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Executive Summary of the 
Report from the Gender in Science and Engineering Subcommittee 

on Faculty Evaluation and Development 
 
 
 
The Subcommittee on Faculty Evaluation and Development of the Gender in Science and 
Engineering Committee for the University of Michigan was chaired by Terrence J. 
McDonald, Dean of the College of Literature, Science, and the Arts.  It included faculty 
members from LSA, Engineering, Medicine, Pharmacy, and the LSI. 

 
The Subcommittee was charged to “Examine and evaluate institutional policies and 
practices for that might differentially impact the progress of women faculty in science 
and engineering fields,” with a particular focus on “promotion and tenure, focusing on 
the schools/colleges with substantial numbers of faculty in science and engineering 
disciplines.”   

 
In response to this charge, the subcommittee developed a series of recommendations 
aimed at maximizing transparency, equity, and collegiality.  Though stimulated by 
consideration of the needs of women faculty in the sciences and engineering, these 
recommendations will improve the academic environment for all faculty.  We have 
organized these seven recommendations in terms of the career course of a faculty 
member. 
 
1.   Mentoring programs for all untenured faculty or assistant professors:  Each 
academic department at the University should have in place a formal mentoring program 
available to all untenured faculty or assistant professors.  The committee details specific 
features of desirable programs.  

 
2.   Faculty Annual Reviews:  Annual review information should be collected from all 
faculty in a standardized manner within all departments and colleges.  The committee has 
reviewed a number of different forms and has distilled what we found as best practices 
into a template form, which provides for explicit prompting of many categories.   
 
3.   Third Year Review:  Third year reviews are mandated on campus; however, current 
implementation varies widely.  We recommend some standardization of best practices.  
 
4.   Adoption of a More Flexible Tenure Probationary Period:  The University should 
adopt a more flexible tenure probationary period for untenured faculty on the tenure 
track, while maintaining a uniform standard of performance.  Specifically, we 
recommend that the criteria for accomplishments in the area of scholarship, teaching, and 
service should be set based on the assumption of a tenure review in the sixth year.  
However, in consideration of unusual professional or personal circumstances, the tenure 
review may be conducted at any time between the sixth and ninth years, using those 
criteria and that standard.   
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5.   Training for Faculty Members Involved in Tenure/Promotion Decisions:  Faculty 
members who sit on committees given the responsibility for deciding whether an 
untenured faculty member will be granted tenure, or whether individuals are to be 
promoted to full professor, should be required to attend training designed to educate them 
on all aspects of the decision-making process including gender and other biases that 
affect evaluation processes reflected in the materials they review (teaching evaluations, 
recommendations, etc.), and in their own deliberations. 
 
6.   Associate Professor Development:  All schools and colleges at the University should 
establish guidelines that will assist tenured professors at the associate level in preparing 
for promotion to full professor.  All faculty members promoted to associate professor 
with tenure should receive a review in their third year in rank, which will result in a 
formal promotion plan.   
 
7.   Senior Faculty Development:  All faculty members promoted to full professor should 
receive a review after seven years in rank, followed by additional reviews after each 
seven-year interval.  This recommendation is intended partly to counter the trend toward 
a “counter-offer culture.” 
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The Gender in Science and Engineering Subcommittee 

on Faculty Evaluation and Development 
 
 
The Subcommittee on Faculty Evaluation and Development of the Gender in Science and 
Engineering Committee for the University of Michigan was chaired by Terrence J. 
McDonald, Dean of the College of Literature, Science, and the Arts.  Mark Garrett 
(Doctoral Candidate, The Center for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary Education, 
School of Education) and Abby Stewart (Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, LSA) 
provided support to the committee.  Committee members included: 
 

Katherine Freese, Department of Physics, LSA 
Margaret Gyetko, Internal Medicine, Medical School 
Tresa Pollock, Materials Science and Engineering, College of Engineering,  
Naίr Rodrίguez-Hornedo, Department of Pharmaceutical Sciences, College of Pharmacy  
William Roush, Department of Chemistry, LSA 
Alan Saltiel, Medical School, Life Sciences Institute 
 
 

The Subcommittee was charged to “Examine and evaluate institutional policies and 
practices for that might differentially impact the progress of women faculty in science 
and engineering fields,” with a particular focus on “promotion and tenure, focusing on 
the schools/colleges with substantial numbers of faculty in science and engineering 
disciplines.”  It was further charged to “recommend goals for improved policies and 
practices,” and to “identify potential measurable outcomes and methods.” 
 
In response to this charge, the subcommittee identified several particular policies that are 
pertinent, reviewed them, and developed a series of recommendations aimed at 
maximizing transparency, equity, and collegiality.  We believe the resulting 
recommendations, though stimulated by consideration of the needs of women faculty in 
the sciences and engineering, will improve the academic environment for all faculty.  We 
have organized these seven recommendations in terms of the career course of a faculty 
member, and listed them in the next section.  In the final section, we provide more 
detailed rationales for each of these recommendations.   

 
 

Recommendations 
 
1.   Mentoring programs for all untenured faculty or assistant professors:  Each 
academic department at the university should have in place a formal mentoring program 
available to all untenured faculty or assistant professors.  The two types of programs this 
committee recommends are:  (1) appointment of a committee of three or more tenured 
faculty members to constitute a mentoring committee, which should meet as a group with 
the mentee at least once each year; committee membership should be jointly decided by 
the chair and the mentee.  This model is likely to work best in larger departments and/or 
interdisciplinary programs, but is recommended as optimal for all units.  Therefore we 
encourage units to attempt to implement it, even if this requires recruitment of faculty 
participants in mentoring committees from outside the department or program.  One 
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member of this committee should normally play some role in communicating information 
from the mentoring committee to evaluators in the department (e.g., the chair, salary 
review committees, tenure and promotion and/or executive committees, etc.).  (2) 
Appointment of a senior faculty mentor jointly selected by the mentee and the department 
chair; that individual, the department chair and the mentee should meet together at least 
once each year as a group to discuss the mentee’s progress, as well as a plan for 
mentorship for the next year.  This model is likely to become necessary in smaller 
departments and programs with limited personnel available for mentoring.  One 
drawback of this model is that it makes it very difficult to separate mentoring and 
evaluation. 
 
In addition to the formal mentoring program in which senior faculty provide guidance to 
untenured faculty or assistant professors, we recommend that peer or group mentoring 
procedures be established to supplement the senior faculty mentoring in the department 
or program. 
 
2.   Faculty Annual Reviews:  Annual review information should be collected from all 
faculty in a standardized manner within all departments and colleges.  The committee has 
reviewed a number of different forms and has distilled what we found as best practices 
into a template form, which provides for explicit prompting of many categories.  This 
form is included as Appendix A.   
 
We recommend that the weighting attached to each area of faculty activity for salary 
recommendations should also be made explicit to all faculty members in that department, 
partly as a way to provide information to faculty about where they may be investing more 
or less energy and effort than is valued by the unit.   

 
The revised Faculty Annual Review form we have designed provides faculty members 
the opportunity to provide information on the gender balance in courses that they teach.  
Research shows that the demographic makeup of courses can significantly affect teaching 
evaluations.  It is important for faculty members to have the opportunity to speak to this 
potential bias.   
  
We believe that all deans and department chairs should be sent a cover memo 
encouraging adoption of the Faculty Annual Review form in their schools and 
departments.  Use of this kind of template will improve the possibility of a fair, consistent 
opportunity for faculty to speak to their accomplishments on a yearly basis.   

 
3.   Third Year Review:  Third year reviews are mandated on campus; however, current 
implementation varies widely.  We recommend some standardization of best practices.  
First, each department, school, and college across the university should conduct a formal 
third-year review for all untenured tenure track faculty members.  This review obviously 
provides an opportunity for termination if that is warranted. More commonly, it provides 
an opportunity for the department or program to assess the faculty member’s progress in 
scholarship, teaching and participation in the life of the unit, and to give the individual 
feedback about that progress, and important issues to address before the tenure review. 
 
The subcommittee views disciplinary and college differences as too large to provide 
specific procedures for the third year review. It does, however, recommend the following 
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Best Practices be incorporated into the third-year review procedures that are adopted in 
each unit and provided as information to all faculty.   

 
1. Avoid use of outside letters.  Currently, LSA, Engineering, and Medicine do 

not use outside letters.  Reasons for this exclusion include fairness to a 
candidate in terms of avoidance of excessive review at a premature stage; 
avoidance of undue labor for departments and programs and exhaustion of the 
goodwill of external evaluators at this stage of review; and early notification 
of the outstanding work of our developing faculty to scholars at other 
institutions.   

 
2. The format for a third-year review should be similar to the revised Faculty 

Annual Review form.  Information should be elicited in specific categories 
rather than presumed.   

 
3. Standards should be rigorous but not unrealistic for the third-year review.   

 
4. Each unit that an untenured tenure track faculty member is a part of should 

have a role in the third-year review.   
 

5. All untenured tenure-track faculty members should be required to write a 
Teaching & Research statement as part of the third-year review.   

 
6. Successful models of third-year review dossiers should be provided to 

untenured tenure-track faculty members.   
 

7. Each school and college should have procedures developed for the third-year 
review, and all faculty members within that organization should know what 
these procedures are.  

 
4.   Adoption of a more flexible tenure probationary period:  The University should 
adopt a more flexible tenure probationary period for untenured faculty on the tenure 
track, while maintaining a uniform standard of performance.  Specifically, we 
recommend that the criteria for accomplishments in the area of scholarship, teaching and 
service should be set based on the assumption of a tenure review in the sixth year.  
However, the tenure review may be conducted at any time between the sixth and ninth 
years, using those criteria and that standard.  In the third year of an initial appointment, 
all untenured faculty members will be reviewed for a second three-year contract.  If 
renewed, in the fifth year the untenured faculty member will have a second internal 
review, during which the department will propose a tenure review in the 6th year or a one-
time postponement up to the ninth year based on the professional and personal demands 
he or she is balancing.   
 
5.   Training for faculty members involved in tenure/promotion decisions:  Faculty 
members who sit on committees given the responsibility for deciding whether an 
untenured faculty member will be granted tenure, or whether individuals are to be 
promoted to full professor, should be required to attend training designed to educate them 
on all aspects of the decision-making process including gender and other biases that 
affect evaluation processes reflected in the materials they review (teaching evaluations, 
recommendations, etc.), and in their own deliberations. 
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6.   Associate Professor Development:  All schools and colleges at the University should 
establish guidelines that will assist tenured professors at the associate level in preparing 
for promotion to full professor.  All faculty members promoted to associate professor 
with tenure should receive a review in their third year in rank, which will result in a 
formal promotion plan.  The normal time-frame for a person to remain at the associate 
professor level before promotion should be approximately six years, but faculty can be 
reviewed before that time if it is appropriate. Associate professors should also receive 
annual reviews to determine whether they are ready to be reviewed for promotion to full 
professor.   
 
7.   Senior Faculty Development:  All faculty members promoted to full professor should 
receive a review after seven years in rank, followed by additional reviews after each 
seven-year interval.  This recommendation is intended partly to counter the trend toward 
a “counter-offer culture.” A review of full professors may help reduce the accumulation 
of small salary disparities into large pay inequities, because formal reviews offer an 
opportunity for individuals’ accomplishments and contributions to be systematically 
reviewed and recognized.  Equally, this formal review process permits faculty who feel 
undervalued or marginalized to be recognized in new ways by their colleagues and 
administrators. Finally, a review of this kind provides an incentive for faculty to continue 
the outstanding research, teaching, and service they accomplished to achieve promotion 
to the rank of full professor. 
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Rationales for Recommendations 
 

Recommendation #1 
 

Mentoring programs for all untenured faculty or assistant professors:  Each academic 
department at the university should have in place a formal mentoring program available 
to all untenured faculty or assistant professors.  The two types of programs this 
committee recommends are:  (1) appointment of a committee of three or more tenured 
faculty members to constitute a mentoring committee, which should meet as a group with 
the mentee at least once each year; committee membership should be jointly decided by 
the chair and the mentee.  This model is likely to work best in larger departments and/or 
interdisciplinary programs, but is recommended as optimal for all units.  Therefore we 
encourage units to attempt to implement it, even if this requires recruitment of faculty 
participants in mentoring committees from outside the department or program.  One 
member of this committee should normally play some role in communicating information 
from the mentoring committee to evaluators in the department (e.g., the chair, salary 
review committees, tenure and promotion and/or executive committees, etc.).  (2) 
Appointment of a senior faculty mentor jointly selected by the mentee and the department 
chair; that individual, the department chair and the mentee should meet together at least 
once each year as a group to discuss the mentee’s progress, as well as a plan for 
mentorship for the next year.  This model is likely to become necessary in smaller 
departments and programs with limited personnel available for mentoring.  One 
drawback of this model is that it makes it very difficult to separate mentoring and 
evaluation. 
 
In addition to the formal mentoring program in which senior faculty provide guidance to 
untenured faculty or assistant professors, we recommend that peer or group mentoring 
procedures be established to supplement the senior faculty mentoring in the department 
or program. 
 
 
Rationale for Recommendation 
 
Members of the Gender in Science and Engineering Subcommittee on Faculty Evaluation 
and Development have found through observations of their own departments, and review 
of data collected by the UM ADVANCE program, that mentoring programs across the 
university for untenured faculty or assistant professors (as in many places) are often 
uneven in their implementation, sporadic in their operation, and ill-defined.  Untenured 
faculty or assistant professors and their respective chairs often do not agree in their views 
of how well the programs in place are working.  While many chairs believe that they 
have a mentoring program in place within their respective departments, untenured faculty 
or assistant professors often find these programs to be inadequate for their needs.  
Moreover, there is considerable evidence that the absence of formal mentoring has 
disproportionately negative effects on the careers of those underrepresented in the senior 
or “mentor” ranks (generally women and faculty of color; see, e.g., Kram, 1985; Murrell, 
Crosby & Ely, 1999; Preston, forthcoming; for summaries of the literature). 
 
We believe that all faculty members need advice of various kinds at different points in 
their careers.  A formal mentoring program provides some institutionally-sanctioned 
structure to permit untenured faculty members to seek this advice early on.  Also, such a 
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program allows untenured faculty or assistant professors to request information and 
feedback that they believe they need to be successful.  Mentors can assist mentees not 
only in their scholarship (by reviewing manuscripts, grant proposals, etc.), but in their 
planning, and in learning and understanding the departmental culture, teaching practices, 
university guidelines and procedures, etc. to smooth the transition to Michigan and life as 
a faculty member.   
 
We believe that the goal of faculty mentorship programs is to provide opportunities for 
all untenured faculty or assistant professors to acquire feedback and information.  It is 
not, however, to provide a relationship that replicates the advisor-advisee relationship 
common in graduate and postdoctoral settings.  Thus, we believe individuals should have 
more than one mentor, and should be encouraged to seek alternate perspectives from 
different mentors about the same issues.  The untenured faculty member is seeking 
information and advice and then making career decision-making; she or he is not a 
protégée or advisee who is being shaped or directed.  For that reason, we recommend 
against assignment of a single mentor to untenured faculty or assistant professors. 
 
Equally, mentoring should be separated—as much as possible—from evaluation.  For this 
reason, we recommend the first model outlined, according to which the mentoring 
committee does not function as evaluators during the tenure probationary period.  At the 
same time, it is critical that the mentoring committee be represented in every formal 
evaluation process undertaken during the probationary period.  For that reason, we 
recommend that one member of the committee be designated to participate in these 
processes, either as an informant (e.g., to the chair about the mentoring committee’s view 
of the candidate’s progress) or as a participant (e.g., in third year and tenure reviews at 
the department level).  In this way the candidate’s need for frank information and 
feedback can be protected, without removing all of those most knowledgeable about the 
candidate’s work from evaluation processes.   
 
We recognize that the mentoring relationship is a vague and ill-defined one; moreover, 
there is evidence that when mentors believe the relationship is intended to be extensive 
and intensive they are more uncomfortable mentoring across differences in gender and 
race-ethnicity (see, e.g., Crosby, 1999; Ragins, 1995; 1997).  We encourage departments 
to specify the sorts of advice and information that mentors should plan to provide, and 
that mentees should seek.  In addition, we believe it is in the mentee’s best interest to 
initiate meetings and to set agendas for discussion, seeking information and advice in 
areas in which she or he feels they are most needed. 
 
Finally, we believe that group and peer mentoring are often very valuable and should be 
used to supplement (but should not replace) senior faculty mentoring.  One valuable 
model provides for all untenured faculty or assistant professors in a department to meet 
on a regular basis (e.g., once/month or 3 times/term), with an agenda they determine.  
They may choose to use the time to discuss problem-solving strategies on their own, or to 
invite in senior faculty to discuss particular topics (setting up a lab, choosing a publisher, 
the tenure process, the third year review, etc.).  Many departments have found this kind 
of self-run peer or group mentoring is very effective both for ensuring that all untenured 
faculty or assistant professors have the same information and for building a sense of 
community among the untenured faculty or assistant professors in a field.  Small 
departments or programs may choose to pursue this kind of model across a couple of 
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related units in order to ensure that untenured faculty or assistant professors find a 
community of support for one another. 
 
 

Crosby, F.J. (1999).  The developing literature on developmental relationships. In 
A. Murrell, F.J. Crosby, & R.J. Ely (Eds.) (1999). Mentoring dilemmas: Developmental 
relationships within multicultural organizations (pp. 3-18).  Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum.  

Kram, K. E. (1985). Mentoring at work. Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman. 
Murrell, A., Crosby, F.J. & Ely, R.J. (Eds.) (1999). Mentoring dilemmas: 

Developmental relationships within multicultural organizations.  Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum. 

Preston, A. (forthcoming). Leaving science: An analysis of occupational exit of 
men and women from sciences and engineering. (currently available at 
http://www.haverford.edu/econ/faculty/preston_home.html). 

Ragins, B.R. (1995). Diversity, power, and mentorship in organizations: A 
cultural, structural and behavioral perspective. In M. Chemers, M.Costanzo, & S. 
Oskamp (Ed.s), Diversity in organizations (pp. 91-132). Newbury Park, NJ: Sage. 
Ragins, B.R. (1997). Diversified mentoring relationships in organizations: A power 
perspective. Academy of Management Review, 22, 482-521. 
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Recommendation #2 
 
Faculty Annual Reviews:  Annual review information should be collected from all 
tenured and tenure-track faculty in a standardized manner within all departments and 
colleges.  The committee has reviewed a number of different forms and has distilled what 
we found as best practices into a template form, which provides for explicit prompting of 
many categories.  This form is included as Appendix A.   
 
 
Rationale for Recommendation 
 
The subcommittee has compared different Faculty Annual Review practices and 
procedures used by various departments across campus.  After discussion of these 
different practices, the subcommittee drew several conclusions: 
 
Annual reviews are valuable yearly opportunities for feedback to faculty, as well as in 
salary setting recommendations.  They are particularly important for faculty in the 
assistant and associate professor ranks, but they are valuable for all faculty.  They can 
only be useful if they are based on complete and accurate information.  Explicit 
prompting provides a much better guarantee of complete and comparable information 
than does implicit prompting.   
 
Unintended and unconscious reliance on group stereotypes is maximized when there is 
little information that differentiates an individual from other members of her or his group 
(see Valian, 1999 for a summary of research).  Therefore, it is important to ensure that 
individual information is provided in a manner that is complete.  For these reasons, the 
committee recommends that information be collected in a standardized manner in all 
departments. 
 
The committee has reviewed a number of different forms and has distilled what we found 
as best practices into the enclosed form, which provides for explicit prompting for 
information in many categories.   
 
We recommend that the weighting attached to each area of faculty activity for salary 
recommendations should also be made explicit to all faculty members in that department, 
partly as a way to provide information to faculty about where they may be investing more 
or less energy and effort than is valued by the unit.  We recognize the importance of 
explicit guidelines on this, but also that it varies by discipline.  Therefore we believe it 
cannot be prescribed centrally but should be tailored in each department or discipline.   
 
The revised Faculty Annual Review form we have designed (Appendix A) provides 
faculty members the opportunity to provide information on the gender balance in courses 
that they teach.  Research shows that the demographic makeup of courses can 
significantly affect teaching evaluations (Basow, 1995).  In particular, women tend to be 
rated lower by students when their classes are composed largely of men students.  For 
that reason, it is important for faculty members to have the opportunity to speak to this 
potential bias.   
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We believe that all deans and department chairs should be sent the enclosed cover memo 
encouraging adoption of the Faculty Annual Review form in their schools and 
departments.  We believe that use of this kind of template will improve the possibility of 
a fair, consistent opportunity for faculty to speak to their accomplishments on a yearly 
basis.   
 
 
 
Basow, S.A.  (1995). Student evaluations of college professors: When gender matters.  

Journal of Educational Psychology, 87 (4), 656-665. 
 
Valian, V. (1999). Why so slow? The advancement of women. Cambridge, MA: MIT 

Press. 
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Recommendation #3 
 
Third Year Review:  Each department, school, and college across the university should 
conduct a formal third-year review for all untenured tenure-track faculty members. This 
review obviously provides an opportunity for termination if that is warranted. More 
commonly, it provides an opportunity for the department or program to assess the faculty 
member’s progress in scholarship, teaching and participation in the life of the unit and to 
give the individual feedback about that progress, and important issues to address before 
the tenure review. 
 
The subcommittee views disciplinary and college differences as too large to provide 
specific procedures for the third year review. It does, however, recommend the following 
Best Practices be incorporated into the third-year review procedures that are adopted in 
each unit and provided as information to all faculty: 
 

1. Avoid use of outside letters.  Currently, LSA, Engineering, and Medicine do not 
use outside letters.  Reasons for this exclusion include fairness to a candidate in 
terms of avoidance of excessive review at a premature stage; avoidance of undue 
labor for departments and programs and exhaustion of the goodwill of external 
evaluators at this stage of review; and early notification of the outstanding work 
of our developing faculty to scholars at other institutions.   
 

2. The format for a third-year review should be similar to the revised Faculty Annual 
Review form.  Information should be elicited in specific categories rather than 
presumed.   
 

3. Standards should be rigorous but not unrealistic for the third-year review.   
 

4. Each unit that an untenured tenure-track faculty member is a part of should have a 
role in the third-year review.   
 

5. All untenured tenure-track faculty members should be required to write a 
Teaching & Research statement as part of the third-year review.   
 

6. Successful models of third-year review dossiers should be provided to untenured 
tenure-track faculty members.   
 

7. Each school and college should have procedures developed for the third-year 
review, and all faculty members within that organization should know what these 
procedures are.  

 
Rationale for Recommendation 
 
It already is the norm for most schools and colleges at Michigan to require a third-year 
review of untenured tenure-track faculty members.  The third-year review is an essential 
part of the growth and development of untenured tenure-track faculty members, 
providing them an opportunity to have a formal assessment of their work thus far at 
Michigan.  We believe the “best practices” will enhance the transparency, clarity and 
utility of the third year review for all concerned. 
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Recommendation #4 
 
Adoption of a more flexible tenure probationary period:  The University should adopt a 
more flexible tenure probationary period for untenured faculty on the tenure track, while 
maintaining a uniform standard of performance.  Specifically, we recommend that the 
criteria for accomplishments in the area of scholarship, teaching and service should be set 
based on the assumption of a tenure review in the sixth year.  However, the tenure review 
may be conducted at any time between the sixth and ninth years, using those criteria and 
that standard.  In the third year of an initial appointment, all untenured faculty members 
will be reviewed for a second three-year contract.  If renewed, in the fifth year the 
untenured faculty member will have a second internal review, during which the 
department will propose a tenure review in the 6th year or a one-time postponement based 
on the professional and personal demands he or she is balancing.  If tenure is denied at 
the point of review, the tenure candidate will normally be provided with a one-year 
contract, after which his or her appointment will be terminated. 
 
 
Rationale for Recommendation 
 
The American Association of University Professors (AAUP) was formed in 1915 and 
shortly thereafter a probationary period of ten years was instituted for untenured faculty 
members.  Over the next two decades there was a significant amount of discussion about 
this length of probationary time before a faculty member is reviewed for tenure.  
Professional organizations such as the American Council on Education (ACE) still 
wanted a long probationary period (9 – 10 years).  However, other national associations 
wanted a shorter period of probationary time (5 – 6) years).  Seven years was chosen as 
the normal time period for one to achieve tenure among the various interested parties 
through negotiations and compromise.  This history points to the arbitrariness of the 
current tenure probationary period, despite its persistence. 
 
Currently several factors may lead individual untenured faculty to have more than the 
canonical six years in rank: they may have already served in an assistant professor 
position at another institution for up to six years; they may have taken postdoctoral 
training or research positions after receiving their doctorate; they may have delayed the 
tenure review as a result of childrearing or catastrophic personal or family circumstances 
that resulted in a delay.  Thus, the tenure probationary period is rigid in its application to 
individuals, but it does not in fact provide for a standard length of time for individual 
faculty to complete the work that is reviewed. 
 
Moreover, there have been dramatic changes in the academic context since AAUP 
adopted the seven-year tenure clock.  For instance, in the natural and some social 
sciences, many research problems now require the development of an interdisciplinary 
research program or establishment of a complex laboratory.  In the humanities and some 
social science fields, complexities associated with changes in publishing practices and 
norms, particularly surrounding monographs, have greatly extended the timeframe 
needed for publication of books and, in some fields, even refereed journal articles. 
 
The many schools and colleges at the University of Michigan do an outstanding job of 
recruiting high-caliber faculty members who will become leaders in their respective 
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fields.  Allowing them time to establish a strong research portfolio in a timeframe that is 
flexible rather than rigid benefits the university in numerous ways.  The initial 
institutional investment in untenured faculty appointed here is substantial.  It is our view 
that there is a greater risk of making the wrong decision not to tenure a faculty member 
based on a rigid timeframe than there is risk of retaining untenured faculty a little longer 
in order to make a more certain judgment.   
 
In addition, there are sometimes pernicious effects on faculty research programs due to 
the short and rigid tenure clock.  Providing a more flexible tenure clock would permit 
untenured faculty members to make choices and decisions about their research program 
that are not dictated by their “tenure clock.”  For example, an untenured faculty member 
may be able to take time to obtain resources and build a more sophisticated experimental 
program or conduct longitudinal studies that would not normally be possible within the 
current time frame.  
 
This recommendation for providing a more flexible tenure clock does not imply that 
standards for achieving tenure will be raised or lowered.  Rather, standards should remain 
the same based on the norm of six years.   
 
The subcommittee has used the word “flexible” in this recommendation for a distinct 
purpose.  We are not recommending that all untenured faculty members must wait until 
their ninth year at the university to be reviewed for tenure.  Rather, the expectation would 
be for most faculty members to be reviewed during their sixth year.  However, any 
faculty member would have the right to request more time if he or she felt a longer 
timeframe would provide a more appropriate context for evaluation.   
 
Finally, this committee notes that the recommended tenure review process rests on two 
early reviews: the third-year review and a second review in the fifth year that permits 
departments and candidates to plan for the tenure review.  The fifth year review will 
provide more feedback to the faculty member and maintain accountability to the tenure 
probationary system.  


