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Promotion and Tenure Committee 2015-2016 
New Language Proposals (Faculty Handbook) 
 
 
Proposed New Language (#1):  
Participation (or lack thereof) in University philanthropic initiatives does not impact PAT's 
deliberations/recommendations for tenure or promotion to the President and the Board of 
Trustees. 
 
Proposed Insertion Point:  Chapter IV page 11, Criteria for Earning Tenure, at the end of the 
6th paragraph (as its own paragraph) 
 
[Paragraph 6] 
It is clearly in the best interests of the University to encourage and assist faculty members in 
achieving the levels of professional development required for tenure. To the degree consistent 
with its resources, the University attempts to provide such assistance through a variety of 
faculty development programs. However, it must be clearly understood that responsibility for 
each individual faculty member's professional development rests ultimately with that individual. 
 
Participation (or lack thereof) in University philanthropic initiatives does not impact PAT's 
deliberations/recommendations for tenure or promotion to the President and the Board of 
Trustees. 
 
[Paragraph 7] 
A case for tenure must be established over the course of a faculty member's probationary 
appointment. Professional training must be complete; teaching competence must be clearly 
demonstrated; scholarly/artistic achievement and contribution to the University must be in 
evidence. Moreover, one fundamental criterion underlies the granting of tenure to a faculty 
member: Has it been established that the University will benefit from entering into a binding 
commitment to that person, a commitment potentially lasting for a professional lifetime? 
 
Rationale: Emails sent from IWU to faculty with donation requests have increased in recent 
years, and often get personalized in a second email round indicating that someone keeps track 
who is giving and who is not. PAT feels the need of including language to the Faculty 
Handbook that protects faculty, especially junior faculty who may feel pressure to donate. 
Because PAT evaluates faculty proposals, we want to provide clarity that giving money to IWU 
or not giving money does not impact PAT’s deliberations/recommendations for tenure or 
promotion to the President and the Board of Trustees. A faculty member who donates to IWU, 
therefore, is not a better role model compared to a faculty member who does not donate. We 
have contacted CUPP regarding PAT’s take on donations and it was suggested to us to 
provide language additions to the PAT chapter of the faculty handbook. 
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Proposed New Language (#2. A.):  
In all cases, the candidate should have the opportunity to read the supervisor’s letter, to sign the 
letter indicating that she/he has read it, and understands that she/he has the opportunity to 
respond, in writing, directly to PAT. Faculty may also respond to letters from outside evaluators. 
 
Proposed Insertion Point A:  Chapter IV. Faculty Personnel Policies, 3.  “Evaluation 
Materials” on p. 16.  The new sentence should be inserted following the instructions for the 
general content of materials “for tenure and/or promotion” but in a new short paragraph: 
 
PAT further solicits assessments of the faculty member's work by some outside the immediate 
IWU community—evaluations of teaching by alumni, and assessments of scholarly/artistic 
achievement by colleagues in the broader profession. 
 
In all cases, the candidate should have the opportunity to read the supervisor’s letter, to sign the 
letter indicating that she/he has read it, and understands that she/he has the opportunity to 
respond, in writing, directly to PAT. Faculty may also respond to letters from outside evaluators. 
 
Proposed New Language (#2. B.):  
In all cases, the candidate should have the opportunity to read the supervisor’s letter (or the 
designee’s letter), to sign the letter indicating that she/he has read it, and understands that 
she/he has the opportunity to respond, in writing, directly to PAT. 
 
Proposed Insertion Point B: Chapter IV. Faculty Personnel Policies, 3.  “Evaluation 
Materials” on p. 17.  The new sentence should be inserted immediately following the 
instructions for the supervisor’s designee (pp. 16-17), but in a new short paragraph: 
 
[p. 16] Under compelling circumstances, and in consultation with the candidate and the 
Provost, a supervisor may designate another faculty member to write addressing  
 
[p. 17] any part of a case: teaching, scholarly/artistic achievement, and/or service. When a 
supervisor elects this option, she/he should submit a letter as part of the case articulating the 
compelling circumstances and the appropriateness of the designee. 
 
In all cases, the candidate should have the opportunity to read the supervisor’s letter (or the 
designee’s letter), to sign the letter indicating that she/he has read it, and understands that 
she/he has the opportunity to respond, in writing, directly to PAT. 
 
Rationale: IWU faculty review procedures have long included the expectation that 
probationary faculty and the candidates for promotion and tenure have the opportunity to read 
and respond to the supervisor’s letter. In the past, the form completed by the supervisor 
included a section at the end for a signature to confirm that the faculty member had read the 
letter and either chose or chose not to respond.  Since the present Handbook guidelines do not 
provide explicit directions about the candidate’s opportunity to read and respond, this sentence 
should be added to make this point clear. 
 
*The typical format would be the inclusion of the following at the end of the supervisor’s letter: 
 
I have read this letter and understand that I may respond directly to PAT concerning it. 
_______________ (Signed)  _____________ (Date). 
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Proposed New Language (#3):  
… highlighting areas for improvement for the next evaluation period. The Committee will 
respond in one of two ways: satisfactory progress or unsatisfactory progress. 
 
Proposed Insertion Point: Chapter III-9, Conduct of Business 
 
The Promotion and Tenure Committee will respond in writing to all faculty whose files they 
have reviewed. The Committee may make suggestions to the Provost for counseling the 
faculty member in question.  
 

• For annual reviews the Committee will note any serious concerns in its letter. If none 
are apparent, the faculty members should receive a brief supportive letter highlighting 
areas for improvement for the next evaluation period. The Committee will respond in 
one of two ways: satisfactory progress or unsatisfactory progress. 

 
 
Rationale: Previous PAT letters have used the terms “satisfactory” and “unsatisfactory” in 
reference to progress toward tenure in the opening paragraph of the letter, but more evaluative 
terms sometimes appear in the final paragraph (e.g., outstanding, excellent, etc.). The 
committee discussed the purpose of first and second annual reviews and considered more 
standardized language throughout review letters at this stage in the pre-tenure process. 
Concern was expressed regarding the use of qualifying early progress as “outstanding” or 
“excellent” as it may be considered a promise for tenure, which seems inappropriate at this 
stage in a faculty member’s development. Further, the major pre-tenure review is simply 
qualified as “positive” “negative” or “mixed,” and similar language in the first and second 
annual review letters would be more consistent. It would be more appropriate to notify 
candidates of their progress as being “satisfactory” or “unsatisfactory” and avoid using more 
descriptive qualifiers in first and second annual reviews. 
 


