
Minutes* 
 

Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee 
Friday, September 22, 2006 

9:30 – 11:00 
238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Tom Clayton (chair), Tracey Anderson, Arlene Carney, Candace Kruttschnitt, Karen 

Miksch, John Mowitt, Terry Simon, Jianyi Zhang 
 
Absent:  Carol Carrier, William Doherty, James Farr, Tina Huang, Ronald Siegel 
 
Guests: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) revisions to section 7.11 of the tenure code; (2) distribution of the committee's 
minutes] 
 
 
1. Section 7.11 of the Tenure Code 
 
[N.B.  The Committee wished it to be made very explicit that the changes in the tenure code being 
deliberated at these meetings apply to prospective faculty, not those who are already at the 
University.] 
 
 Professor Clayton convened the meeting at 9:30.  Committee members had before them six 
documents with different versions of Section 7.11:  the current text of the code, a draft revision from the 
Provost's office based almost completely on the wording suggested by the Faculty Culture Task Force, 
and five different edited versions of the latter prepared by members of an ad-hoc subcommittee Professor 
Clayton had drawn together via email since the last meeting.   
 
 Before setting to work on the language of Section 7.11 sentence by sentence, Committee 
members had a brief discussion with Vice Provost Carney about the timing of (1) completion of a revised 
Section 7.11 (at least to the point where it had been approved by the Faculty Senate), and (2) the request 
to departments to review and revise their Section 7.12 statements in light of the recommendations of the 
Faculty Culture Task Force and the strategic-positioning effort.  She said the Provost's office did not want 
to wait for Board of Regents' action on Section 7.11 because doing so would postpone work on the 7.12s 
for a year.  But it would be helpful if a revised 7.11 were to get through the Faculty Senate by early in this 
year so that it could provide a context for the 7.12 revisions. 
 
 Professor Clayton then related that as the subcommittee tried to prepare a redraft of Section 7.11 
for this meeting, things got more complicated rather than simpler.  Several issues arose.  For example, 
one, to what extent should service figure in promotion-and-tenure cases?  Two, how might the code take 
into account a department that sees a distinctive service-oriented relation between the standard 
components of teaching, research, and service (that is, sees them as thoroughly integrated, which is 
acceptable, but not all departments operate that way)?  Three, with respect to promotion from Associate to 
Full, some individuals are held at the Associate rank for decades because they are not publishing a great 
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deal but who are extraordinarily intelligent, publish some, are excellent teachers, and contribute more 
than many to the life of the University; shouldn’t such persons be considered for promotion? If so, is it 
the responsibility of the individual, a colleague, the department, or the dean to initiate consideration?    
 
 The Committee worked from the following language (the original proposal from the Provost's 
office based on language from the Faculty Culture Task Force, modified by an ad hoc email 
subcommittee of Committee members prior to this meeting): 
 

7.11 General Criteria.  The basis for awarding indefinite tenure is the determination by members 
of the University community qualified to judge (colleagues senior in rank to the candidate and 
administrators responsible for the review of their actions) that the candidate has established and 
will continue to add to a distinguished record of academic or creative achievement that is the 
foundation for professional distinction and a national or international reputation. This 
determination is reached through evaluation of the candidate’s record of scholarly research (fn 4)  
or creative work, teaching (fn 5), and discipline-based service (fn 6).  The relative weight of 
individual criteria may vary in different academic units, but the primary emphasis must be on 
demonstrated scholarly or creative accomplishment and on teaching. Discipline-based 
contributions to interdisciplinary activities, to public engagement, to University governance, and 
to international activities and initiatives are valued by the University and may be taken into 
consideration in evaluating the candidate’s satisfaction of criteria.  The awarding of indefinite 
tenure presupposes that the candidate’s record shows strong promise of achieving  promotion in 
rank within the university. 

 
(fn 4)  “Research” in this context includes not only the publication of scholarly works but also the 
development of new technology or scientific procedures, and other activities that lead to the 
public availability of innovative products, practices, and ideas that have significance and value to 
society, 
 
(fn 5)  “Teaching” is not limited to classroom instruction.  It includes other forms of  
communicating knowledge (to both registered University students and persons in the extramural 
community) as well as supervising, mentoring, or advising graduate or undergraduate students 
whether individually or in groups. 
 
(fn 6)  “Discipline-based service” means outreach to or engagement with the local, state, national, 
or international community based on the candidate’s academic expertise.  It does not ordinarily 
include administrative service to one’s department or college, or the University.  In academic 
units that identify disciplined-based service as an integral part of their mission, such service is an 
important criterion of performance and will include clearly defined teaching and research 
components; but without these it is no substitute for a distinguished record of scholarly research 
and teaching, and it cannot by itself serve as a sufficient basis for awarding tenure and promotion.  

 
Where service is not an integral part of the mission of the unit, a faculty member’s outreach 
activities may be considered but are not a prerequisite to the awarding of tenure.  Service standing 
alone without a distinguished record of research and teaching is an insufficient basis to award 
tenure.         
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 As the Committee proceeded through the draft sentence by sentence and sometimes word by 
word (the debates over which will not be recorded in these minutes), several issues attracted the most 
attention.  In each instance, the Committee agreed by consensus on the final choice of words. 
 
1. Whether qualified to judge or to evaluate:  judge is the more inclusive term also implying that a 
decision is made.  The Committee chose to stay with judge.   
 
2. Are administrators "qualified to judge" in the same way as departmental colleagues senior to the 
candidate?  For example, the Provost comes from the Law School and the Vice Provost from Speech, 
Language, and Hearing Science; is either "qualified to judge" the professional expertise of candidates not 
in their own professional field in the way that faculty members in the department would?  Presumably 
not, but the Committee nevertheless left the language intact.  The important point—that must be 
unambiguous—is that the evaluation or judgment or decision can be made only by University professors 
and administrators, not the courts or legislators. 
 
3. The Committee voted to delete "that is the foundation for professional distinction and a national 
or international reputation" on the ground that it is redundant, the language preceding the phrase implying 
what was cut.  The Committee as a whole was never comfortable with "national or international 
reputation" in part because it is unclear what is meant and because these reputations, even if understood, 
vary from discipline to discipline (what may be excellent or outstanding in one is a national reputation 
where it is international in another).  [Subsequent to the meeting, Professor Clayton suggested the 
Committee may need to reconsider this decision because of language contained in other University 
policies that refers to "national or international reputation."] 
 
4. Whether it should be "record of scholarly research or creative [later changed by unanimous 
consent to “artistic”] work, teaching, and discipline-based service" or "record of scholarship, research,” 
etc., or some variation on that arrangement of words.  The Committee agreed on “scholarly research” (in 
part because some research can be done purely for commercial purposes and would not in the normal 
sense of the word be considered "scholarly"). 
 
5. The footnote to the term "research" (footnote 4) was revised accordingly to read "’scholarly 
research’ includes not only scholarly works, but also the development of new technology or scientific 
procedures, and other activities that lead to the public availability of innovative products, practices, and 
ideas that have significance and value to society."   
 
6. Footnote 5, for teaching, was left as is, after some discussion. 
 
7. Footnote 6, for discipline-based service, was shortened considerably.  The language "and will 
include clearly defined teaching and research components; but without these it is no substitute for a 
distinguished record of scholarly research and teaching, and it cannot by itself serve as a sufficient basis 
for awarding tenure and promotion" was struck on the grounds that it was confusing and sounded too 
negative.  The Committee also believed it unnecessary, because there is nothing in the language of 
Section 7.11 as it has been revised thus far that would prohibit a department from integrating service with 
teaching and research in ways appropriate to its activities, an integration that should be manifest in the 
department's 7.12 statement.  
 

The language agreed to at this point read as follows: 
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 7.11 General Criteria.  The basis for awarding indefinite tenure is the determination  

by members of the University community qualified to judge (colleagues senior in rank to the 
candidate and administrators responsible for the review of their actions; see 7.3-6) that the 
candidate has established and will continue to add to a distinguished record of academic or 
artistic achievement. This determination is reached through evaluation of the candidate’s record 
of scholarly research (fn 4) or artistic work, teaching (fn 5), and discipline-based service (fn 6).  
The relative weight of individual criteria may vary in different academic units, but the primary 
emphasis must be on demonstrated scholarly or artistic accomplishment and on teaching. 
Discipline-based contributions to interdisciplinary activities, to public engagement, to University 
governance, and to international activities and initiatives are valued by the University and may be 
taken into consideration in evaluating the candidate’s satisfaction of criteria.  The awarding of 
indefinite tenure presupposes that the candidate’s record shows strong promise of achieving  
promotion in rank within the University. 

 

(fn 4)  “Scholarly Research” in this context includes not only publication but also the 
development of new technology or scientific procedures, and other activities that lead to the 
public availability of innovative products, practices, and ideas that have significance and value to 
society. 

 
(fn 5)  “Teaching” is not limited to classroom instruction.  It includes other forms of 
communicating knowledge (to both registered University students and persons in the extramural 
community) as well as supervising, mentoring, or advising graduate or undergraduate students 
whether individually or in groups. 

 

(fn 6)  “Discipline-based service” means outreach to or engagement with the local, state, national, 
or international community based on the candidate’s academic expertise.  It does not ordinarily 
include administrative service to one’s department or college, or the University.   

 
Professor Clayton concluded by observing that the Committee would probably have to revisit 

what it had done with Section 7.11 before consulting with the Committee on Faculty Affairs and 
forwarding it to the Faculty Consultative Committee for the Faculty Senate docket. 
 
2. Distribution of the Committee's Minutes 
 
 The Committee agreed without dissent that the minutes of the discussions of the tenure-code 
revisions should be distributed to the same list of individuals who receive FCC and other committee 
minutes, on the grounds that the discussions of tenure-code revisions should be completely open. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


