were 
followed and does not review cases on the merits; the process should not start out with an error that 
increases the likelihood the case will end up in front of the Senate Judicial Committee.  Professor Wells 
suggested that if chairs/heads know that someone else (i.e., Vice Provost Carney) will review the letter 
and the PIP, that will likely make them very careful about what they propose.  It would be a good best 
practice to have her review them, Dr. Carney said; she would not make review mandatory but it could 
avoid problems.  She sees them frequently, whereas a department chair/head will only face the process 
once a great while. 
 
 Professor Clayton said that if most of the records should remain in the departments but some 
cases can go further, it would make sense to include the case in a file that can be reviewed by this 
Committee to make recommendations for best practices.  Dr. Carney agreed that was possible and said the 
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files could be redacted—and the Committee review would need to be totally confidential.  Right now she 
only receives data from the colleges on the number of individuals going through PIPs (she also receives 
the names, which no one else sees, but then she knows if the college number includes one person going 
through more than one PIP).  She said that with this information she can assure the Board of Regents that 
the University has a process and that it is used, but that she does not expect a lot of people to go through it 
because of what faculty members must go through to get tenure in the first place.  The faculty are already 
highly selected for productivity.   
 
 Dr. Carney emphasized again that this is a developmental process and that standards that 
departments use should not be excessive.  One department might say that faculty must publish three 
articles per year; she would ask what they would do if a productive faculty member only published two 
articles because he or she was starting research in a new area.  Would they really propose to penalize the 
individual?  That kind of example is one reason she prefers rolling standards.   
 
 Professor McLoon said it was unclear to her what the Committee is being asked to do.  It could 
request department letters with PIPs.  It would help to have the Committee say it is a best practice.  One 
question is whether there should be a more elaborate set of procedures for post-tenure review.  Section 7A 
of the tenure code spells out the process pretty well but there are other elements that could be considered.  
Professor McLoon said she would prefer not to mandate another level of bureaucracy.  If Section 7A were 
vague, she would agree, Dr. Carney said, but it is not.  Some of the problem may be ensuring that 
chair/heads understand Section 7A. 
 
 Professor Abul-Hajj agreed that the process is clear and said that most departments follow it.  But 
the PIP should be submitted to someone more objective, someone who has seen various PIPs, who can be 
helpful.  The review should not be mandated but it could help both the faculty member and the 
departments.  Or the individual who receives the letter could ask that it be reviewed by someone else if he 
or she believes it unreasonable, Professor Wells said.  Dr. Carney said that faculty members do come to 
her; she works with both chairs/heads and individual faculty members who have questions.  Some people 
don't know that, Professor Wells pointed out.  This process is part of the new-faculty orientation, Dr. 
Carney said, and new faculty in the past few years appear to have no qualms about calling or emailing her 
and also serving as ambassadors in their own departments. 
 
 Professor Loken asked if the PIPs are reviewed with the faculty member before being sent to him 
or her, in addition to the chair/head and the faculty committee.  Some units use a more collaborative 
process, Dr. Carney said.  If there are vague standards the situation can be difficult, because the faculty 
member can claim that he or she is meeting them.  In a collaborative process, the faculty member says the 
PIP work and the time allowed are reasonable; if the purpose is to get the faculty member back on track, 
this is a positive way to approach the PIP.   
 
 Professor Clayton said there should be a process providing for an advisor for the faculty member.  
That happens in grievance processes.  An advisor can be sympathetic but also objective; this Committee 
could recommend that an advisor be made available.  Most faculty members would likely welcome a 
"buddy."   
  

Professor Clayton also pointed out that with more specific goals and expectations, it is easier to 
determine if someone has met them—but if they are more specific, there is less latitude for extraordinary 
performance in a different way that might go beyond the usual expectations.  Dr. Carney agreed, and 
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while most departments put in the usual expectations, some address performance that could be out of the 
ordinary but still scholarly.  The Department of Design, Housing, and Apparel, for example, includes both 
an artistic side and a social-science side, so has developed a comprehensive list of activities and also 
recognizes there can be extraordinary performance in other ways.  What she likes to see, Dr. Carney said, 
for example, is that an individual will submit a proposal for an NIH grant (in units where such grants are 
important), or will say an individual must submit X proposals over time, not that the individual must 
obtain the grants.  The PIP expectations must include factors over which the faculty member has control.   

 
Even that varies by department, Professor Wells observed, and one cannot stipulate a specific 

number of journal articles, because there is a difference between one article in Science and 10 articles in 
substandard journals.  There is also the impact factor.  That is why she does not like a specific number of 
articles, Dr. Carney said; the question is what a faculty member must do to maintain tenure (not what is 
required to be a star).  Where is the line, below which one is not doing enough to remain a tenured faculty 
member?  That is difficult to put in words, Professor Wells said.  It is even more difficult when it comes 
time to make a judgment if there are no words, Dr. Carney said.  Departments do merit reviews every 
year; faculty members can make judgments.  It may not be ordinal ranking, but one can usually identify 
the top, middle, and bottom—and even the bottom may be acceptable performance in teaching and 
research.  People know when someone is not performing but it is not easy for faculty to judge each other. 

 
Professor Abul-Hajj asked what the Committee wished to do.  The procedure is set out in the 

tenure code and Vice Provost Carney works with department heads and says she is willing to help in any 
way she can.  He served as an advisor in one case and made suggestions to a faculty member on how to 
deal with the issues, which worked well.  Faculty members have options in choosing what to do.  What 
can the Committee do?  The more it knows, the better it can make recommendations, Professor Clayton 
said.  The Committee could review the files to see if everything looks to be on the up and up for faculty 
and that they are protected when the procedures are applied, but it cannot make recommendations in a 
vacuum.  It could also recommend making advisors available.  The Committee could review redacted 
files. 

 
Professor Abul-Hajj asked what happens if a department and college have gone through the 

special-review process and find a faculty member consistently performing below standards—what is the 
role of the Provost's office?  It is not specified, Dr. Carney said.  What if the college wants to terminate 
the faculty member, he asked?  Then the case comes to the Provost, Dr. Carney said, because only he can 
recommend termination of a faculty member to the Board of Regents.  By that time the case has already 
gone very far, and she does not want to interfere with departments before it reaches that point; she just 
wants to be sure they follow the tenure code but wants to respect unit autonomy.  If there is a special 
review and a recommendation for termination, then the Provost's office reviews the file very carefully to 
be sure there were no errors. 

 
Professor Elliott reported that her department is in the process of trying to define merit.  Dr. 

Carney said she had a good discussion with department chairs the previous day about defining merit.  
Faculty members are not typically trained to do so but suddenly find they must when they become 
chair/head.  It is easy to say to someone "you're fabulous" but it is tough to say "you're wanting."  Just 
because it is tough, however, does not mean the responsibility should be abrogated, and that is why it is 
important to have criteria, so it is not just individual likes and dislikes.  It is difficult to tell someone you 
do not like that they are performing well and it is difficult to tell someone you like that they are not doing 
well.  Criteria protect the faculty.  When serving as department chair she had a faculty merit committee 
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evaluate everyone on three criteria and she did the same; when she compared notes, she found that she 
agreed with the merit committee about 95% of the time.  She said she would think it difficult to do the job 
alone, without the backup of a committee.  Professor Abul-Hajj said it depends on the faculty; there are 
four departments in his college and each does it differently.  In his, the faculty believe the head is the best 
judge; in another, every faculty member evaluates every other faculty member and the evaluations are 
submitted to the head.  That is the choice of the faculty.  Sometimes, Professor Wells said—in some 
departments the faculty have little say and the process just appears.   

 
Is there a review of chairs, Professor McLoon asked?  Who does that?  In the Medical School, 

one is head forever (unless there is a coup, which is rare).  She has no opportunity to say anything about 
the head.  That depends on the units, Professor Abul-Hajj said.  In his, the head is reviewed every three 
years and two-thirds of the faculty must agree on the reappointment.  In the Medical School the head is 
appointed forever, and he has known of situations where the faculty evaluations of the head were very 
poor but the person continued in the position anyway.  The faculty can do evaluations of the chair/head; 
the question is what happens from above.  In CLA, Dr. Carney reported, the chair is reviewed by the dean 
every year as chair and as a faculty member.  In her case, the department elects the chair every three 
years.  In IT the heads serve a long time but, Professor Simon said, they are reviewed every five years (by 
a committee with external members) and there is a call for a faculty vote on whether or not the individual 
should continue in the position.  The dean appoints the committee.  Professor Clayton suggested it might 
be good if two or three of the faculty on the review committee were elected by the faculty.  Dr. Carney 
observed that there is a wide variety of systems used; she said she liked the annual review in CLA; 
colleagues are very frank about performance.  But there is no right or wrong way, and the chair/head 
should receive faculty feedback. 

 
Professor Wells said she did not know the difference between a chair and a head.  Dr. Carney said 

that generally a chair is elected and serves a specified term while a head is appointed.  A head has more 
power and does not have to respond to as much, Professor Wells suggested.  That differs across 
universities, Dr. Carney said.  One Big Ten university has all heads who are appointed by the dean.  It is 
very efficient:  the head decides what will be done.  At Minnesota, with a chair, the faculty are more 
engaged and have more say about what is going on in a department.  Professor McLoon said she knew of 
no process in the Medical School for reviewing heads.  Dr. Carney said the review of heads and chairs is 
not in the purview of the Provost's office; the Provost reviews deans (the Senior Vice President for the 
Academic Health Center reviews the deans who report to him); the process is coordinated by Human 
Resources and is the same for all deans.  She has been asked if she could implement a chairs' review, but 
that is something deans do. 

 
Professor Clayton said that in light of the discussion, the content of Section 7A of the tenure 

code, and what Vice Provost Carney has told the Committee, he does not see a list of changes needed.  
Unless the Committee sees more of what has gone on, it need not take action.  He suggested Committee 
members look at Section 7A to see if there is anything missing or elements that could be strengthened.  
Without additional information, however, the Committee has no basis on which to make 
recommendations. 

 
 Section 7A of the tenure code reads as follows:   
 

Section 7a.  Review Of Faculty Performance 
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7a.1.    Goals And Expectations. The faculty of each academic unit must establish goals 
and expectations for all faculty members, including goals and expectations regarding 
teaching, scholarly productivity, and contributions to the service and outreach functions 
of the unit. The factors to be considered will parallel those used by the unit in the 
granting of tenure, but will take into account the different stages of professional 
development of faculty. The goals and expectations will be established in accordance 
with standards established by the University Senate. They can provide for flexibility, so 
that some faculty members can contribute more heavily to the accomplishment of one 
mission of the unit and others to the accomplishment of other missions. The goals and 
expectations shall not violate the individual faculty member's academic freedom in 
instruction or in the selection of topics or methods for research. They shall include 
reasonable indices of acceptable performance in each of the areas (e.g., teaching 
contributions and evaluations, scholarly productivity, service, governance and outreach 
activities). The dean reviews the goals and expectations of each unit and may request 
changes to meet the standards of the University and of the collegiate unit. 
 
7a.2.     Annual Review. Each academic unit, through its merit review process 
(established in accordance with the standards adopted by the senate), annually reviews 
with each faculty member the performance of that faculty member in light of the goals 
and expectations of the academic unit established under section 7a.1. This review is used 
for salary adjustment and faculty development. The faculty member will be advised of 
the evaluation and, if appropriate, of any steps that should be taken to improve 
performance and will be provided assistance in that effort. If the head of the unit and a 
peer merit review committee elected for annual merit review within that unit both find a 
faculty member's performance to be substantially below the goals and expectations 
adopted by that unit, they shall advise the faculty member in writing, including 
suggestions for improving performance, and establish a time period (of at least one year) 
within which improvement should be demonstrated. 
 
7a.3.    Special Peer Review In Cases Of Alleged Substandard Performance By 
Tenured Faculty. If, at the end of the time period for improvement described in the 
previous paragraph, a tenured faculty member's performance continues to be substantially 
below the goals and expectations of the unit and there has not been a sufficient 
improvement of performance, the head of the academic unit and the elected peer merit 
review committee may jointly request the dean to initiate a special peer review of that 
faculty member. Before doing so, the dean shall independently review the file to 
determine that special peer review is warranted. (In the case of an academic unit that is 
also a collegiate unit, the request shall be made to and the review conducted by the 
responsible senior academic administrator.) The special peer review shall be conducted 
by a panel of five tenured faculty members of equal or higher rank, selected to review 
that individual. The faculty member under review shall have the option to appoint one 
member. The remaining members shall be elected by secret ballot by the tenured faculty 
of the unit. The members of the special review panel need not be members of the 
academic unit. The special review panel shall provide adequate opportunity for the 
faculty member to participate in the review process and shall consider alternative 
measures that would assist the faculty member to improve performance. The tenure 
subcommittee may adopt rules and procedures regulating the conduct of such reviews. 
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The special review panel shall prepare a report on the teaching, scholarship, service, 
governance, and (when appropriate) outreach performance of the faculty member. It will 
also identify any supporting service or accommodation that the University should provide 
to enable the faculty member to improve performance. Depending on its findings, the 
panel may recommend: 
   * (a) that the performance is adequate to meet standards and that the review be 
concluded; 
   * (b) that the allocation of the faculty member's expected effort among the teaching, 
research, service and governance functions of the unit be altered in light of the faculty 
member's strengths and interests so as to maximize the faculty member's contribution to 
the mission of the University; 
   * (c) that the faculty member undertake specified steps to improve performance, subject 
only to future regular annual reviews as provided in Section 7a.2; 
   * (d) that the faculty member undertake specified steps to improve performance subject 
to a subsequent special review under Section 7a.3, to be conducted at a specified future 
time; 
   * (e) that the faculty member's performance is so inadequate as to justify limited 
reductions of salary, as provided in Section 7a.4; 
   * (f) that the faculty member's performance is so inadequate that the dean should 
commence formal proceedings for termination or involuntary leave of absence as 
provided in Sections 10 and 14; or 
   * (g) some combination of these measures. 
The panel will send its report to the dean, the head of the academic unit, and the faculty 
member. Within 30 work days of receiving the report, the faculty member may appeal to 
the Judicial Committee, which shall review the report in a manner analogous to the 
review of tenure decisions (see Section 7.7). 
 
7a.4.    Salary Reductions. If the special review panel recommends that the faculty 
member's performance is so inadequate as to justify limited reductions of recurring 
salary, the head of the academic unit, with the approval of the dean, may reduce the 
faculty member's recurring pay, subject to the following limitations: 
    * (a) the amount of the decrease will not exceed 10% of the faculty member's recurring 
salary on the basis of any one special review; 
   * (b) recurring salary may not be reduced by more than 25% from the highest level of 
recurring pay ever held by the faculty member; 
   * (c) at least six months' notice of the decrease must be given; 
   * (d) any decrease in recurring salary may be restored by the annual review process 
provided in Section 7a.2. 
Within 30 work days of notice of the decrease, the faculty member may appeal this action 
to the Judicial Committee, which shall review the action and the recommendation leading 
to it in a manner analogous to the review of tenure decisions (see Section 7.7). This 
review may not reconsider matters already decided by the Judicial Committee under 
Section 7a.3. Any decrease in recurring pay beyond the limits specified in this subsection 
can only be imposed pursuant to Sections 4.5, 10, 11, and 14. 
 
7a.5.     Peer Review Option. Upon application to it by the dean and faculty (or the 
elected faculty assembly) of a collegiate unit, the Faculty Senate may adopt a system of 



Academic Freedom & Tenure Committee 
Friday, March 27, 2009 
 
 

10

peer review of performance of faculty of that unit different from the system set forth in 
Sections 7a.1 through 7a.4 if in the Faculty Senate's judgment so proceeding is in the 
University's interest. 

 
2. Procedures for Reviewing Candidates for Tenure and/or Promotion:  Tenure Track and 
Tenured Faculty 
 
 Vice Provost Carney distributed two copies of the new Procedures that the Committee worked 
extremely hard on two years ago.  One was the version the Committee approved and the other a version 
re-formatted for inclusion on the University's Policy Library website.  At present the new Procedures 
document is only on the Provost's website; she was approached by the University's policy officer about 
putting them on the policy-library website, something she believes is a good idea.  So the second version 
is the one formatted for the policy library. 
 

She assured the Committee that with the exception of changing one incomplete phrase into a 
sentence and the addition of a missing period, there were no changes between the version the Committee 
approved and the web-formatted version.  She said she nonetheless wished the Committee to approve the 
new version. 
 
 Following brief discussion, the Committee did so unanimously.  (Professor Elliott, connected by 
telephone from the Duluth campus, abstained because she was unable actually to see the document.)   

 
Dr. Carney said that since the Procedures were adopted, they have served well to address 

problems and have been very helpful.  Nothing major has come up.  Professor Clayton asked if there are 
any minor problems.  Dr. Carney said not really.  If she sees a problem arise several times, something 
probably needs to be fixed.  She added that it was very valuable this year to have the fixed voting rules in 
the Procedures; a number of people referred to or quoted the Procedures in tough cases.  She told the 
Committee she has sent the Procedures to every probationary faculty member, with appropriate sections 
highlighted, and to every department chair/head, also with appropriate highlighting. 
 
3. Academic Freedom Report 

 
 Committee members next turned their attention to the recommendations of the 2004 academic-
freedom report and considered the section titled "Policies Concerning Responsibilities," which read as 
follows:  
 

We believe that most faculty members have only vague awareness of the tenets and obligations of 
academic freedom, and few have read the defining documents. A systematic effort should be 
undertaken to increase the awareness of academic freedom among faculty. 
 
Specifically, two policies that might usefully be adopted are to: 
 
-- send copies of academic freedom and tenure regulations to all faculty when they are hired 

and at such time as they receive tenure at the University. 
-- request that faculty recommended for promotion sign a statement agreeing to uphold 

academic freedom regulations as a condition of tenure, a policy already in place at the 
University of Illinois. 
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 Professor Clayton suggested that all faculty members could be provided a copy of the Regents 
policy on Academic Freedom and Responsibility; Dr. Carney said she could also distribute copies at the 
new-faculty orientation each fall.  It could also be sent to all faculty members each May.  If the 
Committee would prepare a short cover statement, she would be glad to send it on behalf of the 
Committee.  Professor Clayton agreed to draft something.   
 
 The Committee also considered the report recommendations entitled "Strengthening Protections": 
 

Tenure remains a core principle for protecting academic freedom.  But tenure alone cannot be 
assumed to provide all of the necessary protections, if only because a large number of academic 
personnel today are not covered by tenure.  Assuring their academic freedom is crucial.  We 
recommend that the University set in motion a process of careful reflection on the status of 
protections, especially for its untenured academic personnel.  More specifically, we believe that 
provisions should be strengthened for at least five categories of personnel, each of which 
experiences distinct challenges to academic freedom [emphasis added]: 
1. The editorial and directorial staff of the University Press, untenured library employees, 

curators and directors of museums and galleries, and P&A personnel involved in the 
administration of controversial programs.  All of these people perform important academic 
roles and contribute significantly to the vitality of the intellectual life of the institution. They 
are not shielded by tenure, but their work is sometimes the object of vigorous attack. 

2. Adjunct and non-tenure track faculty often cannot effectively participate in shaping the 
curriculum or other parameters of intellectual debate.  When and if they cannot, this is a 
limitation on their academic freedom.  To the degree that the teaching load is increasingly 
carried by members of the community with such limited academic freedom, the institutional 
climate suffers as well. 

3. Untenured faculty employed in tenure track lines can be stifled by the powerful constraints of 
disciplinary orthodoxy, even if those constraints are not consciously or intentionally 
established by senior faculty.  This challenge becomes increasingly problematic in the current 
era of extreme specialization of knowledge.  The University should be especially attentive to 
the prevention of even subtle disciplinary orthodoxies restricting the research programs of 
junior faculty.  Untenured faculty whose research relies on interdisciplinary work that crosses 
discipline boundaries or involves emerging fields may be especially vulnerable to the 
orthodoxies of established units. 

4. Particularly in times of war, international academic personnel may feel restricted in their 
academic freedom out of concern for their ability to remain in this country.  The University 
should do everything possible to provide assurance that a delimitation of open inquiry by 
national identity will be vigorously resisted. 

5. Graduate students and some undergraduates actively involved in research for regular faculty 
must be assured fair credit for contributions to the production of new knowledge and creative 
work. 
 

Professor Clayton said that everyone engaged in academic activities at the University should be 
able to exercise academic freedom without fear.  They also need to know what responsibilities come with 
academic freedom, Professor Elliott said.   

 



Academic Freedom & Tenure Committee 
Friday, March 27, 2009 
 
 

12

Professor Gaugler wondered if item three, which focuses on interdisciplinary research, has not 
been addressed with the most recent revisions to Section 7.11 of the tenure code, which provides for 
taking interdisciplinary research into account in evaluating candidates for tenure.  Professor Clayton 
thought so and did not believe it necessary to restate the commitment again.  [7.11. . . Interdisciplinary 
work, public engagement, international activities and initiatives, attention to questions of diversity, 
technology transfer, and other special kinds of professional activity by the candidate should be considered 
when applicable.] 

 
Professor Clayton suggested that Committee members review the recommendations and be 

prepared to discuss them at the next meeting.  He adjourned this one at 11:30. 
 

      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


