Presenting Tenure and Promotion Cases:
Suggestions for Executive Officers


The LAS Executive Committee regards the department’s presentation of tenure and promotion cases as critical in its process of deliberation. The following suggestions include the sorts of issues that the committee typically raises in discussing cases, as well as those that often emerge in the all-campus committee.

   	Scholarship

Substance: The executive officer’s responsibility in the presentation is to mediate the candidate’s disciplinary expertise to the greater scholarly community in a way that translates the specific discourse of the discipline for a broader, multi-disciplinary audience. The executive officer’s statement should make this case, not merely by citing the number of grants, publications and papers, but also by explaining and evaluating the candidate’s work in context.  For example, the executive officer might address the issues that follow:
· What scholarly or research question(s) does the candidate raise?
· How important are these questions (in the specific discipline and in a broader societal context)? What are the implications of the work?   How effectively or completely does the candidate answer his or her questions? 
· What method(s) does the candidate use to answer these questions (especially in departments that combine the methods of more than one discipline)? Is the candidate’s methodology in any way unique or innovative? 
Negative elements: Should any of the external reviews include negative comments, it is crucial that these be addressed, no matter how trivial they may seem.  Similarly, any split vote in the department should be addressed directly in the executive officer’s statement.
Process:  For manuscripts (books or journal articles) in press, the executive officer should present an accurate and up-to-date description of status.  The dossier should include a numbered list of publications sent to external referees.  If necessary, provide an explanation of the ordering convention for names in your field (e.g., does first author come first? Last?).
	Collaboration: What was the nature of the collaboration?  Did the do the bulk of the work or was the contribution minor?  More broadly, how do this candidate’s collaborative activities compare with what is typical for a person of this rank in your discipline?  How important and accepted is collaboration in your discipline? What is customary? What is unusual?
	Grants: How do the candidate’s grant activities compare with expectations in the discipline on dimensions of prestige, quantity, size, and other discipline-relevant criteria?  Make special note of Co-PI status and explain the candidate’s role. If grants are not part of the normal expectation in the discipline, it may be useful to note this, especially for the All-Campus Promotion and Tenure Committee.
	External reviews: Executive officers can and should provide some instruction to reviewers, specifically, as outlined above for the executive officer’s statement, that the letters should not simply be an enumeration of accomplishments, but rather, a critical review of the relationship between the candidate and the field.  In their statements, executive officers might offer suggestions about how to read letters of recommendation by addressing the writers’ professional standing, the length of letters, the import of negative remarks, etc.  Most of the discussion at the committee level centers on interpreting the letters, and there are variations among fields.
	Mid-Probationary Reviews: These are included in the dossiers and are closely examined by both committees. Members will look to see what goals were outlined at that time and whether they were reached.  Executive officers should address any inconsistency between the stated and the attained goals.

Teaching
	
Because evaluation and reporting of candidates’ teaching varies widely across departments, executive officers might indicate whether the candidate’s teaching assignment is typical for the department and/or the discipline. 
 	Peer reviews of teaching: Committee members appreciate a description of the department’s process for conducting peer reviews.  Ideally, a peer review for promotion will describe, analyze, explain and evaluate the candidate’s classroom demeanor and performance. Peer reviews for tenure and promotion should always follow departmental by-laws and guidelines.  However, some peer reviews can serve purposes that are not necessarily consistent with tenure or promotion cases. When peer reviews serve formative purposes, for example, they are likely to point to areas in need of improvement. It might be advisable for departmental guidelines to include peer reviews conducted explicitly for the purpose of inclusion with tenure and/or promotion cases.
Student evaluations: The results of student evaluations of teaching must be included in the case.  Here again, the executive officer should explain the data in context. 
Mentoring: What are departmental expectations for graduate and undergraduate student mentoring? Is the candidate’s record fairly typical for the department, or is it outstanding in some way?

Service
	
What are expectations in the department for a candidate’s record in this area? Is the candidate’s record typical of others of similar rank or is it exceptional in some way? 

Finally
Please note the executive officer’s statement (i.e., Justification for Recommendation) must be in the format described in the Promotion and Tenure Guidelines:  It must have the following five sections: appraisals of candidate’s teaching record, contributions to curriculum, research and scholarship, and service record and executive officer’s overall assessment. 

