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BACKGROUND
  In spring 2008, at the Stetson University Faculty Senate’s request, President Doug Lee appointed a committee to investigate tenure and promotion outcomes among Stetson faculty members over several years.  The five-person committee included three representatives from the College of Arts and Sciences (CAS) (chair Terry Farrell, Department of Biology; Patrick Coggins, Department of Teacher Education; and Mary Pollock, Department of English) and one representative each from the School of Business Administration (SOBA) (Michelle DeMoss) and the School of Music (SOM) (Stephen Robinson).  During summer 2008, the committee analyzed tenure and promotion data for tenure-track faculty members on the DeLand campus from 1985 to 20081 and discerned patterns related to five types of career outcomes that are strongly related to tenure and promotion processes: retention of faculty members eight years after entering a tenure-track position; successful granting of tenure (disregarding tenure granted after appeal); successful promotion from assistant to associate professor upon initial application; successful promotion from associate to full professor upon initial application; and, for those faculty members hired after 1980, delays in promotion from associate to full professor.  The committee was primarily interested in determining the rates for each of these five career outcomes and whether and how the rates varied according to four faculty membership categories: academic unit, sex, ALANA status, and home department size.  The investigation uncovered potentially troubling patterns but did not try to explain them. (The career outcomes and faculty membership categories are described fully in the committee’s revised June 2009 report, “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University.”  See tab #2 in the binder accompanying this report for a copy of the Farrell et al. report.)  
1The Office of Academic Affairs supplied the data for the analyses.  Examination of the dataset revealed that, for some career outcomes, it was incomplete or inaccurate, most notably regarding retention.  We attribute the errors to problems of omission, due to inadequate systematic record-keeping, particularly regarding tenure-track faculty members who leave the University early in their careers.  Any mistakes that we noticed were fixed either by Terry Farrell or Diane Everett, so the findings reported in Terry Farrell et al.’s June 2009 report and this report are based on the most accurate information available to us.  

Specifically, the committee discovered several differences among the unit and faculty membership categories (three of which were statistically significant, as indicated below by an asterisk) and stated that eight patterns warranted further investigation (bold-faced below).  These patterns are summarized in Table 1.  Additionally, eight non-statistically-significant differences appear in regular type face.  (In some cases, the tests approached statistical significance, and the lack of statistical significance generally stemmed from the low number of cases.)
Table 1a.  Some Patterns Associated with Tenure and Promotion Processes at Stetson University, 1985 to 2008, by Career Outcomes

Faculty Retention Rates: 
Lower in the CAS than in the SOBA or the SOM*
Lower in the Natural Sciences division and the Library than in the Humanities, Education, or 
   Social Sciences divisions of the CAS*
Lower for faculty members in small than in medium or large departments of the CAS
Tenure Rates:  
Lower in the Natural Sciences division than in the Library, Humanities, Education, or 

   Social Sciences divisions of the CAS
Assistant to Associate Professor Promotion Rates:  
Lower in the CAS than in the SOBA or the SOM*
Lower in the Natural Sciences division than in the Library, Humanities, Education, or 

   Social Sciences divisions of the CAS
Lower for ALANA than for non-ALANA faculty members
Associate to Full Professor Promotion Rates: 
Lower in the CAS than in the SOBA or the SOM
Lower in the Library and the Education division than in the Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, or 
   Humanities divisions of the CAS
Lower for females than males

Lower for faculty members in small than in large or medium departments of the CAS
Associate to Full Professor Promotion Delay Rates:  
Higher in the SOBA and the CAS than in the SOM 
Higher in the Library, Education, and Social Sciences divisions than in the Natural Sciences or 

   Humanities divisions of the CAS
Higher for females than males

Higher for ALANA than for non-ALANA faculty members
Higher for faculty members in small and medium departments than in large departments of the CAS

These same patterns can be arranged according to units and faculty membership categories:
Table 1b.  Some Patterns Associated with Tenure and Promotion Processes at Stetson University, 1985 to 2008, by Units and Faculty Membership Categories
Patterns by School and College:

Lower faculty retention rates in the CAS than in the SOBA or the SOM*
Lower rates of promotion from assistant to associate professor in the CAS than in the SOBA or 
   the SOM*
Lower rates of promotion from associate to full professor in the CAS than in the SOBA or the SOM

Higher rates of associate to full professor promotion delay in the SOBA and the CAS than in the SOM
Patterns by Division within the CAS:

Lower faculty retention rates in the Natural Sciences division and the Library than in the 
   Humanities, Education, or Social Sciences divisions of the CAS*
Lower tenure rates in the Natural Sciences division than in the Library, Humanities, Education, or 

   Social Sciences divisions of the CAS
Lower rates of promotion from assistant to associate professor in the Natural Sciences division than in 
   the Library, Humanities, Education, or Social Sciences divisions of the CAS
Lower rates of promotion from associate to full professor in the Library and the Education division than 

   in the Natural Sciences, Social Sciences, or Humanities divisions of the CAS
Higher rates of associate to full professor promotion delay in the Library, Education, and Social 
   Sciences divisions than in the Natural Sciences or Humanities divisions of the CAS

Patterns by Department Size in the CAS:

Lower faculty retention rates for faculty members in small than in medium or large 
   departments of the CAS

Lower rates of promotion from associate to full professor for faculty members in small than in large or 

   medium departments of the CAS

Higher rates of associate to full professor promotion delay for faculty members in small and medium 

   departments than in large departments of the CAS

Patterns by Sex:

Lower rates of promotion from associate to full professor for females than males
Higher rates of associate to full professor promotion delay for females than males
Patterns by ALANA Status:

Lower rates of promotion from assistant to associate professor for ALANA than for non-

   ALANA faculty members
Higher rates of associate to full professor promotion delay for ALANA than for non-ALANA 
   faculty members

In fall 2008, Terry Farrell shared his committee’s initial findings at a Faculty Senate meeting and clarified that its charge was to determine whether there were patterns related to tenure and promotion outcomes, but it was not to try to explain the reasons for the observed patterns.  At that meeting, the Senate recommended that another committee be formed to try to identify factors associated with the outcomes.  

In December 2008, Senate Chair Michael Branton (Department of Mathematics and Computer Science) and CAS Dean Grady Ballenger met with Faculty Senator Diane Everett (Department of Sociology and Anthropology) to discuss her chairing such a committee and the charge to the committee.  In late spring 2009, President Lee appointed a seven-member task force to further investigate the patterns in career outcomes among Stetson University faculty members between 1985 and 2008 (i.e., using the same time frame as the previous committee).  The committee included members from each unit within the university, including four from the CAS (Diane Everett, chair; Patrick Coggins; Tandy Grubbs, Department of Chemistry; and Mitchell Reddish, Department of Religious Studies) and one each from the SOBA (Michelle DeMoss), the SOM (Michael Rickman), and the duPont-Ball Library (Sue Ryan).  Two members (Coggins and DeMoss) had served on Terry Farrell’s committee, and three had served, at one time or another, on a unit (e.g., school or library) and the University Tenure and Promotion Committee (Reddish, Rickman, and Ryan).    

CHARGE TO THE TENURE AND PROMOTION REVIEW TASK FORCE
According to memos from Dean Ballenger to the Council of Deans and the Faculty Senate Executive Committee (dated February 25, 2009), the charge to the Tenure and Promotion Review Task force was to:
· [Review] the conclusions of Terry Farrell’s committee on Tenure and Promotion.

· [Examine] the recent record of T/P decisions and the archive of materials relating to those decisions.

· Focus on the issues in the College of Arts & Sciences that are prominent among the concerns identified by Terry’s committee: negative decisions (esp. patterns for candidates in the sciences, for candidates of color, for members of small departments, and for candidates who report being confused about expectations for scholarship) …. [as well as] split decisions (tenure granted but promotion denied under the two different but similar standards in our Handbook).

· Confirm the nature of these patterns.

· [Focus] on improvements we can make to our processes and written policies, our communication of them, or our preparation of candidates …. [and examine] consistency in policies and standards of evaluation [across the University].

· [Make] specific recommendations for improving policies and practices as soon as next year …. [and search] for ways to evaluate effective teaching, which must be at the heart of our review process …. [as well as incorporating] emerging ways of doing substantial, vetted scholarship (such as public scholarship or community-based research) … [into] our standards.

PROCESS AND SCOPE OF THE TASK FORCE’S WORK
In late spring and summer 2009, the task force members met together five times; corresponded via email; and did independent “homework,” consisting primarily of reading articles, the summary reports of the University Tenure and Promotion Committees between 1999 and 2008, and other documents.  We began by reading and discussing “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University” and determining the scope of our work.  We agreed that it was beyond our purview to read the tenure and promotion file of every tenure-track faculty member at Stetson between 1985 and 2008, because the files no longer exist and would be impossible to reassemble.  Moreover, we were not convinced that reading such files would provide insight into the reasoning and decisions made by evaluators at every step, or level (i.e., department, department chairperson, unit tenure and promotion committee, dean/director, university tenure and promotion committee, president), of the process.  We agreed to concentrate on the first four items in the committee’s charge mentioned above (and parts of the fifth and sixth items), a task which primarily involved these steps: further analyzing the raw data used for the Farrell et al. committee report; critically reading university documents, including Stetson’s tenure and promotion guidelines (see tab #3 for a copy of the tenure and promotion guidelines for the University, the Library, the SOBA, and the SOM), a previous Stetson report on tenure and promotion matters (see tab #4 for a copy of the previous report), and the University Tenure and Promotion Committees’ annual summary reports from 1998-99 to 2007-082; and reviewing some of the literature on topics related to the patterns (see tabs #4 and #5 for copies of some of these materials).  We perused these sources for insights into what factors, if any, appeared to be related to the patterns of career outcomes.  We reasoned that, once we had accomplished the tasks, the next step would be to share our findings with President Wendy Libby, Provost Beth Paul, the Council of Deans, Faculty Senate Chair Michael Branton, and, with their
2These University Tenure and Promotion Committees’ confidential summary reports consisted of the members’ frank evaluation of each tenure and/or promotion candidate; their recommendations to President Lee regarding those candidates; and, in some years, the committees’ assessment of the tenure and/or promotion criteria, procedures, and processes and their recommendations to improve these aspects.  Usually, the reports outlined evaluators’ recommendations at each level of the tenure and/or promotion process (i.e., department, department chairperson, dean/director, unit tenure and promotion committee, and university tenure and promotion committee), in some instances noting whether there was unanimity within and across evaluating groups.

approval, all university faculty members.  At that point, key administrators and faculty leaders can decide how to proceed (e.g., whether to appoint new committees to undertake the remaining tasks in the original charge above or to implement our recommendations to address the problems we identify).  

Our findings and recommendations below are thus based on these delimited, though very informative, sources.  We do not claim to have done a comprehensive assessment of the factors that may have contributed to negative career outcomes, as such an undertaking would require evaluating materials that are no longer available (e.g., the candidates’ files, the detailed notes from each unit tenure and promotion committees’ deliberations, and so forth), interviewing key informants involved in tenure and promotion decisions since 1985, and trying to reconstruct what happened in each case.  Nevertheless, we are confident that we have identified several factors that help explain the patterns in career outcomes noted in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University.”  Moreover, some of these factors (as well as proposed solutions) have been identified in previous documents, at Stetson or in the literature; hence, we do not believe that the outcomes and their causes are unique to Stetson.  In fact, the patterns in career outcomes at Stetson are consistent with those in the literature, as discussed in some of the accompanying documents under tabs #4 and 5.  
MATERIALS REVIEWED


Our findings and recommendations are based partially on the insights shared by our task force members who have served previously on a unit tenure and promotion committee, but, more importantly, on a careful and critical reading of these materials (most of which are contained in the binder with this report):

Stetson University Internal Documents and Reports:
· “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University” by Terry Farrell, Patrick Coggins, Michelle DeMoss, Mary Pollock, and Stephen Robinson (June 2009)  (See tab #2.)
· The University Tenure and Promotion Committees’ summary reports, mentioned above  
· “Faculty Senate Tenure and Academic Freedom Committee Promotion Consistency Review Report” by Rusty Witek, Wayne Bailey, Jane Bradford, and Diane Everett (Fall 1998)  (See tab #4.)
· Tenure and promotion guidelines for Stetson University (from the current “Faculty Handbook”), the du-Pont Ball Library, the SOM, the SOBA, and Dean Grady Ballenger’s 2002 memo “Tenure and Promotion in the College of Arts and Sciences”  (Note: There is no longer a Faculty Handbook at Stetson.  In its place is a set of University policies and procedures, located on Stetson’s Intranet under http://www.stetson.edu/administration/academicaffairs.  Nevertheless, most faculty members and administrators still refer to this set of policies and procedures as the “Faculty Handbook,” and that is how we refer to it in this document.)  (See tab #3.)
· Stetson’s Faculty Women’s Caucus paper, “Position Statement Regarding the Role of Gender, Race, and Ethnicity in De-Coupling or Negative Tenure and Promotion Decisions” by Julia Schmitt and Rebecca Watts (October 2008)  (See tab #4.)
Selected Articles and Materials on Gender and Race (See tab #5):
· American Association of University Women’s “Tenure Denied Overview” (2004)

· American Association of University Professor’s (AAUP) “Statement of Principles on Family Responsibilities and Academic Work” (adopted by AAUP’s Council in November 2001)

· Short articles from The Chronicle of Higher Education and Inside Higher Education
· “As Balancing Act and As Game: How Women and Men Science Faculty Experience the Promotion Process” by Ramona Gunter and Amy Stambach, Gender Issues, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 24-42 (2004)
· “Affective Stories: Understanding the Lack of Progress of Women Faculty” by Patricia A. Stout, Janet Staiger, and Nancy A. Jennings, NWSA Journal, vol. 19, no. 3, pp.124-144 (2007)
· “Gender Equality in Academia: Bad News from the Trenches, and Some Possible Solutions” by Kristen Monroe, Saba Ozyurt, Ted Wrigley, and Amy Alexander, Perspectives on Politics, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 215-233 (2008)
· “The Influence of Gender on Students’ Evaluations of Teachers, Or Why What We Can’t Count Can Hurt Us” by Kelley Massoni (July 2004)

· “The Impact of Gender on the Evaluation of Teaching: What We Know and What We Can Do” by Heather Laube, Kelley Massoni, Joey Sprague, and Abby L. Ferber, NWSA Journal, vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 87-104 (2007)
· Sociologists for Women in Society information about the effects of gender on teaching evaluations

Selected Articles and Materials on Expanding the Definition of Scholarship and Evaluating Non-Traditional Forms of Research, Creative, and Professional Activities (See tab #6):
· Short articles about expanding the definition of scholarship, based on Ernest Boyer’s arguments, primarily from Inside Higher Education
· “Technology-Based Projects in Performance and/or Promotion and Tenure Decisions in Liberal Arts Colleges” by Dorita Bolger and Richard Sprow (presented at the EDUCAUSE 2002 Conference on “Teaching, Technology, and Tenure: How Are They Valued?”)
· Selected articles about evaluation criteria and tenure and promotion guidelines related to public scholarship and new media productions

ANALYSIS OF THE PATTERNS IN “A REPORT ON SOME PATTERNS ASSOCIATED WITH THE TENURE AND PROMOTION PROCESS AT STETSON UNIVERSITY”
In part, our task force was charged with reviewing the conclusions in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University”; confirming those patterns; examining tenure and promotion outcomes and materials related to those decisions; and paying particular attention to the CAS, where negative decisions appear to have occurred more frequently.  To accomplish these tasks, we relied primarily on that report’s summary tables, reanalysis of the raw data analyzed for the report, and the University Tenure and Promotion Committees’ summary reports between 1999 and 2008.
Below, we comment on the five career outcomes covered in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University”: faculty retention, tenure success, assistant to associate professor promotion success, associate to full professor promotion success, and associate to full professor promotion delay.  We used the same definitions for these terms, as well as for the academic units, sex, ALANA status, and home department size as that report.  (The definitions are in the first two pages of the report, under tab #2 in the binder.)  To try to better understand the patterns and to determine whether they were consistent across faculty membership categories based on sex and ALANA status, one task force member (Everett) further analyzed the raw data, but did not run tests of statistical significance.
Patterns of Faculty Non-Retention:  “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University” defined faculty retention in terms of whether a faculty member hired since 1985 remained at Stetson for at least eight years after entering a tenure-track position.  Those who left Stetson before the end of the eight years were not retained.  Only those faculty members hired in a tenure-track line since 1985 who could have been at Stetson for at least eight years in spring 2008 were “eligible” to be included in the analysis and were included in the base numbers on which calculations were based.  (Hence, for example, a recently-hired ALANA faculty member who could not have been at Stetson for at least eight years by spring 2008 was excluded from consideration.)  

The report pointed to three differences in retention rates, the first two of which were statistically significant: retention rates were lower in the CAS than in the SOBA or the SOM, lower in the Natural Sciences division and the Library than in the Humanities, Education, or Social Sciences divisions of the CAS; and lower for faculty members in small than in medium or large departments of the CAS.  Because the Stetson documents we examined did not specifically address retention beyond these patterns, we can only speculate that some of the factors associated with the career outcomes discussed below also influenced faculty retention.  However, to determine the characteristics of faculty members who were not retained after being hired in 1985, Everett calculated retention and non-retention rates for 50 eligible tenure-track faculty members, according to their sex and ALANA status.  Table 2 reports the percentages of female, male, ALANA, and non-ALANA faculty members who were not retained, for various units within the University.  
Most of the tables below report negative outcomes (e.g., rates of non-retention, denial of tenure, failure to be promoted, etc.).  Thus, higher percentages indicate that a greater percentage of the faculty members with the specified characteristic within a given unit experienced the negative outcome, while smaller percentages indicate a higher “success” rate.  (To determine corresponding “success” rates, subtract the percentages shown in the tables from 100%.)  The base numbers used for the calculations are in parentheses.  For some categories (e.g., ALANA professors), the base numbers are quite low, and this fact should be considered when comparing percentages across categories.  “NA” means “not applicable”: there were no faculty members with the specified attribute within the given category.  For example, in Table 2, NA in the row for the Library and the ALANA column indicates that there were no eligible ALANA faculty members in the Library hired since 1985 for whom retention was an issue.
Table 2.  Non-Retention Rates by Sex and ALANA Status at Stetson University since 1985

	                                                       Faculty Members’ Characteristics 

	                                                              Sex                                              ALANA Status

	Unit
	Female
	Male
	ALANA
	Non-ALANA

	
	
	
	
	

	University
	27.3%  (77)
	31.9%  (93)
	30.0%  (20)
	29.3%  (150)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS
	30.8%  (65)
	40.4%  (57)
	28.6%  (14)
	36.1%  (108)

	SOBA
	    0%   ( 6)
	18.2%  (22)
	50.0%  ( 2)
	11.5%  ( 26)

	SOM
	16.7%  ( 6)
	14.3%  (14)
	25.0%  ( 4)
	12.5%  ( 16)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS Division
	
	
	
	

	Education
	30.0%  (10)
	25.0%  ( 4)
	0%       ( 3)
	36.4%  ( 11)

	Humanities
	40.0%  (20)
	26.3%  (19)
	75.0%  ( 4)
	28.6%  ( 35)

	Library
	40.0%  (10)
	60.0%  ( 5)
	NA
	46.7%  ( 15)

	Natural Sciences
	30.8%  (13)
	56.5%  (23)
	33.3%  ( 3)
	48.5%  ( 33)

	Social Sciences
	  8.3%  (12)
	16.7%  ( 6)
	0%       ( 4)
	14.3%  ( 14)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS Dept. Size
	
	
	
	

	Small
	52.9%  (17)
	50.0%  (16)
	33.3%  ( 3)
	53.3%  ( 30)

	Medium
	19.0%  (21)
	38.9%  (18)
	16.7%  ( 6)
	30.3%  ( 33)

	Large
	25.9%  (27)
	34.8%  (23)
	40.0%  ( 5)
	28.9%  ( 45)


Table 2 confirms that, in general, the CAS had a higher non-retention rate (i.e., lower retention rate) than the SOBA or the SOM, and this pattern is rather uniform regardless of faculty members’ sex or ALANA status.  The only exception is in the SOBA, where ALANA faculty members experienced a higher non-retention rate than those in the other two schools, but that rate is based on only 2 cases.  Within the CAS, there were variations by division: for female, male, ALANA, and non-ALANA faculty members, the Social Sciences division had the lowest non-retention rates, and thus it was more successful in retaining faculty members than the other divisions.  Males in the Library and the Natural Sciences fared the worst, where over 55% were not retained, but non-retention rates for females were quite similar across the divisions (except for the considerably lower non-retention rate for the Social Sciences division).  Hence, the lower retention rates in the Library and the Natural Sciences division, compared to the other CAS divisions, affected men more than women.  There were also differences based on department size: at least 50% of the females, males, and non-ALANA faculty members in small departments left within eight years of entering a tenure-track position.  Thus, the finding of lower retention rates among faculty members in small departments was confirmed, regardless of faculty members’ sex, but ALANA faculty members were retained at a lower rate in large departments, compared to small and medium ones.  Finally, we discovered that 75% of the eligible ALANA faculty members in the Humanities left within eight years of entering a tenure-track position.
In sum, in relation to the patterns outlined in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University,” we confirmed lower rates of retention:
· In the CAS for both sexes and non-ALANA professors, but not for ALANA faculty members, compared to the SOBA and the SOM.
· In the Library and Natural Sciences division of the CAS for male faculty members, compared to the other CAS divisions.
· In small departments of the CAS for female, male, and non-ALANA faculty members, compared to medium and large CAS departments.
We also discovered lower rates of retention in the Humanities division of the CAS for ALANA faculty members, compared to other CAS divisions.
One issue involves the reason for or timing of faculty non-retention.  Of the 50 faculty members who were not retained throughout the University, 66% resigned prior to applying for tenure; 16% resigned after receiving tenure; 14% were denied tenure; and only 4% left for other reasons.  Moreover, 86% of those not retained were in the CAS.  The patterns in Table 2 are perhaps made clearer by knowing that some departments experienced higher rates of non-retention than others.  For instance, in the small department category, four departments accounted for more than their share of faculty members within that category who left: Communication Studies, Digital Arts, Geography and Environmental Science, and Integrative Health Sciences.  Among the medium-sized departments, the Library accounted for 7 pre-tenure resignations.  Mathematics and Computer Science and, to a lesser extent, English dominated the large departments with higher non-retention rates.  Thus, the lower retention rate in the Natural Sciences division, compared to the other CAS divisions, appears to be due primarily to Mathematics and Computer Science, Integrative Health Sciences, and Geography and Environmental Science (although 3 other faculty members in the Natural Sciences division also were not retained).  These findings suggest that there may be characteristics of the types of applicants they hire, certain CAS departments, disciplines, or labor markets in particular fields that contribute to faculty members’ not being retained.

Patterns of Tenure Non-Success:  “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University” indicates that tenure success means that a faculty member applied for and received tenure (but it excludes being granted tenure through the appeals process).  Since 1985, only 8 tenure-track faculty members in the University who applied for tenure were denied it.  Notably, 2, or 25%, were in the SOBA; both were white; and 1 was female.  The remaining 6, or 75%, were in the CAS.  Of these 6, 5 were white males, and 1 was a white female, and 4, or 66.7%, were distributed throughout the Natural Sciences division.  Thus, the report commented that tenure success was lower in the Natural Sciences division than in the Library, Humanities, Education, or Social Sciences divisions of the CAS, although it did not mention this as a statistically significant difference or one that deserved further notice.  
Indeed, given the relatively high rates of tenure success across the schools, divisions, and department size categories, there were few examples to draw from to try to explain why faculty members failed to earn tenure in general or why, in the CAS, Natural Science faculty members were denied tenure at a higher rate in particular.  In the University Tenure and Promotion Committee members’ comments between 1998-99 and 2007-08, in all cases, candidates’ teaching/librarianship was cited as problematic.  In more than one instance, committee members commented on some candidates’ poor record of service and scholarship as well and their inability to “fit in” (e.g., be a team player, accept constructive feedback, get along with colleagues and students).  Hence, ineffective teaching/librarianship was the primary criterion mentioned for tenure denial, even though service and scholarship were also cited. 
Patterns of Assistant to Associate Professor Promotion Non-Success:  In most cases at Stetson, candidates apply for tenure and promotion to associate professor simultaneously.  As just mentioned, tenure rates have been high.  However, “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University” mentioned three differences in assistant to associate professor promotion rates (i.e., in rates of being promoted upon initial application) among those who applied for promotion from 1985 to 2008.  The first was statistically significant, and the first two were singled out as deserving more attention: lower promotion rates in the CAS than in the SOBA or the SOM; for ALANA than for non-ALANA faculty members; and in the Natural Sciences division than in the Library, Humanities, Education, or Social Sciences divisions of the CAS.  Table 3 shows the percentages of female, male, ALANA, and non-ALANA faculty members who were not granted promotion, for various units within the University.
Table 3.  Rates of Non-Success in Application for Promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor by Sex and ALANA Status at Stetson University, 1985 to 2008 
	                                                       Faculty Members’ Characteristics 

	                                                              Sex                                              ALANA Status

	Unit
	Female
	Male
	ALANA
	Non-ALANA

	
	
	
	
	

	University
	20.6%  (68)
	15.3%  (72)
	35.3%  (17)
	15.4%  (123)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS
	25.0%  (56)
	20.9%  (43) 
	50.0%  (12)
	19.5%  ( 87)

	SOBA
	 0%      ( 6)
	  7.1%  (14)
	 0%      ( 1)
	  5.3%  ( 19)

	SOM
	 0%      ( 6)
	  6.7%  (15)
	 0%      ( 4)
	  5.9%  ( 17)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS Division
	
	
	
	

	Education
	18.2%  (11)
	0%       ( 2)
	50.0%  ( 2)
	 9.1%   ( 11)

	Humanities
	28.6%  (14)
	18.7%  (16)
	50.0%  ( 2)
	21.4%  ( 28)

	Library
	14.3%  ( 7)
	50.0%  ( 2)
	NA
	22.2%  (  9)

	Natural Sciences
	33.3%  (12)
	29.4%  (17)
	75.0%  ( 4)
	24.0%  ( 25)

	Social Sciences
	25.0%  (12)
	 0%      ( 6)
	25.0%  ( 4) 
	14.3%  ( 14)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS Dept. Size
	
	
	
	

	Small
	30.8%  (13)
	18.2%  (11)
	50.0%  ( 2)
	22.7%  ( 22)

	Medium
	17.6%  (17)
	25.0%  (12)
	40.0%  ( 5)  
	16.7%  ( 24)

	Large
	26.9%  (26)
	20.0%  (20)
	60.0%  ( 5)
	19.5%  ( 41)


In the University as a whole, female and ALANA faculty members had higher rates of promotion denial than male and non-ALANA faculty members, respectively.  This pattern also characterized the CAS, and, in all cases, the respective rates of promotion denial for female, male, ALANA, and non-ALANA faculty members were higher in the CAS than in the SOBA and the SOM.  (In fact, these two schools had low rates of promotion denial overall.  Moreover, in the SOBA and the SOM, female and ALANA professors were more successful at being promoted to associate professor than their respective male and non-ALANA counterparts.)  Hence, the finding that ALANA faculty members were promoted at lower rates than non-ALANA faculty members was true only for the CAS.  
Within the CAS overall, the promotion denial rate for ALANA faculty members was considerably higher than the rates for male, female, and non-ALANA faculty members.  Furthermore, where applicable, ALANA professors fared worse than their non-ALANA peers within their division or their department-size category.  This finding suggests that the experiences of ALANA faculty members differ in fundamental ways—and in ways that do not promote their success—from non-ALANA professors.  
When faculty members’ sex and ALANA status were analyzed together, some striking patterns emerge.  As shown in Table 4, female and male ALANA faculty members had the worst rates of promotion to associate professor (i.e., only half of those who applied were successful), while non-ALANA men had the best rate (with close to 85% being promoted).  
Table 4.  Rates of Non-Success in Application for Promotion from Assistant to Associate
Professor by Sex and ALANA Status Combined, at Stetson University, 1985 to 2008 
	                                                       Faculty Members’ Characteristics 

	Unit
	Female Non-ALANA
	Male Non-

ALANA
	Female ALANA
	Male ALANA

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS
	29.7%  (48)
	15.4%  (39)
	50.0%  ( 8)
	50.0%  ( 4)


Finally, regardless of sex or ALANA status, faculty members in Natural Sciences division had a higher rate of non-promotion than their peers in every other CAS division, except that, among men, those in the Library had the highest rate of promotion denial.  We attribute the higher rate of promotion denial to candidates in the Natural Sciences division partially to coincidence, in that they had also been denied tenure or were female and/or ALANA faculty members.  Specifically, 4 of the 9 candidates (3 white males and 1 white female) were denied both tenure and promotion.  Every white male who was denied promotion was also denied tenure.  The remaining 5 applicants were either female (3) and/or ALANA (3) professors.  The generally higher rate of promotion denial in the Natural Sciences division may have stemmed from the division’s higher rate of tenure denial, described above, coupled with the higher rates of promotion denial for ALANA and female faculty members in general.  Nevertheless, articles under tab #5 document some of the unique challenges that female and ALANA professors in the Natural Sciences face, and they may have also contributed to the higher rates of promotion denial among female and ALANA faculty members in the Natural Sciences division.
In sum, with respect to the patterns noted in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University,” we confirmed lower rates of promotion from assistant to associate professor:

· In the CAS, compared to the SOBA and the SOM.
· In the CAS for ALANA professors, compared to non-ALANA faculty members, with the lower rates characterizing all CAS divisions and department-size categories.
· In the Natural Sciences division of the CAS for female, ALANA, and non-ALANA faculty members, compared to the other CAS divisions.  

In terms of de-coupling tenure and promotion (i.e., denying promotion while granting tenure), of the tenure-track faculty members who were hired in 1985 or later (disregarding the 8 faculty members who were denied tenure), the University Tenure and Promotion Committees provided reasons for recommending a split decision (i.e., granting tenure but not promotion) for 15 out of 17 cases between 1997-98 and 2007-08.  All 15 candidates were in the CAS.  (Given the small number of cases, we did not analyze the data by division or department size category.)  The reasons for denying promotion to associate professor are listed in Table 5; more than one reason was cited in a few instances.  In most cases, regardless of faculty members’ sex or ALANA status, insufficient research, creative, and professional activities were mentioned most often; within each faculty membership category, inadequate service was cited least often; and in no case was service alone cited.  However, in two cases, teaching effectiveness/librarianship was the sole explanation.
Table 5.  Reasons for Denying 15 Candidates Promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor in Stetson’s CAS, between 1997-98 and 2007-08

	                                                           Faculty Members’ Characteristics

	                                                             Sex                                                      ALANA Status

	Reason for Denying Promotion 
	Females

(n = 13)
	Males

(n = 2)
	ALANA


(n = 6)
	Non-ALANA

(n = 9)

	Teaching Effectiveness/ Librarianship
	30.8%
	100%
	33.3%

	55.6%

	Research, Creative, & Prof. Activities
	84.6%
	100%

	100%
	77.8%

	Service

	15.4%
	50%
	16.7%

	22.2%


Patterns of Associate to Full Professor Promotion Non-Success: “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University” reached four conclusions regarding promotion from associate to full professor upon initial application, only the first of which it stated deserved further investigation: rates were lower for females than males; in the CAS than in the SOBA or the SOM; in the Library and Education division than in the other three CAS divisions; and in small than in large or medium departments.  As with tenure denial, there were few—only 10—cases where an associate professor who sought promotion to full professor was denied, so Table 6 shows rates only for the University overall and each school.  Most (8, or 80%) of the instances of denial to full professor were in the CAS.    
Table 6.  Rates of Non-Success in Application for Promotion from Associate to Full Professor by Sex and ALANA Status at Stetson University, 1985 to 2008 
	                                                       Faculty Members’ Characteristics 

	                                                              Sex                                              ALANA Status

	Unit
	Female
	Male
	ALANA
	Non-ALANA

	
	
	
	
	

	University
	22.2%  (27)
	 9.1%  (44)
	0%    ( 2)
	14.5%  (69)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS
	33.3%  (18)
	 8.3%  (24)
	NA
	19.0%  (42)

	SOBA
	0%       ( 5)
	 7.1%  (14)
	 0%   ( 1)
	  5.6%  (18)

	SOM
	0%       ( 4)
	16.7% ( 6)
	 0%   ( 1)
	 11.1%  ( 9)


Female faculty members were denied promotion at a higher rate than males in the University overall and in the CAS, where the gap between the sexes was more marked.  However, in the SOBA and the SOM, unlike their male counterparts, all female faculty members who applied for promotion to full professor were successful.  In fact, promotion denial rates were higher for female and non-ALANA professors in the CAS, compared to the other two schools, but males in the SOM had a higher denial rate than their counterparts in the other two schools.  
In sum, in relation to the patterns mentioned in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University,” we confirmed a lower rate of promotion from associate to full professor:

· In the CAS for female and non-ALANA faculty members, compared to their peers in the SOBA and the SOM.
· In the University overall for female than male professors, due to the lower rate in the CAS, compared to the SOBA and the SOM.
Since 1998-99, the University Tenure and Promotion Committees gave the reason for recommending promotion denial for 6 (of the 10) candidates across two schools.  In every case, that reason revolved around research, creative, and professional activities.  
Patterns of Promotion Delay from Associate to Full Professor:  “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University” considers a promotion delay to have occurred when a faculty member did not apply for promotion to full professor within nine years of being promoted to associate professor.  (Although some professors did apply after being an associate professor for nine years or more, and most of them were granted promotion, some have never applied.)  The report highlighted five patterns, the first two of which were singled out as requiring more attention: rates of promotion delay were higher for females than males; for ALANA faculty members than non-ALANA professors; in the SOBA than in the CAS or the SOM; in the Library, Education, and Social Sciences divisions than the other two divisions in the CAS; and in small and medium departments than large departments of the CAS.  Except for these patterns, none of the Stetson documents we reviewed broached the subject of faculty members’ delay in applying for promotion to full professor.  However, the results from further analysis of the data, by faculty members’ sex and ALANA status, for each school, and, within the CAS, for each division and department size category, are in Table 7.  
Table 7.  Rates of Delay in Application for Promotion to Full Professor by Sex and ALANA Status at Stetson University, 1981 to 2008 
	                                                       Faculty Members’ Characteristics 

	                                                              Sex                                              ALANA Status

	Unit
	Female
	Male
	ALANA
	Non-ALANA

	
	
	
	
	

	University
	56.8%  (37)
	46.2%  (52)
	71.4%  ( 7)
	47.6%  (82)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS
	60.0%  (30)
	37.9%  (29)
	100%   ( 4)
	45.5%  (55)

	SOBA
	40.0%  ( 5) 

	61.1%  (18)
	100%   ( 1)
	54.5%  (22)

	SOM
	50.0%  ( 2)
	40.0%  ( 5)
	0%       ( 2)
	40.0%  ( 5)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS Division
	
	
	
	

	Education
	75.0%  ( 8)
	50.0%  ( 2)
	100%   ( 1)
	66.7%  ( 9)

	Humanities
	22.2%  ( 9)
	25.0%  (12)
	100%   ( 1)
	20.0%  (20)

	Library
	66.7%  ( 3)
	100%   ( 1)
	NA
	75.0%  ( 4)

	Natural Sciences
	66.7%  ( 3)
	44.4%  ( 9)
	NA
	50.0%  (12)

	Social Sciences
	85.7%  ( 7)
	40.0%  ( 5)
	100%   ( 2)
	60.0%  (10)

	
	
	
	
	

	CAS Dept. Size
	
	
	
	

	Small
	83.3%  ( 6)
	42.9%  ( 7)
	100%   ( 1)
	58.3%  (12)

	Medium
	62.5%  ( 8)
	40.0%  (10)
	100%   ( 1)
	47.1%  (17)

	Large
	50.0%  (16)
	33.3%  (12)
	100%   ( 2)
	38.5%  (26)


In the University, the CAS, and the SOM, the rates of promotion delay for females exceeded those for males.  Moreover, in the CAS, in three divisions (i.e., Education, the Natural Sciences, and particularly the Social Sciences) and all department-size categories, this same pattern held.  The only exceptions were in the Humanities division, where the promotion delay rates were relatively equal for female and male professors, and in the Library, where the pattern was reversed.  There was an inverse relationship between department size and promotion delay rates for both female and male associate professors, with faculty members in small departments experiencing the highest rates of delay, and faculty members in large departments having the lowest promotion delay rates.  However, the relationship between promotion delay rates and department size category was stronger among females.  Finally, for all units, except the SOM, where applicable, the rates of promotion delay for ALANA professors exceeded those of their non-ALANA peers.
In sum, in relation to the patterns mentioned in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University,” we confirmed higher rates of delay in applying for promotion from associate to full professor:

· In the University overall, in the CAS overall, and in the SOM for female than male professors, compared to the SOBA.
· In all units except the SOM for ALANA faculty members, compared to their non-ALANA counterparts.
· In the Social Sciences, Education, and Natural Sciences divisions of the CAS for females, but not in the Humanities division or the Library.
· In small departments of the CAS, compared to faculty members in medium or large CAS departments, especially among females.
· In the SOBA for males compared to females, relative to the other two schools.
We consider an important issue to be why associate professors who were eligible to apply for promotion (in terms of the number of years they had held that rank) delayed doing so or never did so.  Because the sources we examined contained no information about these issues, we suggest that subsequent studies of career outcomes at Stetson investigate these matters by interviewing faculty members about why they chose not go up for promotion. 

In light of our committee charge to review the conclusions of “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University”; investigate the recent record of tenure and promotion decisions and Stetson’s archive of materials pertaining those career outcomes, paying particular attention to the negative decisions in the CAS; and confirm the nature of these patterns contained in that report, we compared our findings to those from that report listed in Table 1b on page 3 of this report.  Table 8 on the next three pages contains the comparison.

Our examination of University documents and data pertaining to the career outcomes of tenure-track faculty members between 1985 and 2008 also uncovered new information about the patterns described in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University” that we believe deserve further attention, as follows: Regarding faculty retention, about two-thirds of those who were not retained, left prior to coming up for tenure.  Some CAS departments had lower rates of retention than others, suggesting that there may be features of the people hired, the departments, the fields, and/or the labor markets for these applicants that contribute to non-retention.  With respect to tenure denial, the primary reason cited was problematic teaching/librarianship.  For recommending de-coupling (i.e., granting tenure but denying promotion to 
associate professor) or the denial of promotion to full professor, the main reason mentioned was insufficient research, creative, and professional activities.

FINDINGS ABOUT EVALUATION, TENURE, AND PROMOTION CRITERIA, PROCEDURES, AND PROCESSES

In our search for elements in the evaluation, tenure, and promotion criteria, procedures, and processes that may have contributed to the negative tenure and promotion decisions identified in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University,” the main question guiding our work was: Were the differences in career outcomes justified (i.e., based on adequate evaluation and appropriate interpretation and application of tenure and/or promotion criteria and evidence); due to bias on the part of individuals who judge candidates (i.e., individual discrimination); due to inadequate evaluation, unclear standards and criteria, and/or how they were interpreted; and/or due to the structures and processes of evaluation that produce negative career outcomes?


We concluded that most of the tenure and promotion decisions, negative though some of them were, were justified, given the evidence discussed in the University Tenure and Promotion Committees’ reports.  In those cases, it appears that the candidates either had/had not clearly met the criteria and had presented/failed to present sufficient evidence to support the ultimate decisions.  However, in some instances, based on the evidence we examined, we felt that a reasonable person could have just as easily made the opposite recommendation, for various reasons, as discussed further below.
In no case did we see evidence of obvious, systematic, intentional, negative bias on the part of individual members of the University Tenure and Promotion Committees (i.e., individual or committee-wide discrimination), based on the comments in their reports.  However, it is possible for the seemingly neutral structures, cultures, criteria, policies, procedures, practices, traditions, and so  
forth, of an organization or an occupation to have discriminatory outcomes.  Scholars refer to this phenomenon by various terms, such as institutional discrimination or disparate impact discrimination.  Moreover, abundant scholarly literature documents that blatant, subtle, and covert discrimination (e.g., sexism and racism) operate at the individual, organizational, institutional, and cultural levels, along the four dimensions of cumulative or episodic, deliberative or unintentional, public or private, and formal or informal discrimination throughout workplaces, including colleges and universities.4   If such forms of discrimination did operate throughout a faculty member’s career at Stetson or at critical stages of evaluation, tenure, and promotion processes, they were not likely to be evident in the kinds of data and documents we examined.  Given that ALANA and/or female professors, particularly in the CAS, generally experienced higher rates of de-coupling, denial of promotion to full professor, and promotion delay, it is quite possible that some of the problems we did find with respect to inadequate evaluation,  how the criteria and evidence for tenure and promotion were interpreted, and with the structures and processes of evaluation that produced questionable outcomes were related to these pervasive, systematic, sometimes subtle, and yet often unrecognized types of discrimination.  In fact, Stetson’s October 2008 Faculty Women’s Caucus paper, “Position Statement Regarding the Role of Gender, Race, and Ethnicity in De-Coupling or Negative Tenure and Promotion Decisions,” written by Julia Schmitt and Rebecca Watts, raises these concerns, and, we argue, merit further in-depth qualitative study.  (See tab #4 for a copy of this report.  See also the materials under tab #5, which describe sexism and racism in the academy.)  

The problems we identified regarding inadequate evaluation of candidates, the interpretation of criteria and evidence, and the structures and processes of evaluation were as follows:

Problems Stemming from the General Standards and from Evaluators’ Interpretation of Similar Criteria and Identical Evidence for Tenure and Promotion to Associate Professor, as Published in the Faculty Handbook.  According to Stetson’s Faculty Handbook, sections 3.3.4.1 “Criteria for Tenure,” 3.3.4.2 “Evidence for Tenure,” 3.3.5.1B “Criteria for Promotion to Associate Professor,” and 3.3.5.2 “Evidence for Promotion,” the criteria for tenure and for promotion to associate professor are similar and the evidence the applicant may submit for each are identical.  Indeed, in section 3.3.5.2, the Faculty Handbook states, “It is intentional that this list [of evidence for promotion] is identical to the evidence 
for tenure list.”  Regarding tenure and promotion to associate professor, because the official, published

4See especially Nijole V. Benokraitis and Joe R. Feagin (1995), Modern Sexism: Blatant, Subtle, and Covert Discrimination (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall), for a definition and discussion of these concepts.  While it is beyond the scope of this report to review the literature on sexism and racism in higher education, we believe that it is relevant to our findings, and we urge future investigators of the issues raised in this report at Stetson to consult it.
standards are rather general and very similar and the evidence listed to qualify for either are identical, evaluators have been placed in the difficult position of having to determine whether and how the criteria differ and, if they decide that they do, to interpret what those differences mean in terms of the types of evidence candidates must offer to meet the requirements.  Thus, subtle differences in the wording of the criteria for tenure and promotion to associate professor have led to various interpretations from year to year and within a given year, as noted below.  The problems have been most acute in the CAS: unlike the Library, the SOBA, and the SOM, the CAS does not have a separate document explaining what the general standards mean or offering a calibration and concrete examples of the types and range of evidence that can be used to make a case.  The findings presented in “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University” and above demonstrate that, in general, faculty members in the CAS, relative to the other two schools, have experienced higher rates of: tenure denial; de-coupling, especially among ALANA faculty members and, to a lesser extent, female professors; denial of promotion to full professor for female faculty members; and promotion delay among female and ALANA faculty members.  Significantly, in their comments regarding their recommendation for tenure but denial of promotion for 15 recent CAS candidates, members of the University Tenure and Promotion Committee cited insufficient research, creative, and professional activities as the primary reason.  Hence, the evidence we reviewed suggests that, in the absence of clearer standards and examples of how they could be interpreted in the CAS, the University’s general criteria and identical lists of evidence (required to demonstrate that candidates are qualified for tenure and promotion) have created confusion and have made it more difficult both for candidates to know what is expected of them and for the committees to come up with consistent, equitable decisions. 
Based on the experiences of our committee members who have served on tenure and promotion committees and the comments made in the University Tenure and Promotion Committees’ reports, we surmised that an important reason for the split decisions (i.e., tenure granted but promotion to associate professor denied) is because various evaluators weighted teaching effectiveness/librarianship more heavily in tenure decisions, but research, creative, and professional activities more heavily in promotion decisions, despite the fact that the Faculty Handbook makes only small distinctions in the criteria and no distinctions in the list of evidence candidates may offer.  Specifically, section 3.3.4.1 “Criteria for Tenure” of the Faculty Handbook states that “[t]he likelihood of continued effective teaching/librarianship is the most important of these criteria [of teaching/ librarianship; research, creative, and professional activities; and service]” (emphasis added) and that the other two categories “serve as important criteria secondary only to teaching/librarianship,” while section 3.3.5.1B “Criteria for Promotion to Associate Professor” claims that “[e]vidence must be presented of sustained, noteworthy teaching/librarianship; achievement in research, creative, and professional activities that establishes the individual as a contributor to his/her field with the potential for distinction; and noteworthy service that supports the mission of the University” (emphasis added).  Additionally, according to section 3.3.5.1B “Criteria for Promotion to Associate Professor,” 

The individual schools/college/library…may choose to apply additional criteria not listed here or place more or less emphasis on particular criteria.  However, the areas of a) service and b) research, creative, and professional activities serve as important criteria second only to teaching/librarianship.  This information must be made known to faculty at the time of appointment or as early in the probationary period as is feasible.  
Because of the way the Faculty Handbook is written, evaluators’ emphasizing teaching effectiveness/librarianship more for tenure decisions and research, creative, and professional activities more for promotion decisions has been problematic.  

In fact, there were several cases of split decisions where evaluators commented that candidates were strong in teaching/librarianship and service, but had “few refereed publications” or were “weak in publications”—despite the applicants offering other evidence of scholarship and the fact that the criteria and evidence regarding research, creative, and professional activities for tenure and promotion are not limited to publications.  In sum, if evaluators gave more weight to service and/or research, creative, and professional activities in their deliberations than was warranted by the published criteria and candidates had not been apprised that this would be the case early in their careers, then those candidates were disadvantaged by the process.  This appears to have been the case in some instances, especially in the CAS where the only written criteria are the general standards in the Faculty Handbook.
These are not new problems.  The fall 1998 Faculty Senate Tenure and Academic Freedom Committee Promotion Consistency Review first raised the issue of the separation of tenure and promotion to associate professor, especially in the CAS, as follows:

On the face of it, this development is somewhat puzzling, since it is obvious that the decision to tenure is a much more fundamental commitment by the institution to a faculty member than is the granting of promotion.  How does it come to be that there are so many faculty members who are deemed worthy of tenure yet not qualified for the more symbolic promotion to the rank of Associate Professor?  If the distinction between the granting of tenure and the promotion to Associate Professor now is being made to serve a new institutional function, such as the encouragement of greater accomplishments in scholarship, at the very least that function needs to be made known to everyone in the community from the beginning of the tenure and promotion process.  As it is, there appears to have been a significant shift in policy concerning the promotion to Associate Professor without public discussion of why that change is occurring and what its long-term consequences are likely to be.  The granting of tenure without promotion inherently sends a mixed message to the faculty member, and it is in the best interests of the University to clarify for everyone exactly what it means when a faculty member is tenured without promotion.

Inconsistencies from Year to Year in How Various Evaluators Interpreted and Applied the Criteria and Evidence for Tenure and/or Promotion.  This finding is related to the previous one.  These instances occurred primarily (although not exclusively) in the CAS.  The clearest point of contention involved how the standards for research, creative, and professional activity were translated into quantifiable outcomes (e.g., a given number of articles in scholarly peer-reviewed journals) and applied, especially with candidates seeking promotion to associate professor.  In several cases, University Tenure and Promotion Committee members expressed concerns about the quantity and quality of candidates’ scholarship, often mentioning specific types and numbers of research, creative, and professional endeavors, because they had no concrete guidelines about how to interpret the general standards, as described above.  These “translations” proved to be problematic in several cases, given that specific types of and numerical standards for scholarship that various evaluators—most notably, the CAS Tenure and Promotion Committees and University Tenure and Promotion Committees—have upheld have never been agreed upon among faculty members as a whole, published in the Faculty Handbook, nor otherwise communicated to candidates in any systematic way.  Thus, some negative decisions were associated with the unclear general standards and how they were interpreted (and, particularly, quantified) from year to year, given the absence of any widespread agreement, combined with the turnover in evaluators (e.g., department chairpersons) and members of the tenure and promotion committees who relied on different ideas regarding the demonstration of adequate achievement in research, creative, and professional activities.  
The inconsistent interpretation and application of tenure and promotion standards are on-going occurrences, as documented by the Faculty Senate Tenure and Academic Freedom Committee’s Promotion Consistency Review Task Force findings.  It concluded, “[D]espite persistent good-faith efforts by participants to maintain consistency of standards in the tenure and promotion process, some inconsistent outcomes in promotion decisions do appear to have resulted.”  It further noted, “The problems seem to be focused in the College of Arts and Sciences in regard to the evaluation of scholarship, where the record indicates that the standard for scholarly activity for promotion has been raised.”  That committee further noted:

It is the position of this committee that standards for promotion will and should continue to be refined over time.  Such revisions of standards, however, should take place within [these] basics parameters:

1) Requirements for tenure and promotion, including expectations specific to schools or departments, should be articulated in writing at the time of hiring and adhered to throughout the faculty member’s career up to tenure and promotion.  That is, if candidates are going to be held to a higher standard of accomplishment than in the past, that standard should begin with new hires.  To employ a new, higher standard at the time of the tenure review is unfair, as it does not allow the candidate enough time to respond to perceived deficiencies in performance.  This is especially true in the areas of scholarship (since there can be extensive delays in the submission and publication process) and of teaching (since improvements in classroom performance take time to be reflected in student evaluations).

….

3) The standards and expectation for tenure and promotion should be clearly understood and shared by everyone in the evaluation process at the beginning of each year’s tenure and promotion cycle.  This is especially important so that chairs and senior colleagues can give appropriate guidance to faculty members.  Department chairs in particular must be in a position to give effective counsel to faculty, and thus must be aware of how criteria are being interpreted at other levels of the process.
....

Written guidelines for interpreting criteria should be disseminated to the various committees and to the department chairs, who in turn should share these with the candidates for tenure well before the date when tenure/promotion materials are due to the department chairs.  In the case of the alteration of existing standards, such proposed changes should be discussed by the faculty as a whole.

University Tenure and Promotion Committees have expressed similar sentiments.  For instance, in spring 2005, the University Tenure and Promotion Committee issued a list of suggestions for improving the tenure and promotion processes and broached the subject of the requirements for scholarship in the CAS for candidates seeking promotion to associate professor.  Specifically, in their suggestions for improvement, committee members noted the need for the CAS to “provid[e] a more precise set of requirements.”  They commented that, because the other units have their own set of criteria, interpretations, examples of evidence, and ideas about weighting the evidence, “The evaluations of scholarly work in these areas is somewhat less vague and [less often] left to one’s interpretation and point of view.”  They recommended that the CAS develop a similar document (2/24/05, p. 3).  Subsequent University Tenure and Promotion Committees have reiterated these points in their annual reports: in its April 20, 2007, list of suggestions, the University Tenure and Promotion committee members asserted,

Over the last several years, disagreement about how criteria [for promotion to associate and to full professor] should be applied has flourished, and some opinions, especially with respect to scholarship, have been presented as established policies without…any very thorough discussion by the community at large.  We believe that, with respect to issues like more rigorous standards in scholarship, the value of counting publications, and the option of granting tenure without promotion, the level of knowledge, understanding, and agreement on this campus is much too low.  The Faculty…needs to have such questions aired; the College needs to build a much stronger consensus about them than currently exists. 
Inconsistencies within a Given Year in How Evaluators Applied the Criteria for Tenure and/or Promotion.  Again, these cases occurred most often in the CAS and revolved around research, creative, and professional activities.  In a couple of instances, in the early years covered by our review, a faculty member’s heavy load of teaching-related responsibilities was used to justify promotion to associate professor, even though the candidate was deemed as lacking sufficient scholarly endeavors (especially publications in referred journals), while other applicants were held to higher standards for scholarship.  (However, in the later years, teaching/library responsibilities were not considered sufficient to compensate for insufficient scholarship.  This point demonstrates the inconsistencies from year to year, discussed in the previous section.)
Another issue with respect to inconsistency within a given year concerns comparing 
candidates to each other.  In those instances where candidates were directly compared to each other and other cases where comparisons were more subtle, committee members discussed whether an applicant was comparable to others being considered that year (or judged in the past, as noted above).  In these cases, it seems that comparison was done to promote fairness and consistency regarding how the general standards had been and were being interpreted and applied at a given point in time.  Again, this situation arose because evaluators (especially tenure and promotion committees) lacked sufficient guidance in how the general criteria were to be interpreted and regarding the kinds of evidence sufficient for demonstrating competency.
As with the other problems raised in this report, the fall 1998 Faculty Senate Tenure and Academic Freedom Committee’s Promotion Consistency Review criticized “the subtle tendency to judge applicants in relation to standards established by the accomplishments of their immediate cohorts rather than in relation to the published criteria.”  It also suggested that, 

[w]hile the records of outstanding candidates may well point to new standards which the University may wish to adopt, candidates within a given year or two-year period are not in competition with one another and should not be perceived as setting new standards that their peers or immediate successors are required to meet.
Positive Outcomes for Some Candidates that Did Not Seem Warranted.  Some candidates received mixed recommendations from evaluators at various stages of the tenure and/or promotion review process.  The recommendations for negative decisions stemmed primarily from inadequate demonstration of teaching effectiveness/librarianship or insufficient scholarship, but rarely exclusively from lack of service.  Several cases involving tenure and promotion from assistant to associate professor resulted in a split decision, with a candidate being granted tenure, but not promotion.  In such instances, those faculty members and others in the Stetson community often viewed the outcome as “unfair,” because those denied promotion assumed they should have been granted both tenure and promotion.  In reality, in some cases, evaluators rendering a split decision actually felt those faculty members had benefited, because, had evaluators not been given the option to de-couple tenure and promotion, the likely decision would have been negative on both counts (i.e., denial of tenure and promotion).  In other words, the decision to grant tenure but deny promotion actually worked in some candidates’ favor: had evaluators adhered strictly to the guiding principles for granting tenure and promotion, as they were being interpreted and applied, candidates would have been denied both.  
As noted above, the application of unwritten standards, particularly regarding types and numbers of research, creative, and professional accomplishments, no doubt contributed to some split decisions.  However, evaluators also gave “the benefit of the doubt” to some of these candidates because of issues which were outside the candidates’ control and stemming from problems in evaluation systems, such as candidates’ receiving praise rather than critical evaluation with suggestions for improvement from those involved in the annual, second-year, and fourth-year reviews.  In these cases, members of the University Tenure and Promotion Committees recognized that applicants did not meet the criteria, but they felt that it was unfair to penalize those faculty members who had not been given adequate feedback and told about the need for improvement by evaluators.  Hence, they usually recommended tenure, but promotion denial.  

In general, those candidates who routinely had received thoughtful, constructive feedback and recommendations for improvement (i.e., honest appraisals) from chairpersons and their dean/director were more successful in earning tenure and promotion, because they had opportunities to address problems and presented stronger portfolios than candidates who got no or weak feedback or glowing comments rather than critical assessment.  Thus, in the case of the latter, the recommendations for tenure without promotion were positively biased in a candidate’s favor (relative to how evaluators interpreted and applied the criteria for other candidates).  These cases point to problems with the structures and processes of evaluation, often evident from the early stages of a faculty member’s career at Stetson.  
Again, these are not new concerns.  The fall 1998 Faculty Senate Tenure and Academic Freedom Committee’s Promotion Consistency Review cited inadequate documentation as problematic, stating that some candidates’ files had “mostly general positive statements or only vague references to possible problems.”  Beginning with the February 24, 2004, University Tenure and Promotion Committee’s “Report of Suggestions for Improving the Tenure and Promotion Process,” committee members have acknowledged that, in an effort to provide more constructive evaluation to faculty members, the second- and fourth-year reviews should be both made more consistent and strengthened, by pointing out professors’ strengths and weaknesses early in their careers and identifying “potential obstacles to receiving tenure and promotion and steps the candidate took to address these.”  In addition, that committee asserted, 
Another stumbling block is the failure of our evaluators to pay close enough attention to the shortcomings of faculty under their supervision.  We would like to see problems mentioned early in the process, discussed with the faculty member, and addressed by the faculty member, with follow-ups that show progress toward success, particularly in the classroom.  This may mean more classroom visitations, closer review of student evaluations, year-to-year review of scholarship and service, and more detailed responses to FARs [Faculty Activity Reports], and certainly more communication with the faculty member.  It has been frustrating for us in making our evaluations to see serious matters that are totally ignored or unnoticed.  It is too late for the faculty member to be told of these shortcomings by the President, in effect, when he has to deliver a message of “denial.”  But it is also unfair for the University to have to live with these shortcomings because they have not been identified early enough in the process.
The University Tenure and Promotion Committees since then have reiterated these ideas.  For instance, in a comparable document dated April 20, 2007, members of the University Tenure and Promotion Committee again commented on the need for candidates to receive on-going, honest feedback prior to applying for tenure and promotion.  They urged the deans “to provide written responses to FAR’s [sic] in the 2nd and 4th year reviews, because the dean has more information and perspective than many department chairs.”  They continued:
The issue of inadequate or insufficiently rigorous supervision of the candidate during the probationary years has, at least arguably, the most serious consequences.  A candidate from a department and school that sets high standards and holds candidates to them will cast a critical eye on any candidate whose credentials are not beyond question: the marginal or questionable credentials will be on the records, and the committee’s job will be—as it should be—to determine whether the candidate has met the standard.  A candidate with similar credentials in a less rigorous department or school is likely to present a portfolio filled with glowing recommendations that cast, whether willfully or not, a blind eye turned towards evident weaknesses.  In such a case, the committee must not only ask whether the candidate has met the standard, but whether the committee can in fact enforce a standard which has not been made clear during the probationary years….The result is the awarding of tenure and/or promotion to candidates whose record of achievement is not what we would like to see.
….

Especially when we are already being lenient…to candidates who are not properly supervised, it is particularly important that we do not punish candidates whose supervisors have done their jobs.  The University puts the institution and the University promotion and tenure committee in a tenuous position when department chairs are allowed to tell a candidate that they [sic] are doing a “great job” without challenge or rebuttal from the Dean if this assessment is not accurate or may be open for debate.
Finally, in its April 8, 2008, report on the tenure and promotion process, the University Tenure and Promotion Committee claimed that “those participating in the review process need to address much more specifically and consistently the University’s criteria for tenure and promotion,” because too many evaluators at every level of review did not “measure the candidate’s record against the expectations for tenure and promotion published in the Faculty Handbook,” and that failure led to disagreements at the different levels of evaluation.
Other Puzzling Outcomes.  Related to the item above were three troubling, though infrequent, situations that occurred over the years: One, President Lee did not abide by most evaluators’ recommendations to deny tenure and/or promotion; two, candidates who were deemed “marginal” in the three areas of teaching effectiveness/librarianship, service, and scholarship were nevertheless recommended for and granted tenure; and, three, evaluators questioned the teaching effectiveness/librarianship of candidates for promotion to full professor (a situation that suggests that perhaps there were concerns about teaching effectiveness/librarianship that should have been addressed at the pre-tenure stage).  We were stymied about why these situations occurred.  

Lack of Standards for Assessing Material Disseminated Via Non-Traditional Means (e.g., on the Internet) and for Evaluating Non-Traditional Forms of Scholarship (e.g., Applied Research, Community-Based Research, Public Scholarship, etc.).  Our committee members who have served on tenure and promotion committees, as well as comments in the University Tenure and Promotion Committees’ annual reports, highlight that one problem evaluators have faced when judging candidates was that the guidelines published in the Faculty Handbook do not encourage deviation from traditional conceptualizations of teaching/librarianship, scholarship, and service.  On a related note, there has been little guidance in how to assess non-traditional ways of disseminating scholarly and creative output (e.g., web-based publications) and non-traditional forms of scholarship (e.g., community-based research, applied research), including scholarship that overlaps considerably with service, teaching/librarianship, and/or administration.  Thus far, this lack of guidance has not appeared to have negatively affected candidates’ career outcomes, but it has made assessment difficult for evaluators.  These types of non-traditional outlets and research, creative, and professional activities often align with Stetson’s mission, and they are likely to appear more frequently in faculty members’ portfolios.  Furthermore, this situation is not unique to Stetson; other colleges and universities are also wrestling with how to recognize, evaluate, institutionalize, and reward them, as indicated by some of the articles under tab #6.

In its March 20, 2006, “Report of Suggestions to Improve the Tenure and Promotion Process,” the University Tenure and Promotion Committee pointed out the need for more guidance in evaluating non-traditional forms of scholarship.  For example, that committee noted,


We suspect that in the near future, we will have more cases in which the majority of a candidate’s “publications” appear on a non-reviewed website, rather than in peer-reviewed journals.  It is important for department chairpersons to provide more guidance for evaluating this material, e.g., by highlighting formal criteria from professional associations and accreditation boards.  

The comparable April 8, 2007, report also mentioned, “Several activities commonly put forward by candidates from the School of Music—conducting at an external event an ensemble for which one is pedagogically responsible on campus, e.g.—are treated differently by different evaluators.”  It called for a consistent rubric about how to count such endeavors and other non-traditional forms of scholarship.  
Other Problems with the Overall Tenure and Promotion System and Committees:  We pinpointed some additional problems associated with the overall tenure and promotion system and committees.  One is a potential conflict of interest when a member of a candidate’s department also serves on a unit (e.g., school/library or university) tenure and promotion committee.  Another is the potentially greater influence a given faculty member who has served on one or more of the tenure and promotion committees for a prolonged period of time may exert on decisions; in the absence of clear guidelines for how to interpret and apply the written criteria, such committee members come to define the standards, as newer committee members look to these experienced members for guidance.  A third issue is the failure to give the tenure and promotion committees an official charge with clear guidelines and the absence of someone to oversee that the committees stick to that charge.
Our study identified several real and potential problems with the evaluation, tenure, and promotion criteria, procedures, and processes (sometimes beginning in the early stages of faculty members’ careers) that negatively affected candidates, some of which are discussed above and some of which are described in the scholarly literature.  Among the real problems we uncovered are evaluators’ interpretation of tenure and promotion criteria and evidence (especially translating the official, yet general, written standards in the Faculty Handbook into certain types and/or numbers of scholarly activities); lack of communication with pre-tenure faculty members about what the criteria for tenure and promotion are and the types of evidence that demonstrate that they have been met; lack of mentoring of new faculty members; failure to train chairpersons and other evaluators in their responsibilities to regularly assess faculty members accurately; failure to hold evaluators accountable for this professional duty; inadequate annual, second-year, and fourth-year reviews, including honest appraisals and constructive feedback from evaluators; and insufficient guidelines for judging non-traditional venues for and forms of research, creative, and professional activities.  We believe that these factors account, in part, for the pattern of negative career outcomes identified in two Stetson studies (as described in the “Faculty Senate Tenure and Academic Freedom Committee Promotion Consistency Review Report” and “A Report on Some Patterns Associated with the Tenure and Promotion Process at Stetson University”), in the University Tenure and Promotion Committees’ summary reports, and here.  They may have especially affected candidates who were confused about the expectations for scholarship, particularly in the CAS, which does not have its own set of criteria for tenure and promotion, as do the SOBA, the SOM, and the Library.  Furthermore, these factors contributed to the positive outcomes for some candidates that did not seem warranted, as noted above.

RECOMMENDATIONS
We derived the recommendations below from our work and, in many respects, they echo or complement those made in the literature and in other Stetson reports (especially the fall 1998 “Faculty Senate Tenure and Academic Freedom Committee Promotion Consistency Review Report” and the University Tenure and Promotion Committees’ suggestions for improving the tenure and promotion process in their reports from spring 2004 through spring 2008).  We urge Stetson faculty members in their respective units to be involved in implementing these 20 recommendations.   
1) Revise the existing tenure and promotion criteria and lists of evidence for the University as a whole and for each unit; publish the revisions in the University and unit policies and procedures manuals; and inform all faculty members and relevant administrators of the changes.  (Note: We are not recommending that particular thresholds for teaching effectiveness/librarianship or specific types or numbers of service or scholarly activities be included in these guidelines.  We are recommending that the standards for teaching/librarianship, service, and research, creative, and professional activities be clarified and broadened; the possible interpretations of the criteria for tenure, promotion from assistant to associate professor, and promotion from associate to full professor be articulated; the lists of evidence for each be illustrated and calibrated; and the role of administrative duties be included.  Doing so should reduce the amount of interpretation on the part of evaluators, reduce the number of unexpected split decisions, and otherwise make the tenure and promotion process more transparent.) 
2) Create a clear set of tenure, promotion, and evaluation policies, procedures, guidelines, and standards for the CAS and, perhaps, for divisions within the CAS; state how the criteria can be interpreted; and indicate the various types of evidence that can be used to demonstrate that standards have been met and how they might be weighted.  
3) Compare and adjust, as necessary, the tenure, promotion, and evaluation policies, procedures, guidelines, criteria, and evidence lists for the University as a whole and for the various units for clarity and consistency.
4) Revise the criteria and evidence for tenure and promotion, as published in the Faculty Handbook, to more clearly distinguish the criteria, lists of evidence, and weighting of factors for tenure from those for promotion to associate professor and, similarly, to more clearly differentiate the criteria, evidence, and weighting of factors for promotion to associate professor from those for promotion to full professor.  Reiterate that the primary criterion for tenure is teaching effectiveness/librarianship; emphasize that no amount of service equals scholarship; but stress that, to earn tenure, a faculty member must still engage in service and in research, creative, and professional endeavors.  (Note: If the standards for tenure and for promotion to associate professor are clarified, distinguished from each other, and openly communicated to faculty members, then professors should gain greater control over the critical decision of whether to apply for promotion when applying for tenure, and there should be fewer cases of unexpected de-coupling, due to faculty members’ confusion about the criteria and how evaluators interpret and count them.  Additionally, evaluators should be less inclined to recommend positive, though seemingly unwarranted, recommendations for tenure without promotion and should be more consistent in applying standards from year to year and within a given year.)
5) In the processes of review and revision, expand the definitions of research, creative, and professional activities to include non-traditional, yet increasingly growing, aspects of and outlets for each and incorporate those definitions into the criteria and lists of evidence.  Each unit (and, within the CAS, perhaps each division) should develop criteria and examples that reflect broader definitions and rubrics for assessing these pursuits, according to professional and disciplinary guidelines and recommendations.    
6) Revise the research instruments and processes for evaluating teaching effectiveness/librarianship, and standardize the administration of the teaching evaluation process.  Include more items on the standardized teaching evaluation form that address pedagogy, encourage student reflection, and deal with students’ unconscious biases regarding gendered and racialized expectations of instructors.  Expand the evaluation of teaching effectiveness/librarianship so that it routinely relies on multiple modes of assessment (e.g., portfolio, peer evaluation, self-analysis, plans for improvement, etc.).  (Note:  Although the evidence we saw did not single out teaching effectiveness/librarianship and how it is measured as problematic, we nevertheless recommend that issues surrounding teaching and how it is assessed be examined.  Certainly, as noted in the documents under tabs #4, 5, and 6, students do not evaluate teachers and their courses devoid of preconceived notions about gender, race, sexual orientation, and so forth.)
7) Once the University and unit tenure and promotion criteria and lists of evidence have been finalized and published, they should

be shared with candidates during the interview process [for hiring] and attached to the initial contract of the faculty member at the time of hire.  A copy of these tenure and promotion criteria should become part of the candidate’s tenure and promotion portfolio to ensure that everyone in the process…has a more precise understanding of the expectations each academic unit had of its faculty members at the time of hire.  (University Tenure and Promotion Committee “Report of Suggestions to Improve the Tenure and Promotion Process,” 2/24/05, p. 4)  
8) Regularly review, compare, update, and publicize changes related to evaluation, tenure, and promotion in the various units.

9) Institutionalize the guidelines and process by which a faculty member can stop the tenure clock, so that such requests are not resolved on a case-by-case basis.
10) Devise and implement training programs for department chairs (and others involved in candidates’ evaluation) regarding the procedures, processes, criteria, their interpretation, and lists and calibration of evidence related to the various types (e.g., classroom peer review, portfolio review, review of teaching materials and evaluations, assessment of scholarly work) and stages (e.g., annual, second-year, fourth-year, tenure, and promotion reviews) of evaluation (including what should be covered in letters of evaluation).  Doing so should ensure that they do their jobs and reduce the inconsistencies in assessments within and across groups.  Department chairpersons and deans should hold evaluators accountable and themselves be held accountable for meeting these professional obligations.  
11) Charge the University and unit tenure and promotion committees with conducting annual workshops for candidates, as well as for evaluators (e.g., candidates’ department colleagues and chairpersons, outside faculty members within the university, deans/directors) in the spring semester, to inform them of the official criteria and their interpretation, types of evidence, processes, and procedures and to address questions (e.g., regarding the expectations for tenure or promotion with respect to teaching effectiveness/librarianship, adequate service, and noteworthy scholarship; traditional and alternative methods for meeting these expectations; applicants’ portfolio contents and how should they be organized; and so forth). 
12) Insure that all faculty members are given consistent, honest information and feedback from their senior department colleagues, the department chairperson, and the dean/director about evaluation processes; tenure and promotion standards; whether they are “on track”; and their strengths and weaknesses in teaching, scholarship, and service at critical career junctures (e.g., upon hiring, annual reviews, the second- and fourth-year reviews, etc.).  Evaluators should communicate the outcomes of those assessments in writing, suggest improvements, and monitor faculty members’ progress in making necessary changes.  
13) Insure that all pre-tenure faculty members are not overburdened with too many new course preparations or heavy service obligations.  These steps are especially critical for female faculty members and ALANA faculty members, who tend to face additional challenges in navigating traditional academic career paths, as noted in some of the materials under tabs #4 and 5.  At the same time, provide pre-tenure faculty members with opportunities to engage in meaningful service at all levels that will both utilize and enhance their skills, knowledge, expertise, and so forth.  The department chairperson and the dean/director should monitor pre-tenure faculty members’ service load, work with other administrators and groups who make committee appointments, and, when necessary, intervene to advocate on behalf of junior faculty members.  Chairpersons and other evaluators should also be knowledgeable about the types and nature of the service work taken on by both pre- and post-tenure faculty members, consider how it complements or overlaps with teaching/librarianship and/or scholarship, and give adequate consideration, reward, and honest appraisals of it in their evaluations of faculty members.     
14) Develop and institutionalize mentoring teams, composed of conscientious, well-trained faculty members throughout the University, who are responsible for mentoring and professionally socializing a cohort of new faculty members up through the tenure process.  Because evaluation and tenure and promotion considerations begin at the moment of hiring a tenure-track faculty member, these concerns should involve several constituencies.  The Provost, in consultation with the deans, the library director, and the Senate Executive Committee, might annually appoint the team for a given cohort of new hires, with this appointment constituting University service.  The team could meet with its cohort of pre-tenure faculty members for professional development activities (e.g., applying for a summer grant, putting together a portfolio, offering teaching tips), as well as for social events, as a way to orient and integrate them into Stetson.  Moreover, the mentoring teams, in conjunction with department chairpersons and the dean/director, could help protect junior faculty members from becoming overburdened (for example, with too many new course preparations, service commitments, or advisees, or too heavy a teaching load).
15) For new tenure-track faculty members in small departments in the CAS, no later than the end of their first year of service, the dean should appoint faculty members outside that department who will serve as internal evaluators (i.e., as temporary “department” members) through all stages of those candidates’ evaluation review through tenure.
16) Develop and institute post-tenure and post-promotion reviews.  Such reviews allow for senior faculty members to demonstrate how they meet evolving standards, and they can also be valuable tools for determining merit pay and other faculty rewards.
17) Interview faculty members who have delayed going up for promotion to full professor about the reasons for the delay to determine whether the reasons are matters of personal choice and/or real or perceived structural, cultural, or organizational barriers.
18) Centralize and systematize the annual collection of institutional data pertaining to faculty hiring, evaluation, retention, tenure, promotion, and so forth, and routinely analyze the data to identify and address patterns of negative career outcomes.
19) Demonstrate to the university community that the time, efforts, and recommendations of various university committees pertaining to the issues in this and similar reports are addressed fully.
20) Undertake a qualitative study of female and ALANA faculty members’ experiences at Stetson, as they relate to evaluation, tenure, and promotion issues.
Report prepared by Diane Everett.
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