
November 2019 

Volume 20, Issue 4 

Inside this issue: 

RON’S MAILBAG 2 

EMERGENCY  

PREPAREDNESS 
3 

LET’S BREAK BREAD 3 

WHAT’S GOING ON? 4 

WE NEED YOU! 4 

OFFICER FOR RETIREES 

NOTE 
4 

PEP INFORMATION 5 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

FOR PROMOTION AND 

TENURE 

6 

EXECUTIVE BOARD    

CONTACT INFO 
9 

SENTINEL AND  

WEBSITE DISCLAIMERS 
10 

The Sentinel Oneonta Local 2190 

The Family of UUP: Support and Benefits 

By Bill Simons, UUP Representative to NYSUT and AFT Conventions, past UUP Oneonta Chapter President 

   A few weeks ago, I received a diagnosis of non-Hodgkinôs Lymphoma. My wife 

Nancy and I are optimistic and determined. In the spirit of union solidarity and bene-

fits, we appreciate the way friends have responded with a simple, affirmative ñgood 

luck,ò recognizing that should I want to share more I will do so.  

    When I briefly and simply announced at the end of a class that circumstances ne-

cessitated a replacement taking over, the majority of students quietly formed a line, 

shook my hand and offered a supportive word. I thought of Lou Gehrigôs leave taking 

at Yankee Stadium on July 4, 1939, with his graceful response to a bad break: 

ñToday I consider myself the luckiest man on the face of the earth.ò  

     Thanks for the important work you do on behalf of the UUP membership. UUP 

has a long history of community service, disaster relief, leave canvass drives, and life 

tributes.  

     Affirmative letters, including the following from State Senator Jim Seward, keep 

me centered: ñWe have worked closely together over the years on behalf of SUNY 

and its faculty. I want you to know that our association means a great deal to me per-

sonally.ò 

     Our benefits come through collaborative efforts. At this time, Nancy suggests that 

I remind our members that the New York State Health Insurance Plan for Empire 

Plan enrollees provides a Center of Excellence for Cancer Program, a Center of Ex-

cellence for Transplants Program, and a Center of Excellence for Infertility Program. 

Several SUNY Oneonta UUP colleagues have benefitted from the Center of Excel-

lence for Cancer Program at Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center in New York 

City. 

     As Nancy wrote in a previous Sentinel article: In addition to treatment at a world-

class facility, the plan also covers some travel expenses.  As of August 2018, the 

Center of Excellence Program Travel Allowance reads,  ñA travel, lodging and meal 

expenses allowance may be available if you are enrolled in the Center of Excellence 

for Cancer or if you are preauthorized for the Transplants Program or the Center of 

Excellence for Infertility Program and travel within the United States. The allowance 

is available to the patient and one travel companion when the facility is more than 

100 miles (200 miles for airfare) from the patientôs home. If the patient is a minor 

(under the age of 18), the allowance will include coverage for up to two travel com-

panions. The Empire Plan provides reimbursement for travel, meals and one lodging 

per day. The Empire Plan Center of Excellence Programs will reimburse for meals 

and lodging based on the U.S. General Services Administration (GSA) per diem rate 

and automobile mileage (personal or rental car) based on the IRS medical rate. Save 

original receipts for reimbursement.ò  

     As of August 2018, the list of Centers of Excellence included Memorial Sloan-

Kettering Cancer Center (New York City), New York Presbyterian Hospital, Columbia 

University Medical Center, Roswell Park Cancer Institute (Buffalo),  and New York 

University Fertility Center. 

For further information, see the NYSHIP Center of Excellence Programs brochure at: 

https://www.cs.ny.gov/employee-benefits/nyship/shared/publications/reporting-

on/2018/reporting-on-centers-of-excellence-2018.pdf 

  

https://www.cs.ny.gov/employee-benefits/nyship/shared/publications/reporting-on/2018/reporting-on-centers-of-excellence-2018.pdf
https://www.cs.ny.gov/employee-benefits/nyship/shared/publications/reporting-on/2018/reporting-on-centers-of-excellence-2018.pdf
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New Readers, this column was launched in the July 2019 issue of The Sentinel, available 
at http://www.oneontauup.org/ by selecting the Sentinel link.   

Dear Ron,  

       My chairperson 
showed up at my office door ï this has 
happened before ï with a stack of pa-
pers to be graded in a course to which 
I was not assigned. The explanation 
was, as before, that the professor re-
sponsible for the course was over-
whelmed and needed help. I admit 
that course is very challenging to 
manage, but the same professor rou-
tinely volunteers to take it on, appar-
ently expecting a bail-out. Just as reg-
ularly Iôm called on to pick up the slack 
and Iôm tired of it. I already have a full 
load of duties to perform and Iôm con-
cerned that my progress toward pro-
motion will suffer because of the time I 
have to divert from my own work to 
this other project.  Should I just say 
no?  

  Feeling Dumped on     

Dear Dumpedee,  

       In general, you should not refuse 
an assignment from your supervisor 
unless you are being told to do some-
thing unethical or illegal. I understand 
how unwelcome this advice might 
seem: Most of us are familiar with ris-
ing in the wee hours, staying up late, 
foregoing weekend plans and endur-
ing significant othersô complaints, all 
for trying to keep up with assessing 
our studentsô progress. My heart 
would sink at the sight of my chairper-
son showing up with a pile of some-
one elseôs work for me to do. The 
good news is that aside from flat re-
fusal, you have options to consider as 
you respond.  

       Article XI, Title H, Ä 2 of the 
SUNY Policies of the Board of Trus-
tees (available at https://
system.suny.edu/media/suny/content-

3ÉÂÌÉÎÇÓ ÁÎÄ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓȟ ÍÙ ÍÁÉÌÂÁÇ ÉÓ ÇÒÏ×ÉÎÇ ÌÉÇÈÔ ÁÎÄ ) ÉÎÖÉÔÅ ÙÏÕ ÔÏ ÈÅÌÐ ÒÅÖÅÒÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÅÎÄȦ 3ÅÎÄ 
ÍÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÇÒÉÐÅÓ ÏÒ ÍÁËÅ ÁÎ ÁÐÐÏÉÎÔÍÅÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÕÓ ÔÏ ÍÅÅÔȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÅȭÌÌ ÐÕÔ ÙÏÕÒ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ 
ÆÒÏÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÅÎÔÅÒȢ 4ÈÁÎË ÙÏÕȦ  

assets/documents/
boardoftrustees/SUNY-BOT-
Policies-Jan2019.pdf) states, 
ñThe professional obligation of 
an employee consistent with 
the employeeôs academic 
rank or professional title, shall 
include teaching, research, 
University service and other 
duties and responsibilities re-
quired of the employee during 
the term of the employeeôs 
professional obligationò [italics 
mine]. So, if your supervisor 
instructs you to carry out 
some task, it is in your best 
interest to comply ï again, if it 
isnôt unethical or illegal. How-
ever, when you are asked to 
do work that is normally not 
your obligation, you have a 
right to negotiate the terms. I 
suggest some combination of 
the following approaches:  

   Å   Request the instruction in 
writing which you can append 
to your faculty activity report 
and receive credit for the ex-
tra work.  

   Å   Request extra service 
pay which your chairperson 
can arrange if you are given 
some formal responsibility for 
the activity generating the ex-
tra work.  

   Å   Ask your chairperson to 
excuse you from committee 
assignments for the term.  

   Å   Ask your chairperson to 
temporarily reassign some 
students who you currently 
advise.  

   Å   Remind your chairperson 
of their shared concern for your 
professional development.  

Overall, you want to clarify that 
you are already occupied full-
time and any added load 
should be offset by financial 
compensation or release from 
other activities.  

       Arguably the logistics of 
heavy-lift courses and other 
recurring issues are best 
worked out collaboratively by 
department faculty members, 
but even with ideal planning in 
place, situations arise that 
force chairpersons to be crea-
tive in making sure all the work 
gets done. When they come 
up, you have the right to ex-
pect that emergent tasks will 
be distributed equitably. If you 
have been consistently singled 
out to do extra work, you may 
have grounds for a discrimina-
tion complaint or other griev-
ance, and UUP leaders can 
help with the filing process.  

In Solidarity,  

Ron  

 

       Finally, friends, remember 
that our work environment is 
our studentsô learning           
environment; letôs try to make it 
positive! 

http://www.oneontauup.org/
https://system.suny.edu/media/suny/content-assets/documents/boardoftrustees/SUNY-BOT-Policies-Jan2019.pdf
https://system.suny.edu/media/suny/content-assets/documents/boardoftrustees/SUNY-BOT-Policies-Jan2019.pdf
https://system.suny.edu/media/suny/content-assets/documents/boardoftrustees/SUNY-BOT-Policies-Jan2019.pdf
https://system.suny.edu/media/suny/content-assets/documents/boardoftrustees/SUNY-BOT-Policies-Jan2019.pdf
https://system.suny.edu/media/suny/content-assets/documents/boardoftrustees/SUNY-BOT-Policies-Jan2019.pdf
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The recipe calls for a cup of water, you can easily substitute that with 1/2 cup 
of orange juice 1/2 cup of water if you want to increase the orange note in the 
sauce (cranberries and oranges play well together!) 

If desired, you can also reduce the sugar. Start out with half as much and add 

more if you think it needs it. If you use less sugar also reduce the amount of 

water you add. 

Cranberry Sauce 

¶ Prep time: 5 minutes Cook time: 15 minutes Yield: Cranberry sauce base makes 2 1/4 cups. 

1 Rinse cranberries: Place the cranberries in a colander and rinse them. 
Pick out and discard any damaged or bruised cranberries. 

2 Boil water with sugar: Put the water and sugar in a medium saucepan 
on high heat and bring to a boil. Stir to dissolve the sugar. 

3 Add cranberries, cook until they burst: Add the cranberries to the pot 
and return to a boil. Lower the heat and simmer for 10 minutes or until 
most of the cranberries have burst. 

4 Stir in mix-ins if using: Once the cranberries have burst you can leave 
the cranberry sauce as is, or dress it up with other ingredients. We like to mix in a half a cup of chopped pe-
cans, and a pinch or two of orange zest. Some people like adding raisins or currants, or even blueberries for added 
sweetness. You can also add holiday spices such as cinnamon, nutmeg, or allspice. If adding spices, start with a pinch of 
each and add more to your taste. 

5 Let cool: Remove the pot from heat. Let cool completely at room temperature, then 

transfer to a bowl to chill in the refrigerator. Note that the cranberry sauce will continue 

to thicken as it cools. 

www.simplyrecipes.com/recipes/cranberry_sauce/ 

)ÎÇÒÅÄÉÅÎÔÓ 
¶ м ŎǳǇ ǎǳƎŀǊ 

¶ м ŎǳǇ ǿŀǘŜǊ 

¶ п ŎǳǇǎ όм мн-ƻȊ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜύ ŦǊŜǎƘ ƻǊ 
ŦǊƻȊŜƴ ŎǊŀƴōŜǊǊƛŜǎ 

hǇǝƻƴŀƭ tŜŎŀƴǎΣ ƻǊŀƴƎŜ ȊŜǎǘΣ ǊŀƛǎƛƴǎΣ 

ŎǳǊǊŀƴǘǎΣ ōƭǳŜōŜǊǊƛŜǎΣ ŎƛƴƴŀƳƻƴΣ    

ƴǳǘƳŜƎΣ ŀƭƭǎǇƛŎŜΦ 

        Fellow UUP members, I write to you this month to discuss the events of October 2, 2019, when 

we went to the brink of disaster here on campus following a potential act of violence. The events of 

this evening highlighted many areas that need to be improved. We have identified the need for better 

communication, training on emergencies including active shooter, and improvements to campus 

buildings including locks on doors. These actions will result in being better prepared to deal with 

threats to the campus community, and with any emergency that happens on campus or in our com-

munities. This could include fire, medical emergency, an act of violence, or hazardous materials inci-

dent. There are many ways to prepare, but all begin with having a discussion. There are a myriad of 

training programs on the web to acquire better situational awareness, and that is the key. We need to 

be aware of the environment in which we live, work and play. Planning is good, but if we are not 

keenly aware of the plan it will not save us in our time of need. I ask all of us to take a look at what 

we would do if there was an emergency in our classroom, office, or home and ask the question ñWhat 

would I do to help myself or save my family?ò   

Please familiarize yourself with campus emergency policies found by clicking this link ƘǧǇǎΥκκ

ǎǳƴȅΦƻƴŜƻƴǘŀΦŜŘǳκŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ-ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ-ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ   

 

Emergency Preparedness 

Dave Lincoln, UUP Oneonta Chapter President 

https://suny.oneonta.edu/emergency-response-guidelines
https://suny.oneonta.edu/emergency-response-guidelines
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For up-to-date    

information on UUP 

events, meetings 

and  coffee socials 

please go to our 

webpage at 

www.oneontauup.org 

and click on the  

Upcoming UUP 

meetings and 

events link. 

For UUP Retiree info 

please contact UUP 

Retirement Specialist 

Walter Apple at 518-

640-6600 or by email 

at  

wapple@uupmail.org. 

You can also visit 

https://uupinfo.org/

benefits/ret.php  to 

search retiree benefits. 

We need you!  

The Sentinel is looking for UUPers to write articles and provide content for 

our monthly newsletter. Please email articles, pictures, and anything you 

want to share with the campus by November 18th to oneuup@oneonta.edu.  

We look forward to hearing from you! 

For the first time, the census will be digital, on-line. Although some concern 

exists regarding older Americans participating, I doubt this applies to UUP 

retirees who are quite likely comfortable with computers. At stake in this 

census is the distribution of federal funds for schools, roads, and hospitals; 

and programs that aid older Americans such as Medicare Part B. Also at 

stake, is the number of congressional representatives and the number of 

electoral college votes a state gets. Thus, political balance in America can 

change after every census.  

No broadband service? A hard copy will be sent early in March. For those 

with service, a post card will arrive between March 12 and 20. If the census 

is not completed on-line, a traditional hard copy is sent. If that is not com-

pleted, a census worker will visit. It is important that every American com-

plete the census. (Source:  Eaton, Joe. ñWhy the 2020 Census Matters.ò 

AARP Bulletin, September 2019.)  

November 4: Officer of the Day, Albert Maya, UUP Office, 4:30-6 p.m. 

November 5: Officer of the Day, Jeri Jerminario, UUP Office, 3-6 p.m. 

November 6: UUP Benefits Fair, 10 a.m.ð2 p.m., Waterfront, Hunt Union 

November 11: Office Closed 

November 15: PEP Deadline 

November 18: Sentinel Article Deadline 

November 19: Labor/Management Meeting 

November 25: Executive Board Meeting 

November 27-29: Office Closed 

January 11, 2020: UUP Holiday Meet & Greet, Elks Lodge, Chestnut St. 

Oneonta, 2 p.m. 

March 21, 2020: UUP Volunteering at Saturdayôs Bread, details TBA 

 

Food for Thoughtð2020 Census and Older Americans 
Loraine Tyler, Officer for Retirees 

https://uupinfo.org/benefits/ret.php
https://uupinfo.org/benefits/ret.php
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DEADLINE: 

Nov. 15, 2019 



Guiding Principles for Promotion and Tenure:   

Making the Best of an Ordeal 

YŜƛǘƘ YΦ {ŎƘƛƭƭƻΣ tƘ5Σ  tǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊΣ .ƛƻƭƻƎȅ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΣ {¦b¸ hƴŜƻƴǘŀ 
 

The ordeal of obtaining promotion and tenure is the greatest source of anxiety during the formative years of an academic.  I use the 

term ordeal in the historical sense; that is, a test of worthiness that involves subjecting an individual to severe pain, and where surviv-

al is the divine measure of success.  Iôve experienced more than my fair share of this ordeal having survived the process at a re-

search-intensive university during the early part of my career, and then more recently at this college.   

When I began my career 35 years ago, the promotion and tenure process was much different than that which is practiced in most 

colleges and universities in the 21st century.  In my particular case, the process of becoming a tenured faculty member was akin to 

an initiation into a secret fraternal organization.  Membership required candidates to undergo a period of hazing during which they 

were expected to blindly obey the requests of senior colleagues.  Acceptance into the society depended on approval by a series of 

secret ballots.  At the start of my fourth year of employment as an Assistant Professor, my department chair requested an updated 

copy of my Curriculum Vitae without telling me why he wanted it.  A few months later I was surprised to learn that I was not granted 

tenure.  I was assured that this was not a problem because my dossier was submitted two years earlier than normal, and that few 

people were ever granted tenure before six years of service.  When I was ñput upò a second time, two years later, I was allowed 

some control over my dossier, but the evaluation process remained vague and secretive.   

After gaining tenure and promotion to Associate Professor, I learned that there were numerous irregularities and inconsistencies in 

the promotion and tenure process and that faculty members who were denied tenure rarely appealed because they were denied ac-

cess to their personnel files, including all of the evaluative information submitted by peers and references.  In other words, it was 

nearly impossible to mount an evidence-based appeal, and even if one tried, it was difficult to prove unfair treatment because there 

were no specific criteria for tenure or promotion.  One notorious case was successful, but legal proceedings dragged on for 30 years.  

By the time the plaintiff won, he had retired from another job he held for most of his life.  He was awarded $70,000, but it is doubtful 

that this amount covered his legal costs.  In the 1980ôs and 1990ôs a flurry of lawsuits and legal challenges across the United States 

prompted most academic institutions to reform their promotion and tenure policies.  By the time I retired from my previous position 

my former institution employed a policy that was viewed by most faculty as transparent, fair and respectful.   

In spite of reforms in promotion and tenure policies, the possibility of being turned down remains a significant source of anxiety 

among new faculty members.  My experiences at this institution support this view.  Since my arrival in 2009, this campus has en-

gaged in numerous discussions about developing and adopting a new tenure and promotion policy.  Iôve been involved in some of 

these discussions and learned that there was widespread dissatisfaction with the existing system.  There seemed to be two major 

concerns.  One was with the difficulty in ascertaining written rules and procedures governing the promotion and tenure process.  A 

second concern was with the lack of well-defined criteria; especially in regards to how much research, scholarship and creative activ-

ity were necessary for success.  This year the college senate approved new ñpoliciesò and ñguidelinesò for contract renewal, promo-

tion and tenure.   It remains to be determined if this proposal will be transformed into specific rules and procedures that will address 

the shortcomings of the previous policy.  As work on this continues I offer what I shall refer to as guiding principles; that is, necessary 

conditions for developing an effective and just promotion and tenure policy.  

Principle 1: Clarify the meanings of promotion and tenure. 

In spite of all the recent talk about promotion and tenure, there seems to be some widespread misconceptions about these two con-

cepts and the relationship between them.  Some institutions view them as mutually exclusive, whereas others treat them as closely 

related concepts.  

Tenure is a guarantee of protection of oneôs academic freedom; that is, the granting of certain legal and administrative rights that 

allow one to pursue any academic research and/or scholarship without fear of repercussions of losing oneôs job.  The primary criteria 

for granting tenure is professional ethics.  Such ethics consist of how the special knowledge and skills associated with a particular 

profession should be employed in the job.   A professional ethic typically includes a set of specific values (e.g., honesty, objectivity, 

respect, etc.) to be upheld or reflected in oneôs work.  Granting of tenure may require a probationary period during which a candi-

dateôs ethical behavior is evaluated.  The underlying rationale is that academic freedom is contingent on behaving responsibly. 

Promotion, on the other hand, is related to the level of professional expertise attained by an individual.  Unlike tenure, promotion im-

plies different levels, or hierarchies (i.e., academic rank). Qualifications for promotion are related to both the quantity and quality of a 

personôs accomplishments.   

A critical question is how closely related are tenure and promotion?  Should they be assessed and awarded independent of each 

other, or are the two concepts interrelated such that awarding one should be contingent on achieving the other?  Some schools 

make promotion to Associate Professor a prerequisite for tenure, which means that promotion and tenure are usually awarded to-

gether. This makes sense to me.  If a person accomplishes enough for promotion, then those accomplishments provide sufficient 
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information for evaluating oneôs ethical behavior.  Moreover, such accomplishments (peer 

recognition in scholarship, service, and teaching) are likely the result of an individualôs embrace 

of an admirable professional ethic.   

At this college, tenure is awarded independent of promotion, and it is not unusual for a candidate to become tenured while remaining 

an Assistant Professor.  In my view this approach serves no useful purpose, and is likely counterproductive.  Granting tenure without 

promotion adds an extra hurdle to the promotion process and could very well discourage faculty from ñrising in the ranks.ò The crea-

tion of a class of faculty who are tenured, but not Associate Professors, enhances what is already a hierarchical system and can 

serve as the basis for what Ecofeminist Karen Warren calls an oppressive conceptual framework; that is, a paradigm in which mem-

bers of the lower ranks are de-valued and dominated by the upper ranks.  The longer a faculty member remains in this class, the 

more difficult it becomes for him/her to escape from it.  The college should strive to eliminate unnecessary hierarchies and focus 

more on inclusion and unity among its teaching staff.    

Principle 2: Tenure is a ñtwo-way street!ò 

Assessments of faculty performances tend to emphasize the accomplishments of individuals while undervaluing the contexts in which 

individuals are required to perform.  Evaluations of candidates tend to focus on what the candidate has done for the institution, but it 

is important to remember that what a person contributes is dependent to a large extent on what the institution has done for the candi-

date.  Given the wide variation in variables related to discipline-dependent needs, such as department size, available resources, and 

class sizes it is neither possible nor appropriate for the institution to provide the same support to all new faculty members.  A more 

reasonable approach is to strive to provide the minimum resources required for a candidate to succeed in his or her area of expertise; 

that is, an equal opportunity policy.  When this type of support has not been provided, then the resulting handicap should be taken 

into consideration in assessing the candidate.   

The following example illustrates how institutional variables can affect the accomplishments of a candidate.   Consider the institution-

al resources required to support a faculty member whose expertise is in one of the natural sciences compared to those required to 

support someone in the humanities.  The minimal requirements for success in chemistry or biology, for example, include a well-

equipped laboratory, technical support, budget for expendable supplies as well as professional development funds.  The faculty 

member in literature, for example, requires only the standard resources (e.g., office, computer, etc.) provided to all faculty members 

in addition to professional development funds.  To deny the science faculty member the basic tools to achieve professional recogni-

tion is unfair discrimination.  The fair approach is to allocate the resources necessary for the faculty member to succeed.  When this 

does not occur, it is only fair for evaluators to take into account this institutional failure. 

Given the aforementioned example, it is obvious that fair assessment of faculty accomplishments requires consideration of both the 

work produced by the faculty member and the environment in which this work was achieved.  Of course this type of assessment re-

quires that a candidateôs dossier include information that allows evaluators to place a candidateôs accomplishments in the context of 

the work environment.  In my experience, many failed attempts at promotion and tenure have been attributed to failure of a depart-

ment to provide adequate context for the candidateôs performance.    

Principle 3: Rules matter! 

The anxiety experienced by anyone who is undergoing the promotion and tenure process is often linked to mistrust of the system 

based on the belief that the process itself is inherently unfair.  One way of minimizing this fear is to make the process transparent, 

based on clearly delineated rules of procedure, and aligned with basic principles of ethics and state and federal statutes governing 

employment.  These rules should be readily available, and include the following information:  1) requirements for tenure and promo-

tion; 2) timelines for the processes; 3) components and  organization of the promotion dossier; 4) composition of promotion and ten-

ure committee(s); 5) roles and responsibilities of departments, department chairs, departmental faculty, promotion and tenure com-

mittee(s),Dean, Provost, etc.; 6) required communications with candidates; 7) how appeals are conducted; 8) how faculty can gain 

access to evaluative materials (e.g., letters of reference).   

The elite group of individuals who make up promotion and tenure committees wield tremendous power.  Their judgments have long-

term effects on the professional and personal lives of those whom they evaluate.  Careers and lives are destroyed by denials of ten-

ure and promotion.  Given the gravity of their decisions, members of promotion and tenure committees should be held to the highest 

ethical standards.  They should receive training in both the legal and ethical implications of their work, and be required to adhere to 

comprehensive guidelines that dictate how committee members should conduct their evaluations.  It may be prudent to have legal 

counsel oversee these committees and thoroughly brief members on pertinent statutes and regulations related to employment in 

higher education. Like jurists in a court of law, evaluators should be instructed on how to differentiate between evidence that is perti-

nent and should be considered, and evidence that is irrelevant and should be disregarded.  The underlying principle is that each deci-

sion should be sound (based on facts), valid (consistent with evidence) and reasonable (fair and sensible).  If there is a proper role of 

administration in promotion and tenure decisions, it is to provide oversight that ensures that the people who make such decisions are 

ethical, have appropriate experiences and expertise, and are compliant with existing laws and regulations. 

Principle 4: Specific criteria are good for faculty. 

A widely held misconception is that promotion and tenure decisions should be based on general, not specific criteria.  This was once 
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the view embraced by many academic institutions prior to reforms in the 1990ôs.  Much to my 

dismay, I hear many colleagues at this institution voice a similar view.  The rationale for this be-

lief is unclear.  One argument appears to be based on the assumption that it is nearly impossible to develop a universal set of criteria.  

I reject this assumption because there are some well-defined professional expectations that are cross-disciplinary and could easily be 

applied to faculty evaluations.   

The most recent task force on Renewal, Promotion and Tenure made a good attempt at identifying promotion and tenure criterion 

that can be applied to all academic disciplines: scholarship.  It is reasonable to expect all faculty members to engage in scholarship 

and it is possible to evaluate the work using standardized principles.  The following criteria of good scholarship (Faculty Promotion 

and Tenure: Eight Ways to Improve the Tenure Review Process at Your Institution; www.FacultyFocus.com) provide such a basis: 1) 

clear goals, 2) adequate preparation, 3) appropriate methods, 4) significant results, 5) effective presentation, and 6) reflective cri-

tique.   

A second argument against specific criteria is based on the assertion that general criteria are more flexible and therefore less likely to 

be discriminatory against a particular discipline than more specific criteria.  In fact, a lack of well-defined criteria favors decisions that 

are often arbitrary and in many cases reflect unfair biases against individuals or groups.  When criteria are not specified, evaluators 

lack a common conceptual framework upon which to base their judgments.  This allows personal bias to creep into the evaluation 

process.  The lack of well-defined promotion and tenure criteria exacerbates two additional problems.   First, the lack of specific crite-

ria makes it difficult for candidates to appeal denials of tenure and promotion.  Second, when new faculty members are not made 

aware of what is valued they are less likely to focus their time and energies on the activities the institution values, an outcome that 

impairs the ability of the institution to fulfill its strategic goals. 

Principle 4: Administrative oversight is necessary. 

Tenure and promotion are faculty-driven processes. Administrators do, however, have the responsibility to oversee these processes 

in order to protect the institution from litigation. Most administrative interventions occur when a promotion and tenure committee 

makes a judgment that creates a legal liability; for example, when a decision reflects bias against certain groups, or defies a law or 

governing regulation.  In an ideal world, faculty would make judgments based on thorough, objective and fair evaluations.  The reality 

is that evaluations are often done in a hurry, reflect personal and societal biases, and overlook rules and regulations.  It has been my 

experience that administrators rarely deny promotion or tenure to a candidate who has been approved by a faculty committee.  In 

almost every case with which I am familiar, an administrator has overturned a denial of tenure and promotion due to errors in judg-

ment on the part of the committee.    

The idea of administrative oversight extends to how promotion and tenure committee members should be selected.  The idea of ap-

pointing members based solely on faculty elections is a bad idea.  There is no sound reason to assume that a popular vote will result 

in a committee that is balanced, unbiased, qualified or even competent.  I favor a process that is more consistent with the principles 

of shared governance; that is, interactive communication between faculty and administration.  The goal is to develop promotion and 

tenure committees that are comprised of individuals who can work together to employ a collective wisdom in making sound, valid and 

reasonable judgments.   An approach that is consistent with this principle is to have the administration select faculty members and 

require faculty to approve the selection by voting.   

Principle 5: Abandon conventional notions of objectivity. 

Objectivity is an important value in making assessments of faculty performance.  Most people understand the term to mean a view 

that is free of bias, but to be objective also means to be fair.  I do not believe anyone can have a bias-free perspective.  I do believe 

most people are capable of being fair.  An unbiased view is essentially a ñview from nowhere.ò It simply doesnôt exist.  Critical theo-

rists have argued convincingly that what we often accept as objective is actually the perspective of the dominant social group 

(typically white, heterosexual men in positions of power).  For this reason, feminist Sandra Harding refers to conventional notions of 

objectivity as ñweakò and favors a ñstrong objectivity;ò that is, a view that takes into account multiple perspectives.  This radical notion 

is more consistent with principles of diversity and inclusion than traditional interpretations.  Our current promotion and tenure policy 

revolves around the use of one promotion and tenure committee made up of five senior faculty members.  They are undoubtedly de-

cent people, who take their work seriously, and believe they conduct their business in an objective manner.  The fact is that they can-

not be objective, in the strong sense of the term, because they represent only a small fraction of the pertinent perspectives represent-

ed on this campus.  The possibility of routinely generating fair promotion and tenure decisions would be enhanced by increasing the 

diversity of perspectives represented by evaluators.  One approach to increasing diversity of perspectives in promotion and tenure 

decisions is to incorporate the use of multiple promotion and tenure committees, organized around certain areas of expertise; for ex-

ample: STEM, Arts and Humanities, Social and Library Sciences, Education and Dietetics.  Not only does this approach strengthen 

objectivity, it also distributes decision-making power over a larger number of faculty members thereby enhancing faculty engagement 

in this important task.  

A second problem associated with our current system is that it fails to acknowledge the possibility of conflicts of interest of evaluators.  

In our current system it is possible that a member of the promotion and tenure committee also serves as department Chair or Chair of 

a departmental promotion and tenure committee.  If allowed to deliberate, that individual exerts a disproportionate amount of influ-

ence over the candidateôs fate.  One widely accepted practice is to require that a committee member be recused from voting on a 
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colleague from the committee memberôs department.  This would create two problems in our existing system.  First, elimination of a 

committee member from voting would further reduce the number of faculty members making judgments.  Second, the candidate would 

have no advocate from his/her area of expertise.  The use of area committees would address both of these issues. 

Principle 6: Departments have an obligation to support their candidates. 

It is important to remember that there is an implied social contract between individual faculty members and their departments.  Each 

individual should expect to derive certain benefits from the group so long as the individual acts in accordance with the groupôs norms.  

For the sake of argument, I am assuming the norms are fair.  One of the more important benefits afforded to the individual is support 

and advocacy by the department.  Unless the individual acts in a socially irresponsible manner, he/she deserves the full support of the 

group.  As such, a candidateôs colleagues have an obligation to support an individualôs bid for promotion and tenure.  Such support 

entails putting forth the time and effort to develop the strongest dossier possible, and overcoming personal biases or disagreements.  

Departments should provide proper mentoring and work closely with candidates to help them develop a well-organized and clearly 

presented dossier that ensures the candidateôs performance is closely aligned with departmental expectations and responsibilities.  

This is not to say that the dossier should include only positive aspects of performance.  The faculty members of a department also 

have a responsibility to be honest and thorough.  If a candidate has weaknesses, the department has an obligation to document them 

early and assist the candidate in addressing them long before promotion and tenure.  Annual reviews should focus on development of 

the new faculty member and show consistency with the final promotion and tenure dossier; that is, a candidate who has addressed 

concerns and who has shown continual progress in annual reviews should have the full support of colleagues. The bottom line is that 

the department has the responsibility to provide the data and context that are necessary for the promotion and tenure committee to 

conduct a thorough and fair appraisal of the candidate.  Likewise, the promotion and tenure committee has a responsibility to take 

seriously the departmentôs support and judgments of the candidate.  

Moving On 

Promotion and tenure will continue to be a source of fear and anxiety in spite of making reforms in the process.  This is not a bad 
thing.  After all, the fear of failure is powerful motivation.  My hope is that new reforms to the promotion and tenure process will elimi-

nate or reduce the unnecessary or counterproductive stresses; that is, the stresses that arise from fear of the unknown, fear from un-
certainty and fear from mistrust.  Much of this unnecessary stress can be eliminated by developing specific criteria for promotion and 
tenure, formulating and employing rules and procedures for making promotion and tenure decisions, making the process transparent 

and fair, and providing proper administrative oversight to ensure that candidates are treated respectfully and responsibly.  At the same 
time, new faculty members should take time to learn about the reality of promotion and tenure.  The fact is that most people succeed.  
Each year in the United States, between 80% and 90% of tenure applications are successful.  I suspect the success rate at this col-

lege is at least as high as the national average.  My intuition is that most of the failed applications can be attributed to the fact that the 
candidate underperformed, or was perceived to have underperformed. Certainly there are candidates who are well aware of institu-
tional expectations and simply fail to meet them.  It is also likely that, in some cases, miscommunication of institutional expectations 

and/or lack of proper mentoring allowed the candidate to focus on activities that were not germane to promotion and tenure, while 
ignoring more pertinent endeavors.  Finally, there are undoubtedly cases where promotion and tenure were denied due to complete 
dysfunctionality of the candidateôs department and/or institution.  In these cases, professional rivalries and bigotry overshadowed pro-

fessional ethics and, in some cases, the law.  The principles I am recommending are intended to circumvent the latter two possibili-
ties, and to thereby improve facultyôs faith in the promotion and tenure process.   
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