TO:   

The Faculty Senate

FROM:
Ad Hoc Committee (J. Baker, J. Esquirol, F. Huffman, 
O. Mohammed, J. Radencich, G. Read) 
DATE:

November 27, 2006
RE:

Changes to University Tenure and Promotion Guidelines

The Charge
The Ad Hoc Committee was charged by Faculty Senate Chair Bruce Hauptli with reviewing the changes proposed by Acting Provost Ron Berkman to the University Tenure and Promotion Guidelines. The Guidelines, including highlighted changes, were circulated to the full Senate. Some members of the Ad Hoc Committee also shared them with colleagues in their departments and colleges. The Committee was requested to complete its work within six weeks.

The Ad Hoc Committee met during five successive Fridays at the University Park Campus from late September to early November to review and discuss the changes. The Committee also considered the views submitted by individual faculty members and opinions shared by departments, to the extent these were made available. In addition, the Committee took notice of the acting Provost’s stated objectives for the amendments, expressed by him at the Faculty Senate meeting of October 10, 2006. The Provost’s goals are cited further below. This is our report.

General Remarks

Two general observations are in order before proceeding to a more detailed look at specific changes. The first is to express the Ad Hoc Committee’s basic agreement with the Provost’s stated goals underlying these changes. The second is to raise certain objections of both procedure and substance. The level of these concerns causes the Committee to recommend against Faculty Senate approval of a number of specific changes at this time.

The Committee is of the view that the usual procedure for amending the University Guidelines was not followed in this case. In practice, the normal course for amendments initiated by the Provost has proceeded as follows:  a request from the Provost to the Senate stating specific goals, the Senate’s convening of a faculty committee, a committee-originated draft proposing specific language, approval by the Senate, and adoption by the Provost. In this case, the amended language was presented by the Provost’s office directly to the Faculty Senate for its approval. The Senate Chair appointed an Ad Hoc Committee to consider the amendments and then to report to the Senate.

 
The difference in procedure is important for two reasons. First, the Faculty Senate was not provided an opportunity to consider different alternatives for meeting the Provost’s goals. Presented with specific language, the Committee felt it was limited to a positive or negative recommendation. Other factors also contributed to this sense. The Ad 
Hoc Committee is not fully representative of the University’s colleges, each with their distinct particularities. More representation would be afforded by a standing Committee of the Senate or one especially constituted by the Senate. Additionally, the compressed time schedule limited the Ad Hoc Committee’s scope of review and further conveyed the sense that the charge was an immediate “up or down” recommendation rather than a collegial university-wide process. Moreover, the new document under review is labeled “Tenure and Promotion Manual—January 2007,” which reveals quite unrealistic expectations with respect to the level of deliberation and serious attention this matter deserves. Certainly, new and different procedures should not apply to colleagues currently in the application process for tenure or promotion.

A second general observation is more substantive and more problematic. The overall changes in the document, taken together, tip the scales of tenure and promotion consideration in favor of a more administratively-run process rather than peer review. 
This shift is announced by the deletion, in the opening section of the current guidelines, of the phrase: “From the time of appointment, each faculty member is an active participant in the tenure/promotion process and the governance thereof.”  To flag some main examples, the amendments introduce an administrative committee at the Provost’s level to advise on promotion and tenure decisions; individual faculty members on both  departmental and college T&P committees are limited to one vote per case; internal letters of recommendation are devalued; and, a one-size fits all approach to external recommendations is adopted. While each individual change can be discussed in its own right -- and the discussion below begins to do just that – in the aggregate the changes create a shift to a more administration-weighted process, when the emphasis should be on the value of peer review conducted by those individuals best positioned to judge the quality of academic work.  


Considering a main objective of the Provost – with which the Ad Hoc Committee agrees – is to encourage a more substantive and nuanced evaluation of candidates, the overall direction identified here is counterproductive. Less weight, both substantive and symbolic, on peer review will likely not produce the desired results. Nonetheless, we support the Provost’s general objectives and recommend that his stated goals be referred to a fully representative faculty committee charged with thoroughly reviewing and synchronizing the entire University Tenure and Promotion Guidelines document. This project is critical at this point in the university’s development. Although the Committee spent a good deal of time discussing alternatives to the proposed changes, we feel that such alternatives/revisions require  a detailed dialogue in order to attain the most appropriate document for this institution.  


Specific Changes: Recommend Against Faculty Senate Approval

This report focuses on the proposed changes for which we recommend against Senate approval. The changes are discussed under one of the six objectives stated by the Provost in order to illustrate how the proposed change, as stated, falls short of fulfilling said objectives.

Goal 1:  The overriding goal is transparent and fair policies and procedures across the university landscape.   

A.  In this category, the proposed Provost Advisory Committee (pp. 11-12) is the most problematic of the proposed changes according to input from many faculty members throughout the university.  We strongly recommend against approval for the following reasons:  


1. Transparency:  as a university-wide committee it would presumably be required 
to hold discussions openly in accordance with sunshine law.


2. Accountability: as proposed, the committee is advisory. Therefore, committee 
members exert enormous influence but cast no vote. There is no record of who 
supported or opposed a candidate. This lack of a “formal vote” or “formal


recommendation” fails to meet the accountability that must be  sustained 
throughout the entire tenure and promotion process. Lack of accountability


leaves this process ripe for abuse.  


3.  Composition:  the composition of the committee does not guarantee fairness.


It is possible that a candidate from a School could be reviewed by a committee


with no representation from that School.  


4.  Responsibility:  it is assumed that the Provost can consult various academic 
and other professionals internally and externally in making a decision. This does 
not require the establishment of an official committee. 


5.  We expect a “University Advisory Committee” to be composed of faculty.

B.  (Part III B 11 (2))  Mandating outside letters from only Research 1 institutions is not fair to faculty in Arts and Humanities, Clinical faculty or librarians since leaders in those fields are often outside of Research 1 institutions or outside academia.

C. (p. 16, D (2)   Proposed language implies that tenure deferment will only be granted for parental leave.  This is not fair to faculty who may request deferment for other valid reasons. And it does not conform with Article 9.9 of the CBA “authorized leave of absence of twenty (20) working days or less shall be credited toward the period of tenure earning service, except by mutual agreement of the employee and the President or designee.  Authorized leaves of more than twenty (20) working days may, under the provisions of the BOT-UFF Policy on leaves, be credited toward the period of tenure-earning service by mutual agreement of the employee and the President or designee.”  
Goal 2:  There are no substantive changes with regard to article requirements, article indexes, and the amount of sponsored research.   

The committee takes this to mean that there are no substantive changes in criteria in the proposal.  However, we have identified several substantive changes in criteria in the document:


1.  (pp. 21-22) Librarians:  “evidence of scholarly contributions to the field” has


been added as a criterion and was reportedly being interpreted specifically as a 


requirement to publish.  The committee is concerned about appropriate 
adjustment to librarians’ assignments and provision of adequate resources.


This is a puzzling change in light of a proposal by the BOT that would make 
librarians wait 5 rather than the current 3 years before being eligible for 
professional development leave.


2. (p. 17 I (A) (1) (c) Pedagogies: “use of new pedagogies and/or modes of 
teaching and learning” is explicitly added to criteria at all levels. The language 
is vague. In addition to assuming that new is always better, and better across all 
disciplines, it could infringe upon Academic Freedom, CBA Article 5.2 “the 
freedom of an 
employee. . . to select instructional materials. . . .”   There are 
practices that can be encouraged, supported, and rewarded, but it is quite another 
thing to make this a criterion.  Here, too, available resources must be considered:


60% of FIU classrooms are not adequately equipped for technological modes.


3.    (p. 18 I (A) (3) (c)  and (p. 19 (A) (5) (c)     Mentorship:  the specific 
description of what mentorship should include appears based on the model of lab 
sciences and thus cannot be fairly applied across all disciplines. Evidence of 
success appears solely quantifiable and based on factors and contingencies over 
which faculty may have little control:  time to degree and 
placement for 
doctoral students; and “facilitating completion of the baccalaureate degree.” The 
former might have more to do with university support for grad students; the latter 
is puzzling. If one fails a student is one impeding his/her completion of degree?  
This appears to create problems where none exist and poses unacceptable risks 
to candidates. 


4.   (Part III (B) 11 (2)   External Letters: While it is important to solicit the 
highest possible independent letters, mandating outside letters from only 
Research I institutions is a new criterion clearly not fair to faculty in Arts and 
Humanities, Clinical faculty or librarians since leaders in those fields are often 
outside of Research I 
institutions or outside academia.


As for the letter itself.  The question (j) which asks the evaluator for a 
“determination of whether the candidate would achieve tenure and/or promotion


at the evaluator’s university” we find problematic. First, this is one person’s 
opinion/conjecture which, in practice, would not be his/hers alone to make. 
Second, it holds FIU candidates to standards at established Research I universities


that presumably have greater resources to support research and fewer demands.


(Part III (B) 11 (1)   External Letters:  The expectation of this new criterion


that letters should not be solicited from any evaluator who has any form of


“professional or personal relationship with the candidate” is unrealistic in several


disciplines or in small fields in which a candidate’s work should be known to 


senior scholars through conferences, academic societies, collaboration or 


communication e.g. academic listservs.  

5.   (Part III  (B) 12 Internal Letters or “Contributed Letters of Support” :   The Proposed changes state that letters from colleagues  may be included in the file for the purpose of addressing teaching and service. The general tone of this change suggests that FIU scholars and their research are less important and not at the same level as those outside the University.  Additionally, in devaluing internal letters from those who are most able to evaluate teaching and service, teaching and service also appear to be devalued. This change also assumes that colleagues are necessarily less qualified to assess scholarship when in some instances it may have been an FIU researcher who recruited the candidate and knows his/her work best. A candidate’s colleagues are also in the best position to comment on the quality of mentorship.  Finally, the university’s recent reorganization emphasized the need for synergy among disciplines. Letters from faculty in other disciplines with whom a candidate has collaborated should be given consideration.  


The Committee advises that guidelines seek to strike a balance between the value 
of candidates to FIU and the national and international level of their 
accomplishments.


6.  (p. 18 (A) (3) (f)     “Ability of candidate to participate in collegial 
governance” is stricken out as a criterion at both Associate and Full Professor 
levels. “University service may include participation in collegial governance.” 
The Committee is at odds to understand the purpose of changing language on 
collegial governance. 
Goal 3:   Procedural changes are to allow the Provost and President to make better decisions at their level of review.

The proposed Provost Advisory Committee would be made up of deans and chairs of T&P committees who, by definition, are not in fields close to that of the candidate.  This seems to be a structure that insures that evaluation and decisions at the highest level are made by those who may be least qualified to make them. 

The proposed advisory committee adds another level of review at an administrative level above the T&P committees, department chairs, and deans who have already evaluated the file.  Implicitly, this structure devalues peer evaluation at the department level, again shifting both judgment and responsibility away from those who have recruited and mentored candidates and are most qualified to evaluate their scholarship.   

Goal 4:  It was found that under current practice even existing regulations were not being followed regarding consistency of letters, of external letter writers, college committee recommendations and college deans.

This is an issue of administrative effectiveness, not a critique of the standing guidelines. 
Goal 5:  In the future all committees and deans must explain in some detail the basis for their recommendations.


The committee feels that this is a core problem that cannot necessarily be resolved by modifying T & P Guidelines. Writing a substantive letter incurs risk for both the writer and the candidate.  Faculty will write substantive and evaluative letters only if they feel that the letters will be read properly and supported at the upper levels of administration.  
Goal 6:  There will be an emphasis on quality control, consistency, and fairness. 

Here we wish to take up the notion articulated on p. 8 section D that “The principle of participating in the evaluation at only one step of the process is essential.”  The language here is not precise as to what constitutes participation. Is a faculty member on the College T & P Committee permitted to engage in discussion at the department level and not vote, or neither?  We are not convinced that “one vote only” is, indeed, essential.  It is intended to assure fairness.  However, conceivably, a candidate could be disadvantaged if the tenured department Colleague, most knowledgeable about his/her work, is prevented from participation at the department level by virtue of having been elected to the College Committee.

In addition, Article 9.5 of the CBA states “Policies on the tenure process must include a poll by secret ballot of the tenured members of the department/unit.”  Any restrictions that prevent tenured members of the department/unit from taking part in that ballot appear to contradict the requirements of the CBA.  

(p. 5 Section B)   Not a change, but needs to be changed.   The language here fails to address the creation of clinical, ranked lines or professional practice lines in such units as Health and Journalism/Mass Communication.  Restricting the votes on promotion of non-tenure earning faculty to tenured faculty members in these units appears unfair, or at the very least, demoralizing.  
Final Points
There are several places in the document where language needs to be revised for clarity.

There are seven instances in which the proposed changes do not conform to the CBA.  A few of these have been noted in the report above.  
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