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Promotion and tenure recommendations and an annual review of all nontenured faculty 

and tenured faculty below the rank of full professor are made by a Promotion and Tenure 

Committee (hereinafter, Committee) consisting of all tenured full professors in the 

physics department. 

  

 

REVISION (Approved by the faculty on 29 JANUARY 2002:  Tenure recommendations 

are made by a committee consisting of all tenured professors in the physics department.) 

 

REVISION (Approved by the Executive Committee on 17 SEPTEMBER 2009 – see 

attachment – “Being present at the discussion includes participating via teleconferencing 

or videoconferencing and the casting of a ballot on this case handled so as to maintain 

confidentiality.”) 
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Adopted in secret ballot by Full Professors - 21 November 1997 

PROCEDURES 

 

The chairperson appoints a separate ad hoc subcommittee (hereinafter, Subcommittee) 

for each faculty member to be reviewed. Each Subcommittee consists of three members 

of the Committee, no more than two of whom are in the same sub-discipline as the 

faculty member to be reviewed. The faculty member is informed of the nature of the 

review and of the names of the Subcommittee members and is asked to cooperate fully 

with the Subcommittee.  An effort is made to vary Subcommittee membership from year 

to year. 

 

1. Annual review of all nontenured faculty members 

 

The chairperson appoints a Subcommittee for each nontenured faculty member no later 

than January. The Subcommittee evaluates the teaching, research, and service of the 

faculty member, and, where appropriate, recommends further action, such as setting up 

another Subcommittee to consider possible promotion of the faculty member. The 

Subcommittees report to the Committee at a meeting held no later than March, at which 

the merits and shortcomings of each faculty member are discussed. A careful and 

thorough review is conducted in the third year of a three-year appointment including the 

solicitation of letters of evaluation from prominent scientists outside the department. 

After this third-year review, the Committee votes by secret ballot whether to recommend 

that the faculty member receive a regular one-year reappointment or whether to 

recommend a terminal one-year appointment. At all other annual reviews (except the 

review in the first year of a three-year appointment) a vote on reappointment will be 

taken by secret ballot at the request of any member of the Committee. Unless there is a 

vote for a terminal appointment, the Committee may vote by show of hands whether a 

Subcommittee should be set up to consider promotion and/or early tenure for the faculty 

member. On the basis of the report of the Subcommittee and the discussion and votes in 

the Committee, the chairperson formulates and transmits a review to the faculty member 

in writing. A copy of this review is kept in the faculty member's personnel file, but none 

is transmitted elsewhere. The faculty member is invited to discuss the review with the 

chairperson. The reappointment recommendation is transmitted to the Dean of Faculties 

and to the Dean of the College. 

 

The Dean of the Faculties has mandated that the chairperson's written evaluation contain 

the following statement or equivalent: "This review reflects my judgment as to your 

current performance. It is based on my examination of your dossier (and the evaluation 

by the departmental committee). This evaluation may differ from those of future 

chairpersons,  deans, and advisory committees who are asked to make judgments, and 

ultimately decisions, concerning your reappointment, tenure or promotion.  To 

supplement this review, I call your attention to the relevant criteria in the Academic 

Handbook."  

 

2. Review of tenured faculty below the rank of full professor 
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No later than January, the chairperson appoints Subcommittees to review tenured faculty 

members below full rank at the same time as appointing Subcommittees to evaluate 

untenured faculty. Except for the absence of discussion and votes on reappointment and 

tenure, and a modification of the statement mandated by the Dean of the Faculties, the 

procedures are similar to those for untenured faculty. 

 

3. Tenure and promotion recommendations 

 

In the Spring the chairperson appoints a Subcommittee for each faculty member whose 

tenure decision has to be made and for everyone else recommended by the Committee in 

the Spring meeting. The chairperson may also appoint Subcommittees for other faculty 

members if this seems appropriate. The faculty member is notified of the membership of 

the Subcommittee when it is formed. The faculty member is asked to complete his or her 

bibliography, etc., to add any relevant material, including a statement of his or her own 

accomplishments and plans, to provide a list of six outside references, and to provide the 

names of any persons to whom he or she has any objections as a reference. The 

Subcommittee provides a second list of six outside references, taking into account any 

objections of the faculty member to particular people. The Subcommittee normally asks 

the department chairperson to solicit up to six letters of evaluation from outside 

references on the list, with no more than three coming from either list. The chairperson 

provides the Dean of the College with the remaining names on the two lists. The letters 

are sought by the chairperson as a valuable input to the deliberations of the Committee 

and not to bolster the case with the Dean. 

 

The Subcommittees complete their dossiers in early September and make them available 

in the office of the chairperson for inspection by all Committee members. After all 

Committee members not on leave have had a chance to inspect the dossiers (and are 

urged by the chairperson to do so) one or more meetings of the Committee are set up. The 

Subcommittees report to these meetings and a thorough discussion of each individual 

case follows.  The decision whether or not to recommend a faculty member for 

promotion or tenure is made by secret ballot and no absentee votes from the Committee 

members who were not present at the discussion of the individual case are allowed.  (see 

attached Voting for Tenure and Promotion in Absentia amendment:  Being present at the 

discussion includes participating via teleconferencing or videoconferencing and the 

casting of a ballot on this case handled so as to maintain confidentiality.) 

 

The chairperson informs each faculty member under discussion of the decision as soon as 

practicable. In a tenure case, and in that of a favorable promotion recommendation, the 

candidate and the Subcommittee assist the chairperson in assembling the dossier to be 

transmitted to the Dean of the College. The chairperson adds his or her own 

recommendation independently. 

 

A recommendation for promotion or tenure of a faculty member or a recommendation 

against tenure serves also as the annual evaluation. 
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CRITERIA 

 

1. Tenure criteria of the Physics Department 

 

Since the tenure decision commits the University for a long period of time, the emphasis 

in the evaluation of a faculty member for it must of necessity be directed toward the 

future. The performance of a faculty member during the probationary period is of course 

the best indication of his or her promise for the future, but the granting of tenure is not a 

reward for that performance. It is, instead, based on a judgment of what the scientist's 

accomplishments during that time would lead one to expect for the remainder of his or 

her life. Such judgments made by individual colleagues necessarily have an element of 

subjectivity and they cannot be reduced to a formula. At the same time the department 

recognizes that the decision made may be one of the most important of the faculty 

member's life. Therefore it is imperative that this judgment not be exercised capriciously 

and that the colleague be judged fairly. 

 

The primary questions to be asked by the department when it makes a decision on 

whether or not to recommend one of its members for tenure are: What is the quality of his 

or her research contribution expected to be over the next thirty years? How good a 

teacher will he or she continue to be, in the classroom, with individual Ph.D. students, 

and with the scientific or general community? How valuable a citizen of the department 

and of the University will he or she be over the years as a colleague? 

 

While the weight that the Physics Department attaches to each of these questions may 

vary in individual instances, generally the first two will be taken into account more 

heavily than the third. This does not mean that the service contribution of a faculty 

member does not influence the tenure recommendation, or that it would be impossible to 

be recommended for tenure primarily on the basis of excellence and promise of future 

leadership qualities in the areas of scientific and academic administration. It does mean 

that a positive tenure recommendation cannot be expected on the basis of responsible 

departmental citizenship and only very rarely on the primary basis of outstanding 

administrative promise. Nevertheless, an at least adequate contribution to the general 

scientific and academic life of the department and of the University is expected of a 

colleague and no one can expect to be recommended for tenure without demonstrating a 

willingness and ability to make it. 

 

The teaching function of the Physics Department being of great importance both to the 

function of the University and to the cultural value that is attached to science in our 

society, no member of the department can expect to be recommended for tenure without 

demonstrating an excellent aptitude for, and high promise for future growth in teaching. 

The primary function of a University is the acquisition and transmission of knowledge 

and the neglect of the second makes the first sterile. The department recognizes that 

teaching takes place not only in the classroom but in individual interactions with students 

at all levels and with colleagues, and also in scientific writing and lecturing to wider 

audiences. 
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All such didactic activities are considered important by the Department and are taken into 

account when a tenure recommendation is made.  Nevertheless, the Physics Department 

will rarely base its judgment primarily on a faculty member's teaching. There are many 

productive research physicists who are also very good teachers and there is no general 

dichotomy between the two abilities. Hence there is no need for the Physics Department 

to have teachers who are not excellent in research in order to compensate for poorly 

teaching researchers. 

 

Ordinarily the department bases its tenure recommendation primarily on outstanding 

ability for, and promise of continuing productivity in creative research. Scientific 

investigations whose results and methodology are not communicated are of little value. 

The quantity of publication is therefore an important measure of productivity. On the 

other hand, not all published results and ideas are equally important, and a small number 

of outstanding papers has more value than a large number of mediocre ones. The quality 

of the research performed and published is therefore of central importance to the 

judgment of the department. The committee does not simply count publications, or pages 

of published work and there is no critical number of either, above which tenure is 

recommended and below which it is not. It should be clearly recognized that such a 

qualitative judgment cannot be quantified. It is not, for example, identical with a referee's 

decision to accept or reject a paper for publication. Some of the pieces of information that 

may enter into it are the opinions of local experts and of outside references, the citation 

count, the funding by external agencies, the honors, fellowships, or prizes received and 

the number and kind of invitations received to give talks at professional meetings or at 

other universities. None of these are, by themselves, foolproof, and some are less reliable 

than others. In the aggregate, however, they form a fair basis for qualitative judgment. 

 

When the department makes a positive tenure recommendation it makes an active 

decision that on the basis of the colleague's excellence and high promise for the future, it 

would like to have him or her among its members until retirement. Such a decision is in 

no sense to be regarded as a right earned by the faculty member by satisfactory 

performance or by a demonstration that he or she is "at least as good" as some members 

of the department who now have tenure. Nor is a negative tenure decision to be construed 

necessarily as an adverse judgment on the research or the teaching or the service of the 

person. A negative decision merely means that, in some respects at least, in the opinion of 

the majority of the committee, the colleague did not measure up to the high standards for 

present and future excellence of performance expected of a permanent member of the 

Physics Department of Indiana University. 

 

2. Promotion criteria of the Physics Department 

 

The criteria outlined for the department's tenure recommendation are generally 

applicable, in varying degrees, also to promotion. The main difference between the two 

kinds of criteria is that the promotion recommendation is regarded more as a reward for 

accomplishments and as a recognition of stature than as a declaration of faith in future 

growth and excellence. 
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 Recommendation for promotion from Assistant to Associate Professor of Physics is an 

expression of the fact that the department regards the performance of the faculty member 

as excellent. Only in rare instances of exceptional performance will this recommendation 

be made so as to go into effect before the tenure decision is made. The relative weights 

attached to the three categories of research, teaching, and service are similar to those 

outlined under "tenure criteria". The department encourages its young faculty to learn the 

necessary techniques to teach well and to communicate the excitement of good physics to 

students. Such teaching requires patience and thorough preparation. Promotion 

recommendations take this strongly into account. The department does not encourage, on 

the other hand, the sacrifice of research in order for a teacher to spend all of his or her 

time with students. Promotion in the Physics Department is extremely unlikely in the 

absence of a strong showing of excellence in research.  Since, generally, the department 

keeps the service responsibilities of its junior faculty as low as possible in order to free 

them for a demonstration of their capabilities in research and teaching, the service 

category usually plays a minor role in promotion to Associate Professor of Physics. 

 

The recommendation for promotion to Professor of Physics almost always comes later 

than the tenure recommendation. It is based on a similar weighting of criteria, but at this 

time the faculty member is expected to have acquired a well established national or 

international reputation as a mature scientist. Such a reputation is difficult to obtain by 

means other than publication of scientific papers of high quality. Thus the weight 

attached in the step to published productivity of excellence is even higher than that in the 

tenure recommendation. 

 

There is no set number of years after which promotion to Professor of Physics can be 

expected. Nonetheless, because physics is often most productively pursued by young 

physicists, promotion recommendations from the Physics Department tend to come 

earlier than average for the University. This reflects no lack of high standards, but merely 

recognizes reality. 
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Promotion and Tenure Dossier Availability: 

 

 

Since the College requires tenure reports from departments by the middle of September, 

since so many people are out of town in August, and since some letters do not arrive until 

the last minute, it would be difficult for the committees to complete their work much 

sooner than they currently do.  After further discussion, it was decided that existing 

dossier materials will be available for review no less than one week before the Full 

Professors Meeting. 

 

 

 

From EC Minutes, 22 September 1999 
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Associate Professors Added to the Departmental Tenure Voting Group 

 

Musser reported that the EC was unanimously in favor of including our tenured, associate 

professors in the group of faculty eligible to vote in tenure cases.  Our current policy is 

that tenure recommendations “are made by a Promotion and Tenure Committee 

consisting of all tenured full professors in the physics department.”  The EC’s 

recommendation would change this to:  tenure recommendations “are made by a 

committee consisting of all tenured professors in the physics department.”  In the case of 

promotion to full professor, our current policy would remain in place; that is, the voting 

committee would consist of full professors only. 

 

Musser also raised the question of whether only full professors should be eligible to vote 

on the recommended change.  There was general consensus that all faculty in attendance 

should be allowed to vote.  Following a brief discussion on the recommendation itself a 

motion and second to accept this change in our current policy were made and a vote was 

taken.  The faculty approved the change by a vote of 20 in favor and 1 opposed – 29 

January 2002. 
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Voting for Tenure and Promotion in Absentia 

 

This issue has recently come up because the Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and 

Academic Affairs (OVPAA) was checking on individual department policies regarding 

the tenure voting procedure. 

 

Our current departmental policy of "The decision whether or not to recommend a faculty 

member for promotion or tenure is made by secret ballot and no absentee votes from the 

Committee members who were not present at the discussion of the individual cases are 

allowed."  Our policy is indeed in line with the OVPFAA policy. Subsequent discussion 

between the chairs, COAS Dean, and VPFAA clarified that participation via 

teleconferencing or videoconferencing is included. 

 

The EC decided unanimously to add the amendment to this policy: 

 

“Being present at the discussion includes participating via teleconferencing or 

videoconferencing and the casting of a ballot in this case handled so as to maintain 

confidentiality.
1
” 

 

 

Approved unanimously by the Executive Committee on Sept. 17, 2009 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 At some time before the meeting, the faculty member who will not be present in person 

will arrange to have prepared three sealed envelopes for each candidate labeled “1”, “2”, 

and “3” containing “yes”, “no”, and “abstain” votes with the respective labeling known 

only to the faculty member. Following the discussion and at the time of the vote for a 

candidate, the faculty member will state which envelope they want to submit as their 

vote. The envelope will be opened and the ballot mixed in with the rest of the votes 

before the tally. The remaining envelopes will be shredded immediately." 


