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REVISIONS #3 and #4
FACULTY HANDBOOK SECTIONS 3.4.4.4 AND 3.4.4.6
Rationale for Revision of First Paragraph
The Faculty Handbook requires members of  Rank and Tenure Committees to cast secret ballots indicating their judgment of the strength of a candidate’s petition.  This secret ballot should take place at the conclusion of a deliberative process in which the committee has thoroughly reviewed and discussed the strengths and weaknesses of the petition.  Once each committee member casts a secret ballot, members should not change their votes because of the votes of other members.  Allowing this to happen would tend to make the process political rather than evaluative.  Members should be allowed to change their votes, however, if significant and relevant new information becomes available to the committee after it has cast secret ballots.
Rationale for Revision of Last Paragraph

In 2006, the Taskforce on Rank and Tenure Issues (“R&T Taskforce”) posed the following question in a survey of faculty, “Should R&T members participate in any way in deliberation on a candidate for promotion or tenure from their own departments?” 75 faculty members responded to the survey. Responses were:

a. R& T members should not participate in any deliberation on a candidate for promotion or tenure from their own departments. 20% agreed

b. R&T members may participate but not vote (as is currently the case). 79% agreed

Informed by the majority opinion, the R&T Taskforce recommended that “committee members who come from the same department as a candidate participate in the committee discussion, but that their participation be limited to responding to specific questions from other committee members.” However, the R&T Taskforce noted that open-ended comments from the faculty indicated that the faculty did not seem to consider this question “from the perspective of other candidates who do not have department members represented on the committee where different questions of fairness can arise.”

The Faculty Affairs Committee has extensively reviewed this recommendation. Our review has included consultations with members of the R&T Taskforce, the Faculty Senate Council (FSC), recent members of College, School, and University R&T committees, and the deans of the four affected academic units (Arts and Sciences, Business, Engineering, and ECPPM).

Based on these consultations and our own internal deliberations, the FAC has concluded that allowing a member of the candidate’s home department to participate in the deliberations of College, School or University R&T committee of said candidate could lead to unfairness. 

The FAC has drafted changes to the Faculty Handbook that, if approved, would require that any member of the College, School, or University R&T committees who shares the candidate’s home department shall vote only at the department level and shall not be present for, nor participate in, the review of the candidate’s case at the committee level. 
Justification: The members of the candidate’s home department(s) each express their judgments regarding the candidate’s suitability for tenure and/or promotion at the department level. These written comments and votes become part of the body of evidence that is passed up to the College and University R&T committees. The FAC finds it inherently unfair that one member of the home department might be allowed to further advance his or her personal views on the candidate.  We believe that allowing one member of the home department to do so could unduly bias either for or against the candidate. In addition, other candidates who do not have a member of their home department on the College, School or University R&T committees might perceive that they are at a disadvantage. We therefore believe that individuals who share the candidate’s home department should not participate in the discussions or voting of the College, School and University R&T committees.

We recognize that this recommendation is in opposition to the majority opinion expressed by the faculty in the 2006 R&T Taskforce survey. In addition, the Faculty Senate Council has voiced its support of the original R&T Taskforce recommendation. In light of this, we would like to elaborate on the factors motivating our recommendation. As mentioned above, we performed additional consultations focused on faculty members who have recently served on R&T committees and therefore may have more familiarity with the types of situations that can arise when a member of the candidate’s home department participates in College, School, and University R&T discussions. 

Eight of the eleven recent members of College, School, and University R&T committees who responded to our query supported recusal of R&T committee members from the candidate’s department. Here are a few of their comments:

· “I agree rather strongly … that R&T committee members be required to recuse themselves from any review or discussion of a candidate from their own department at the committee level (both school and university). There are two basic problems with the current practice of allowing a committee member to participate in the discussion of a departmental colleague. First, there is the potential for bias, usually in the direction of advocacy, but sometimes toward opposition. A strong personality can sway the committee or at the very least stifle frank discussion. It is sometimes argued that this disadvantage is balanced by the advantage of having access to a colleague who can provide superior information about the field or the departmental context. I do not find this argument compelling. If the committee requires more information, it can always go back to the department as a whole and request it. Second, to the extent that having a colleague on the committee provides any advantage to the candidate, whether via better information or advocacy, it is simply unfair that candidates who do not have a colleague on the committee do not receive the same advantage.”

· “When an R&T member is from the candidate’s department, the discussion can never be as free as it is otherwise and as it should be. This is true even when the R&T member is restricted to answering questions only… Just on an equity basis, I do not like having the R&T member available to answer questions. There is no “question answerer” for candidates who do not have a… department colleague on the committee. It would be a much cleaner process if R&T members from candidates’ department recused themselves from the discussion and from reading any of the relevant documents.”

· “To be completely fair to all candidates and departments, I would support the … recommendation that committee members from the same department as the candidate recuse themselves from the deliberations of college or university R&T committees. It is incumbent on faculty serving in the R&T committees to make their views crystal clear, and to provide as much useful information as possible, in their own letters offered at the department level.”

· “I agree… that this situation presents an unfair advantage (or disadvantage) to the colleague under consideration. I agree… that committee members should know in advance that their only opportunity to provide evidence is in their departmental letter.”

The FAC also solicited additional input from the members of the R&T Taskforce. The former chair of that Taskforce, Bob Senkewicz offered this opinion, “When we solicited faculty input on this question…, the overwhelming faculty opinion was that departmental members should be allowed to participate. The general feeling which the faculty expressed was that the candidate’s case could be considered more fully if the other members of the committee were able to learn more about that candidate’s case from the departmental committee members … When we as a task force evaluated this overwhelming faculty opinion, we came to the conclusion that the faculty responses had in fact confirmed the fears of the faculty member who had placed this issue on our agenda. It became pretty clear to us that the question was one of perspective. If one's primary perspective were on the candidate who had a fellow departmental member on the committee, then it was pretty easy to draw the conclusion that that fellow faculty member ought to be able to participate on the committee. However, if the focus was on a faculty member who did not have a departmental member on the committee, then it was pretty easy to draw the opposite conclusion: in fact it was pretty easy to draw the conclusion that a faculty member without a departmental colleague on the committee would quite possibly be penalized, in comparison with a faculty member who did have a departmental colleague on the committee.”

Finally, our consultation with the deans of the four affected academic units yielded a split opinion with Dean Posner favoring the “speak when spoken to” recommendation of the R&T Taskforce, and Deans Mungal, Yee, and Larson favoring recusal. 

Dean Posner (Leavey School of Business) explained that the business school faculty had specifically included a member of each department on the School’s R&T Committee so that they could have discipline-based knowledge available to them: “We haven’t had a problem with the current system and, in fact, this process allows for representation by a departmental colleague, as appropriate. R&T members only get one vote (either at the departmental level or on the Committee, depending upon the candidate and member’s departmental affiliation). It would seem that the College of Arts and Sciences needs to determine how to deal with this matter rather than requiring all of the others schools/colleges to change their processes. Furthermore, at the University level it is essential that the membership includes someone familiar with the general discipline and overall culture of the particular school. I believe the faculty select ‘representatives’ at this level for this purpose and because they can be trusted to render fair and impartial judgments.” 

However, Dean Mungal (School of Engineering) replied, “I strongly support the proposed revisions: you must recuse yourself, including leaving the room, and you should get only one vote. Hence, I agree with the proposed changes."
Dean Yee (College of Arts and Sciences) also supported the revisions and commented, “I agree … that committee members should not be present during the discussions. We have always operated under the policy that committee members vote and participate in the evaluation process at the department (therefore the lowest) level. It seems to me to be inconsistent with that idea to allow the committee member to give "information" to the committee on a colleague's case or have knowledge of the committee's evaluative discussions. One College committee member said to me that they felt very uncomfortable having the committee member present in the room when discussing the colleague's case.”
Finally, Dean Larson (Education, Counseling Psychology & Pastoral Ministries) also supported recusal, although he acknowledged that “it will create some problems for ECPPM where it would lead to some logistics problems for us given our limited number of tenured faculty and small numbers of departments. However, I think we can work around that and agree that participation by the R&T committee member in discussions of someone from his or her own department can be problematic.”

Based on these consultations and our own extensive discussions of this issue, the FAC believes that recusal of any committee member who shares the candidate’s home department will best serve the equitable and fair treatment of all candidates who are applying for promotion and tenure.
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