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The Faculty Affairs Committee at Indiana University East considered the process of Executive Review of Promotion and Tenure cases as outlined in the presidential memo dated December 5, 2008. The procedure outlined in this memo was unilaterally instituted for tenure cases in 2008/09 and was used in 2009/10 following approval of UFC circular U8-2009 in May 2009. This resolution provided a sunset for the executive review procedure, ending in May 2010.

In considering the executive review procedures, the Faculty Affairs Committee notes the following: 

1. The procedure outlined in the presidential memo effectively removes one level of review for candidates for promotion and tenure at Indiana University East. Indiana University East’s Promotion and Tenure[footnoteRef:1] policy states:  [1:  IU East Policy and Procedures for Promotion and Tenure. Section A.5.f. IU East Faculty Senate, March 2, 2010. Previous versions of the policy contain the same language. ] 


The Chancellor will make a written recommendation to the President of the University after evaluating the dossier and the recommendations of the external reviewers, the School Promotion and Tenure Committee, the School Dean, the Campus Promotion and Tenure Committee, and the Executive Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs. […] The Chancellor will send a written notification to the candidate […] of the Chancellor's recommendation prior to the recommendation being sent to the President of Indiana University.

 This procedure has been followed at Indiana University East prior to 2008/09. The committee believes that removing this level of review is undesirable because it removes transparency from the Promotion and Tenure process. 

In addition, the committee feels that the executive review procedures outlined in the presidential memo creates undue problems for candidates who seek tenure early. According to IU Policy “a faculty member […] should expect only one full review”[footnoteRef:2]. The same policy states that any negative decisions prior to the final decision by the President shall be communicated to the candidate, so that he or she may withdraw the candidacy before a full review has been made. The executive review in effect fuses the decision of the Chancellor and the President into one. The Faculty Affairs Committee observes that is unclear when the President reaches his or her final decision. This ambiguity is undesirable in high-stakes decisions such as tenure. 
 [2:   Tenure Policies - Tenure-Probationary Period. Acad. Handbook 2008, last paragraph. p. 72. UFC April 23, 1991; Board of Trustees June 20, 1991.] 

2. The committee notes that process of reporting the outcome of the executive review clearly lacks transparency and accountability. Both are fundamental tenets of academia. The reporting process outlined in the presidential memo only provides for a reporting of the decision (positive or negative), but not for a rationale. While the committee agrees that a rationale might not be warranted in the case of a recommendation that is substantiated by concurring reviews at earlier stages, we believe that the credibility of the process is at stake when a decision of the executive review committee is not fully supported by reviews of previous levels. 

For candidates who seek promotion only, the executive review process removes one valuable source of feedback for unsuccessful candidates. While the stakes for tenured faculty who seek promotion are not as high as for those who seek tenure, a written rationale will provide candidates for promotion a way to improve their dossiers in the future. 

3. The Faculty Affairs Committee examined the applicable IU policies for Promotion and Tenure and comes to the conclusion that the executive review cannot be instituted unilaterally (as was attempted in the presidential memo). It is Indiana University’s policy that “standards and procedures for […] promotion and tenure […]” are legislative authority of the faculty.[footnoteRef:3] The IU Policy on Tenure refers to “campus-specific documents” for the routing of letters of recommendation for promotion and tenure cases.[footnoteRef:4] As such, the committee views it within the legislative privileges of the IU East faculty to determine whether the Chancellor of IU East will provide candidates for promotion and/or tenure a separate review. We believe that the executive review process as outlined in the Presidential memo is inconsistent with current IU policy.  

In consideration of the presidential memo, the committee has considered the possibility of changing IU East’s P&T policy in order to accommodate the executive review process requested by the President. In early 2010, the committee decided against the procedure outlined in the President’s memo. 

The Faculty Affairs Committee believes that University Faculty Action would be required in order to remove the chancellor as an independent review step on all campuses. The Faculty Affairs Committee at Indiana University East recommends retaining the Chancellors as independent review levels.  [3:  Constitution of the Indiana University Faculty. Article 2.2.L. 2008 Academic Handbook, p. 32. UFC April 14, 1992. Ratified by Faculty: Sept. 1, 1992. ]  [4:  Faculty and Librarian Tenure – Procedures for Faculty. 2008 Academic Handbook, p. 73. UFC April 23, 1991. Board of Trustees June 20, 1991.] 


The Faculty Affairs Committee at Indiana University East would like to use this report as an opportunity to expresses its unease with the proposed executive review and the unilateral approach that has been taken in implementing it. 
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