
Minutes* 
 

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
Friday, October 12, 2007 

9:30 – 11:00 
300 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Terry Simon (chair pro tem), Yusuf Abul-Hajj, Tracey Anderson, Arlene Carney, Carl 

Flink, Linda McLoon, John Mowitt, Paul Porter, Carol Wells 
 
Absent:  Tom Clayton, William Doherty, Joseph Gaugler, Karen Miksch, Thomas Scott 
 
Guests: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) promotion and tenure procedures, the final discussion; (2) promotion and tenure 
data 2006-07] 
 
 
1. Promotion and Tenure Procedures 
 
 Professor Simon convened the meeting at 9:30 and turned to Vice Provost Carney to walk the 
Committee through additional changes that have been proposed for the "Procedures for Reviewing 
Candidates for Tenure and/or Promotion:  Tenure-Track and Tenured Faculty" since the Committee last 
reviewed what it thought was the final version. 
 
 Dr. Carney noted that the Committee has seen this document many, many times; the changes she 
is reporting on today were the result of (1) suggestions from faculty and other sources after the last 
meeting of the Committee, (2) as a result of discussion at the October 4 Faculty Senate meeting, and (3) 
after last-minute scrubbing of the document by Professors Chomsky and Clayton, and herself earlier in 
the week. 
 
 Dr. Carney touched on the substantive changes proposed. 
 
--  To define more carefully when the Senate Judicial Committee could take action on a complaint (by 
quoting directly from "Faculty Tenure" rather than paraphrasing it). 
 
--  To make clear that the document covers both the tenure and the promotion process. 
 
--  Adding language providing that "Candidates may review the materials in their file at any time."  This 
responds to a concern expressed at the Senate meeting that it was not clear in the document that this is 
true. 
 
--  Also in response to a question at the Senate meeting, adding the proviso that fax votes in tenure cases 
are also not acceptable (in addition to email, telephone, and proxy votes).   
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--  Requesting unit heads to explain if possible the reason why eligible faculty did not cast votes in a 
tenure and promotion case (e.g., they were on leave, on phased retirement, hold administrative positions).   
 
--  Affirming that the "probationary faculty member has NOT ONLY the right BUT THE responsibility to 
inspect the annual review file each year" (emphasis added for these minutes). 
 
--  Clarifying that a candidate comes for tenure "at the designated time in a shorter or longer probationary 
period":  the longer periods, used by the Carlson School and Medical School, for example, were not 
originally covered by the language. 
 
--  Clarifying that when reporting the vote on a tenure and promotion case, "The report should indicate the 
number eligible to vote, the number present at the meeting, the number of affirmative and negative votes 
and abstentions, the number of absentee ballots cast, and the number of instances of ballots not cast. In 
the report of the vote, the unit head should explain if possible the number of eligible faculty members not 
voting (e.g., faculty members on leaves or sabbaticals, on phased retirements, or holding administrative 
positions).  The percent affirmative vote equals the number of affirmative votes divided by the number of 
affirmative plus negative votes.  That is, abstentions are not included in the determination of the 
percentage of affirmative votes cast."  This, Dr. Carney said, is to provide the actual formula to be used. 
 
--  Clarifying that "Faculty eligible to vote at the unit level may request of the unit head copies of any 
relevant materials not included in the file.  The new material becomes part of the candidate's file.  The 
unit head shall notify the candidate of the addition.  The candidate must have the opportunity to respond 
to any new material before the unit vote."  This provision is applicable both for annual reviews and for the 
promotion-and-tenure vote. 
 
--  Making clear that materials in the file should include "Copies (or descriptions) of  the candidate's 
scholarly research and/or appropriate representations of other creative work"; "appropriate 
representations" was inserted to allow for creative and artistic works. 
 
--  Adding language clarifying that "If a unit votes to change its 7.12 statement, such changes do not 
become effective until the revised 7.12 statement has been reviewed and approved by the dean, 
chancellor, and other appropriate academic administrators, including the Senior Vice President for 
Academic Affairs and Provost, as specified in Faculty Tenure section 7.12" so that it is clear "when a unit 
changes its 7.12 statement, "current probationary faculty in the unit may elect to be evaluated on the 
criteria in the previous Subsection 7.12 Statement or on the new criteria.'" (Faculty Tenure, Interpretation 
6).  One problem occasionally is that departments have changed their 7.12 statements but not told anyone 
about the change. 
 
--  Affirming that "Candidates are encouraged to suggest names of external reviewers but may not solicit 
comments or evaluations independently" but making clear that "Candidates may not discuss their tenure 
and promotion candidacy with external reviewers." 
 
 Professor Porter asked where one's files actually are.  He said he has been told they are in the 
department and the college.  Dr. Carney said there is one master file in the departments; they keep the 
dossier.  They forward a copy to the college, to which is added a college review committee report and the 
dean's letter.  The revisions make it explicit that everything added to the file in later reviews must be sent 
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to the department and the candidate.  The file goes from the college to the Senior Vice President and 
Provost (or first to the Senior Vice President for the Health Sciences or the Chancellor).   
 
 Professor Wells said that Professor Porter has a point:  people are not sure where their files are.  
She recalled being involved as a head in a personnel issue and discovered there were files in three places.  
That is correct, Dr. Carney said; the Procedures make it clear that they address only the promotion-and-
tenure file; there are separate files for promotion to professor and for other personnel matters.  All 
materials go into the master file in her office and the candidate is notified whenever anything is added.  
The Provost's file is thicker than the original file from the department because the Provost sees 
everything.  The Provost has sent a letter to departments informing them that all materials must be in 
March 15. 
 
 Professor Abul-Hajj commented that when the dean writes a letter to Senior Vice President Cerra, 
the unit does not see it.  Dr. Carney said the Procedures now require that the unit must see it; it is to go to 
the unit head and made available to the unit faculty.   
 
 Professor Anderson asked about confidentiality; there are cases where files are open to untenured 
faculty and to students.  Dr. Carney said she is aware of the situation and working on it. 
 
 Professor Wells asked what happens when a unit head is not a tenured faculty member (i.e., is a 
P&A staff member).  Dr. Carney said that individual cannot participate in any way and cannot attend the 
promotion-and-tenure meetings.  Professor Abul-Hajj suggested that a directive should come from the 
Provost's office making it clear that unit heads may not be P&A staff. 
 
 Professor Simon asked if the tenure code amendments adopted last year and these Procedures are 
in effect for this academic year.  Dr. Carney said the old Procedures are being used this fall for 
promotion-and-tenure decisions.  People coming up for tenure this year will almost all be governed by the 
old tenure code, the old 7.11, and the old Procedures.  (The Carlson School will be using the new 7.11 
and new 7.12 statements based on the agreement of the individuals going up for tenure, but they are the 
only ones governed by the new code.)   The new Procedures go into effect for the annual review of 
probationary faculty this year and in the spring for promotion-and-tenure decisions next year.   
  
 Professor Wells recalled a comment at the Senate meeting about the timeline to get votes in and 
when they should be recorded.  She said she has heard comments that in very large units, a chair or head 
might solicit votes for a candidate and leave the voting open until sufficient affirmative votes are 
received.  Dr. Carney said that would not be permitted; the vote must take place at the promotion-and-
tenure meeting and absentee ballots must arrive before the meeting if they are to count.  She said they will 
try to catch any department practices that vary with the Procedures; the document is, she said, a 
"probationary faculty member bill of rights." 
 
 Professor Flink asked who determines "relevant":  "Faculty eligible to vote at the unit level may 
request of the unit head copies of any relevant materials not included in the file."  Dr. Carney said the unit 
head does not have the arbitrary right to add materials.  Is there a potential controversy if a candidate says 
material is not relevant, Professor Flink asked?  The candidate can write a letter for the file, Dr. Carney 
said.  And notification must be timely so the candidate can respond, Professor Flink said.  (Thus the new 
language, "The candidate must have the opportunity to respond to any new material before the unit vote.")  
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If there are significant questions about materials, Dr. Carney said, the unit not be able to complete the 
annual review at one meeting and may need to meet again.   
 
 A candidate may argue something is irrelevant anyway, Professor Flink said.  What if four of the 
faculty in a unit say they cannot vote unless they can see certain material, Dr. Carney asked?  The CV 
may mention something not in the file and the faculty want to see it. 
 
 The Committee agreed on the following language:  
 

"The annual-review file is only one part of the candidate's personnel file in the unit and contains 
only those materials that are relevant to an eventual tenure decision.  It is accessible to the candidate and 
to all of the tenured faculty members in the unit, while other portions of the candidate's personnel file are 
accessible only to the candidate and to those who have reason to have access to particular information 
contained in it. 

"Faculty eligible to vote at the unit level may request of the unit head copies of any relevant 
materials not included in the file.  The new material becomes part of the candidate's file.  The unit head 
shall notify the candidate of the addition.  The candidate must have the opportunity to respond to any new 
material before the unit vote." 

 
Professor Mowitt said that the 7.12 statement should govern what is relevant.  In his department, 

for example, something must be published to be included; a manuscript is not relevant.  His department 
has a very good statement, Dr. Carney commented, but not all 7.12 statements go to that level of detail.  
The point is to be fair to the candidate, but if the faculty in the unit want to see relevant material that is 
not in the file, they may.  If faculty ask for something on a CV and the candidate cannot produce it, there 
will be trouble. 

 
 Professor Abul-Hajj said that sometimes faculty do not meet; they review materials and submit 
comments to the chair.  He added that he has not seen the course-evaluation student comments; the 
faculty member does not submit them unless asked.  That is correct, Dr. Carney said.  Some elements of 
the file, however, are required, and the candidate cannot pick and choose what will be in it. 
 
 In response to a question, Dr. Carney said it is not permissible to add something to the file at a 
promotion-and-tenure meeting.   
 
 With respect to outside evaluators and the candidate not discussing his or her case, Professor 
Abul-Hajj said that sometimes clinical faculty have supervisors and want that individual to write a letter.  
Is that acceptable?  Those are not outside evaluators, Dr. Carney said, and it is acceptable to supplement 
the file with other materials.  Outside evaluators are selected by the department; once they have been 
selected, the candidate should not contact them.   
 
 Is there a way to keep the solicitation of letters completely objective, Professor Wells asked?  It 
may be that a promotion-and-tenure committee chair is looking for a negative letter so solicits one.  Dr. 
Carney said she believed that would be a procedural error.  Professor Abul-Hajj said the faculty of his 
unit vote on who will be external reviewers.  Not all units do that, Dr. Carney said, but there should be 
more regularity in the process.  She said she would like to see the process set out in the 7.12 statements 
and she would also like to see a provostally-approved template for soliciting outside reviews that can be 
modified to fit the field.   
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 Is it characteristic of each letter of notification that it indicates the letter will be added to the file, 
Professor Mowitt asked?  There is a cover memo from Human Resources that makes explicit what is 
added and when, Dr. Carney said.  So the candidate is aware of what is in the file, Professor Mowitt said.  
Dr. Carney concurred, but the Procedures say nothing about timing—but that has not been an issue.  Files 
come in all the time but the Provost does not see them until it has been assembled; he does not read 
everything as it comes in, she said.  Candidates will have a chance to respond to materials that are added 
and they will bend over backwards to be sure the candidate is not disadvantaged.  Candidates will be 
given time to respond to something negative that is added to the file [implied - before the next decision 
is made]. 
 
 At the end of the discussion the Committee voted 7-0 with one abstention to approve the revised 
Procedures. 
 
2. Promotion and Tenure Data 2006-07 
 
 Professor Simon asked Vice Provost Carney to report on promotion and tenure data for last year. 
 
 Dr. Carney handed out a set of slides that provided data, primarily on the 2006-07 cohort (a total 
of 125).  She noted the number of faculty promoted from assistant to associate with tenure (70), assistant 
professor non-reappointments (3), faculty granted tenure in rank (5; for example, Law faculty appointed 
without tenure at the associate professor level), promotion only (95; primarily associate professors to 
professor), and still pending (2).   
 
 The gender breakdown:  42 men and 28 women were promoted from assistant to associate with 
tenure, 2 men and 1 woman were not reappointed, 5 men were granted tenure in rank (0 women), 74 men 
and 21 women received a promotion only, and the 2 pending cases are men.  In terms of the institution as 
a whole, tenured/tenure-track faculty, 70% are men and 30% are women; the cohort for 2006-07 was the 
same.   
 
 In terms of race and ethnicity, of the 125, 93 were white males and 43 were white females  (in 
both cases, non-Hispanic).  3 males were African-American, 24 males and 4 females were Asian/Pacific 
Islander, 1 woman was American Indian, 2 males and 1 female were Hispanic, and 3 males and 1 female 
were of unknown background.  While the faculty University-side is 86% white non-Hispanic and 14% of 
color, the 2006-07 cohort was 80% white and 20% of color. 
 
 Dr. Carney discussed how to measure tenure success and told the Committee about the method 
now being used by the CIC:  look at an entering cohort of assistant professors in a given year, follow 
them over a full probationary cycle of six years, and take a snapshot at a point in time.  There are four 
possible outcomes:  received tenure and still at UM, received tenure and left UM, left UM without tenure, 
and are still at UM on the tenure clock.  The tenure-success rate is the percentage of probationary faculty 
who achieved tenure and stayed at UM plus the percentage of probationary faculty who received tenure 
and left UM.  For the two cohorts 1998-99 and 1999-2000 (317 faculty), 57.7% received tenure and are 
still at UM, 5% received tenure but left UM, 31.2% left UM without tenure, and 6% are still on the tenure 
track.  A larger percentage of women than men who received tenure and stayed at the University, who 
received tenure and left, and a lower percentage of women who left without tenure (35% of men versus 
25% of women).  Percentages by race and ethnicity were largely the same for both whites and faculty of 



Academic Freedom & Tenure Committee 
Friday, October 12, 2007 
 
 

6

color.  Those faculty who left without tenure, Dr. Carney surmised, were likely given feedback suggesting 
they would not receive tenure if they stayed.   
 
 Inasmuch as the meeting time had expired, Dr. Carney agreed to return to the Committee to 
complete the report at a later date.  Professor Simon thanked her for the report and adjourned the meeting 
at 11:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


